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1 Introduction: The aim and structure of the thesis

In conversations, speakers may encounter problehishwnake them stop their talk-in-
progress. The treatment of such problems triggespgech disfluencies has been
intensively studied in various linguistic discigs In the framework of conversation
analysis (CA), which studies human social intemactacross sociology, linguistics, and
communication (Stivers—Sidnell 2013: 1), “the setpractices whereby a co-interactant
interrupts the ongoing course of action to attenddssible trouble in speaking, hearing or
understanding the talk” constitutes the domain egair (Kitzinger 2013: 229), and is
regarded as one of the fundamental structures miereation (Sidnell-Stivers 2013: v).
While conversation analysis examines repair from iateractional point of view,
psycholinguistics and phonetics regard repair &s dbrrection of speech disfluencies
(Gosy 2004: 15), and focus on the cognitive anchpltio aspects of the phenomertoks
the main focus of my research is on the interaali@spects of the repair mechanism, the
starting framework of my study is conversation gsial

Repair is composed of three parts in the convemsatnalytic framework
(Schegloff et al. 1977; Schegloff 1997a, 2000) (Eeeact (1). The “possible disjunction
with the immediately preceding talk” is repair iatton (Schegloff 2000: 207) (in Extract
(1) - 6 ‘- uh’). The segment of talk to which repair inti@n is addressed is the trouble-
source or repairable(Schegloff et al. 1977: 363) (in Extract (f)lal ‘sacri’). Finally,
repair outcomas the solution or abandonment of the problem (§ldie2000: 207; cf.
Schegloff et al. 1977: 364) (in Extract [@dckara teszettisk’). The termrepair refers to
the success of the repair procedure (Schegloff é9&7: 363).

! See, for example, Boomer—Laver 1968; Fromkin 19¥@teboom 1980, 2005; Levelt 1983, 1989; Cutler
1988; Postma—Kolk—Povel 1990; Blackmer—Mitton 19Ratk—Postma 1997; Clark—Wasow 1998; Poulisse
1999; Postma 2000; Shriberg 2001; Pérez—Palma—@f8ba 2007; Gasy 2003, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2012;
Mark6 2004, 2006; Huszar 2005; Bona 2006; Horvd&ib42 2007; Fabulya 2007; Gyarmathy 2006, 2007,
2009, 2012a, b; Gyarmathy—Gosy 2014).

2 The corpus is described in Chapter 4. Transcriptionventions can be found in the Appendix. Sinee t
punctuation in the extracts does not indicate syittdbut intonational boundaries, | do not use wdpetters

at the syntactic boundaries. The glosses are tmided to capture all morphological properties ohgfarian
words but indicate only the necessary ones fomptiesent purposes. The abbreviations used in tresego
can also be found in the Appendix. For the sakeoofvenience, | repeat the English translation efltimger
examples at the end of the extracts.

® The termtrouble-sourcehus refers to the particular segment of talk jubgeoblematic by the speaker who
initiates repair, and should be distinguished ftbmbasis of the problem (e.g., noise).



(1) (SZTEPSZI2: 953)
01 Gabor: de hogy egy egy poén kedvéért folal- 6
but that a a JOKeEN for the sake sacri- uh

‘but for a joke do yowsacri- uh

02 kockara teszed egyébként a:?
risk.DEF.2sG by the way the

risk, by the way, your (place at the university)?’

While self-repair (self-initiated repair) is inited by the speaker producing the
trouble-source (Kitzinger 2013: 230) (Extract (19}her-repair (other-initiated repair) is
initiated by someone other than the speaker of rdpairable (Kitzinger 2013: 231)
(Example (2)).

(2) (DB2 Angela)

1 Clt:  .hhhhh But it nourished him (.) in utero
2 well did it.

3 @)

4 Ang: Pardon?

5 Clt: It nour- The placenta nourished him

6 .hhh in utero

7 Ang: Yeah

(Kitzinger 2013: 232)

The previous studies in the conversation analyterdture have paid a great deal of
attention to self- and other-initiated repair (seg., Schegloff-Jefferson—Sacks 1977; C.
Goodwin 1980, 1981; M. H. Goodwin 1983; Heritag&4.9Jefferson 1972, 1974, 1987,
Fox—Hayashi—Jasperson 1996; Drew 1997; Stivers ;28@binson 2006; Wilkinson—
Weatherall 2011; Schegloff 1979, 1987, 1992, 19672000, 2008a, b, 2013). Apart from
English, repair has been studied across a rangéhef languages. Kitzinger (2013: 229)
mentions Brazilian Portuguese (Guimaraes 2007}, Easbbean English Creoles (Sidnell
2008), Finnish (Laakso—Sorjonen 2010), French (Mateelletier—Golato 2008), German
(Egbert 1996, 2004), Indonesian (Wouk 2005), Jagauieox et al. 1996; Hayashi 2003),
Korean (Kim 1993, 2001), Mandarin (Wu 2006; Lukeadh 2010), Norwegian



(Svennevig 2008), Russian (Bolden—Mandelbaum-Waikm2012), and Thai (Moerman
1977). While Fox and her seven colleagues (20092 barried out a comparative study on
English, Bikol, Sochiapam Chinantec, Finnish, Inelsian, Japanese, and Mandarin (see
Section 6.3, 101), Fox, Maschler, and Uhmann (20i&ye examined self-repair in
English, Hebrew, and German. We can add Hungaoidhis list. While Lerch (2007) and
Németh (2012a, b, ¢, 2013, 2014) have focusedysolelself-repair in Hungarian, Szab6
(2012) has examined other-initiated repair as wekn applying conversation analysis to
language ideology studies. Self-repair is preferdablother-repair (Schegloff et al. 1977),
and the most common type of repair is self-repathe turn containing the repairable, i.e.,
same-turn self-repair (Kitzinger 2013: 232). Theu® of the present thesis is on this repair
type.

Schegloff (2013) describes ten main same-turn-reeliir strategies, which
speakers employ “to deal with some putative trowlolerce in an ongoing turn-at-talk in
conversation or to alter it in some interactionabnsequential way” (Schegloff 2013: 43).
These repair operationsare recycling, replacing, deleting, searching, pidresizing,
sequence-jumping, reformatting, reordering, inagrteand abortingReplacinginvolves a
speaker’s substituting for a wholly or partiallytiemlated element another, different
element (Schegloff 2013: 43) (Example 3).

(3) (Debbie and Shelley, 3)

Shl:  that's why he can’'t go:, .hhanlsaidb-& b
real homst with you: Ihave to decide do | wanna
spend this money becuz_if Mankas goin .hh he was
gonna pay fer- fem- a lot of it, cause he won money
playing footbac:ll.

(Schegloff 2013: 44)

Insertingis a self-repair strategy whereby the speaker tisis@re or more new elements
into the turn (Schegloff 2013: 45) (Example 4).

(4) (Joyce & Stan, 4)

Stan: And fer the hg I'm lookin fer somethi:ng uh a
little different. Na- uh:f: not:: exactly funky

(Schegloff 2013: 46)



The speaker can abandon what s/he has said akogamtld start the same action in a
different form. That is the repair operationatforting (Schegloff 2013: 52) (Example 5).

(5) (SN-4, 08)

Mrk: She’s jus’ that girl thet: uh:, (0.2)
“hh I met her through uh:m::, (0.1)
| met ‘er in Westwood.

(Schegloff 2013: 53)

When the speaker says again some stretch of tl&, esnploys the repair operation of
recycling(Schegloff 2013: 59) (Example 6).

(6) (KC-4, 07)

Kay: | don think they grow a | don think
they —grow aculture to do a biopsy.

(Schegloff 2013: 59)

When the speaker emplogeleting s/he deletes one or more elements which s/he has

already articulated (Example (7)).

(7) (TG, 9)

Bee: tuh go en try the:re. Becausds- | tried Barnes
'n Nobles 'n, (0.6) they didn’ have any’ingei don’
have any art books she tol’ me,

Ava: Mmm

(Schegloff 2013: 48)

The target okearchingcan be a name or a place, but it can also hapyernhe source of
the problem is unclear and the target is not “@e&c{Schegloff 2013: 50) (Example 8).

(8) (TG, 17-18)
Ava: A:nd uh:m,
(0.7)
Ava: °Wuhwz | gonnuh say.



(0.7)
Ava: You c'n come in the class with me...
(Schegloff 2013: 50)

Parenthesizings the interpolation of a clausal unit into thentSchegloff 2013: 51)
(Example (9)'

(9) (Auto Discussion, 7)

Mik: So, oy when Keg’'n come in heyihknow how_hes gotta
temper anyway,he js::: °wa:::::hscreamed iz damn
e:ngine yihknow

(Schegloff 2013: 52)

When the speaker emplogsquence-jumping/he turns to something unrelated to the turn
and sequence in progress (Schegloff 2013: 56) (pla(i0)).

(10) (KC — 4, 14)

Fre: _You know what we’re gonna- in fact I'm- she |
haven’t seen her since | spoke to you but I'm gdm
talk to=what a you m&ing?

(Schegloff 2013: 56)

Reformattings the grammatical transformation of the turn (Epéen(11))°

(11) (Virginia, 22)

Vir:  You want me to write you a: a little list ewer
wleek?

Mom: [l would- (.) that would begred.

(Schegloff 2013: 63)

Reorderingre-orders the elements of the turn-constructionil Example (12)¥.

4 Since the exact definition of insertion given incen 5.3 includes the phenomenon of parenthesizing
will analyze the cases of parenthesizing as irmestin the thesis.

> Since the exact definition of aborting given in &®t 5.4 includes the phenomenon of reformattingjll
analyze the cases of reformatting as abortingsdrhesis.



(12) (SBL 1:1:10:R)

Bea: Ah hah end yihever jus’ (.) eh yihjs’ never saw
such devbon in your li:fe

(Schegloff 2013: 65)

Apart from Schegloff’'s (2013) study on the ten iepperations introduced above, we can
say that relatively few of the previous convergatimalytic studies have focused on repair
operations in their own right. Among the exceptiosse Fox et al. 2009 and Fox et al.
2010 on recycling and replacement (see the langualgeve); Luke and Zhang 2010 on
insertion in Mandarin Chinese; and Wilkinson—-Weedhe2011 on insertion in British,
New Zealand, and U.S. English. As far as the ingagbn of repair operations in
Hungarian is concerned, apart from the previouslyliphed findings of the present thesis
(Németh 2012a, b, ¢, 2013, 2014), Lerch (2007)exquored the lexical category of the
target word in repetition (recycling). The list @alshows that even fewer studies in the
conversation analytic literature have examinediregzerations relative to each other, i.e.,
contrasting them in the repair mechanism from dagerperspective or perspectives
(among the exceptions, see Fox et al. 2009; Fak @010; and Németh 2012a, b, ¢, 2013,
2014), and as far as the author of the presenistkeews, the only cross-linguistic studies
comparing two repair operations with each otherFare et al. 2009 and Fox et al. 2010.

On the basis of the research of Fox et al. (2008)Fox et al. (2010) involving a
total of nine languages in their examinationsaih be suggested that recycling is a more
frequent repair operation than replacement in &k tanguages examined. This
generalization prompts us to ask the following aeske questions: Is there such a
difference between the frequency of recycling apmacement in Hungarian? That is, does
the distribution of recycling and replacement innigarian conversations support Fox’s et
al. (2009) and Fox’s et al. (2010) results? If yesy could we explain the cross-linguistic
difference between the frequencies of the two regaerations?

The general aims of the thesis are therefore &safsl 1) to examine recycling and
replacement repairs relative to each other in Hdagaconversations, and make a
comparison with the languages so far investigatethis respect, and 2p propose a
model able to describe repair operations relatoveedch other. Setting up the model

requires the extension of the research to furtBpair operations. Insertion and aborting

® Since the exact definition of aborting given incen 5.4 includes the phenomenon of reorderingilll
analyze the cases of reorderings as abortingith#sis.



have received relatively greater attention in tbeversation analytic literature than the

other repair operations (except for recycling alacement). Apart from these four repair
operations, there are six operation types desciibgétle conversation analytic literature

(see above) (Schegloff 2013), but as Schegloff 32@&B) suggests, there may be others
which await recognition and invite description. Hoxgr, the techniques employed in

accomplishing deleting, searching, parenthesizgsggjuence-jumping, reformatting, and

reordering, and their interactional import have heen examined so far (cf. Schegloff

2013: 41). For this reason, in my study | will eoq@ recycling, replacement, insertion, and
aborting in Hungarian, and compare my findings il previous results.

Conversation analysis grounds its empirical analyseaudio and film recordings
of naturally occurring interactions collected inmidiar, everyday settings as well as in
institutional settings, and regards data as theserdings (Mondada 2013). The purposes
of the present thesis require a wider spectrumoafces. Apart from semi-spontaneous
speech recorded in a corpus consisting of Hungaciasual face-to-face conversations, |
build my argumentation on previous research, as agebn my intuition. The combination
of these sources should be carried out in a carefy. Therefore, | also offer a
metatheoretical reflection on my study using Kertasd Rakosi’'s (2012, 2018)model of
plausible argumentatignwhich regards data as plausible statements atigm from
direct sources (e.g., corpus, linguistic intuiti@md experiment) (Kertész—Rakosi 2012:
169), and makes the conscious integration of thta ffam these various data sources
possible. In my thesis, following the terminologytioe p-model, by the termatal mean
plausible statements originating from direct sosyand not the recordings which CA
researchers produce as data by collecting therthéopurpose of studying them, and not
the recordings which can be done by participantgHeir practical purposes and turned
into data by researchers (Mondada 2013: 38). Thwgel as a metatheoretical model of
linguistic argumentation and data handling helps toe reflect consciously and
metatheoretically on various subphases of my rekeancluding the clarification of the
most important concepts | work with during my stumlyd the treatment of problems |
encounter during my argumentation. llluminatingsihenetatheoretical issues during my
object theoretical discussion, | aim to make myeobtheoretical results more reliable.

The thesis is organized as follows. | first provide metatheoretical background of
the research, i.e., | introduce the p-model in @rag, then | also provide the object
theoretical, conversation analytical backgrounangfthesis in Chapter 3. In Chapter 4, |

describe the corpus and methodology of the studgHapter 5, using examples from the

10



previous literature and the Hungarian corpus, Ir&@ttarize the repair operations of
recycling, replacement, insertion, and aborting.Clinapter 6, | examine recycling and
replacement in Hungarian conversations relativeaoh other, and compare my results
with the previous findings concerning the othemglaages so far examined in this respect.
In Chapter 7, | extend the comparative analysisi$ertion and aborting, and propose a
model which describes repair operations relativeach other. In Chapter 8, | summarize

the results and conclude the thesis.

2 The metatheoretical background of the thesis: Keész and Rakosi’'s (2012, 2014) p-
model of plausible argumentation

2.1 The main issues of the model

The p-model of plausible argumentation has bedmoedded by Kertész and Rakosi (2012,
2014) in order to solve a central methodologicabpem in linguistics, namely, what types
of data/evidence can be used and how these typestafevidence work in linguistic
theories (Kertész—Rakosi 2012: 1). The model a3 #0 reveal the relationship between
the argumentation structure of theories and thettre and function of data and evidence,
a relationship which is close but hidden, accordingfertész and Rakosi (2012: 2). The p-
model reflects on, for example, the role of datd amidence in linguistic theorizing, what
subtypes of data can be regarded as evidence, iffenedt linguistic theories should treat
the useable types of data/evidence, or the treatofeproblems in linguistic theorizing.
The most important innovations of the p-model &ee following: 1) it works with a new
concept of data; 2) it claims that all kinds ofglinstic data are uncertain; 3) uncertainty is
explicated by the p-model as plausibility; 4) aciog to the model, linguistic theorizing is
a dynamic process of plausible argumentation wisidyclic and prismatic in its nature; 5)
the p-model regards inconsistency as the natuogdepty of linguistic theories, and offers
several techniques to handle it, making problenvisglin linguistic theorizing more
effective; 6) it argues for the pluralism of lingtic theorizing, which means that there may
be more than one possible solution to a certaiblpno (Kertész—Rakosi 2014: 5). Since
the p-model reflects on linguistic theorizing franmetatheoretical point of view in the
way described above, applying it in the course lgect scientific research makes the
results more reliable. In the next three sectioriaifroduce three of the most important
innovations of the model: its concept of plausipjlits notion of the dynamic process of

plausible argumentation, and the problem-solvingtsgies it offers.
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2.2 The notion of plausibility: the uncertainty oflinguistic data

One of the most important innovations of the p-magléhe recognition that linguistic data
are most of the time uncertain. The model accofamtghis uncertainty with the help of the
notion of plausibility and plausible statementsdéffines a datum as a statement with a
positive plausibility value (strength of acceptddp)l originating from a direct source (e.g.,
corpus, linguistic intuition, experiment) (Kertégzakosi 2012: 169). A source is regarded
as a direct source with respect to a statemermn ithe basis of its reliability the given
statement is assigned a plausibility value. Theagalehis able to treat and use uncertain
statements by placing them in the argumentatiorcga® systematically as follows. In a
sense, data function as starting points for theimemntation process: plausibility values,
which they receive directly from direct sourcesteerthe argumentation process through
them. However, they supply the linguistic theorythaplausibility values not only in a
direct, but also in an indirect way, when functimnias the premises of plausible
inferences. Plausible inferences are thereforerantlisources of linguistic theorizing,
because a hypothesis obtained as the conclusisuncbfan inference receives a plausibility
value indirectly, from the datum serving as a psanof the inference. The main body of a
given argumentation process is constituted by ehainplausible inferences (Kertész—
Rakosi 2012: 169-184, 2014: 37-46).

The p-model differentiates between three typeslafigible inferences. The first
type consists of cases where the premises arestemisand there is a logical consequence
relation between the premises and the conclusiowglier, at least one of the premises is
not true with certaintybut only plausible (deductive inferences). Theosecgroup is
formed by the instances in which the premises are with certainty, and they are
consistent; nonetheless, the premises and the usiocl are not connected by a logical
consequence relation but only a semantic relateg.,(analogy, necessary or sufficient
condition, causality, etc.). This semantic relativms to be extendable to the so-called

" True statements and demonstrative inferencesaagan linguistic theorizing. However, Kertész @rékosi
(2012: 81) note that if a hypothetically assumeadistic universal is tested, and the result oftdsting is
negative, it is often interpreted as a demonseainference. They bring Moravcsik's (1969) univérsa
candidate as an example, which is the following) i{_the indefinite article is derived from the daral
‘one’, then non-numerable nouns cannot take indefarticle. Kertész and Rakosi (2012: 81) argw this
universal can be refuted with the help of the feiltg inference. It is true with certainty that if then if the
indefinite article was derived from the cardinah& in Coptic, then non-numerable nouns cannot take
indefinite article in Coptic. It is also true witiertainty that in Coptic, the indefinite article ssderived from
the cardinal ‘one’, but non-numerable nouns care tak indefinite article. From this it follows thdte
negation of U is also true with certainty.

12



latent background assumptions. The latent backgrassumptions, which have to be
plausible, true, or at least not known to be falsénplausible according to some source,
supplement the set of premises, and from the néwfsstatements a deductively valid
inference can be obtained (Kertész—Rakosi 20122@84: 22). It is of great importance in
the model that the plausibility of a hypothesisamtd as the conclusion of such an
inference is also influenced by the plausibilitytioé latent background assumptions. In the
case of inductive inferences, for example, thenkateackground assumption is that the
cases not investigated also possess the chartickeabthe examined ones. The third type
of plausible inferences differs from the secondugranly in one respect: among the
premises of these inferences there is at leastwdneh is not certainly true but only
plausible (Kertész—Rakosi 2012: 56-128, 2014: 2p-29

The p-model’s concept of evidence grasps the oglshiip between hypotheses and
data. Evidence in this sense is not an objectiwengsubcategory of data; any datum can
function as evidence for a hypothesis in a givguearentation process if it is a premise of
a plausible inference making the hypothesis pldeisithe notion of evidence in the model
is thus interpreted relative to a given hypothesia given theory; consequently, it plays a
crucial role in the evaluation and comparison ef phausibility of rival hypotheses, i.e., in
the problem solving process (Kertész—Rakosi 2018-184, 2014: 41-46).

2.3 The problem solving process
2.3.1 The cyclic and prismatic nature of linguistic theorizing — plausible

argumentation

In order to judge the plausibility value of the mises of an inference, and the semantic
relation between the premises and the conclusiennged all information that may be
relevant. For this reason, the p-model has intreduthe notion ofp-context which
includes a set of sources on the basis of whiclpthesibility value of statements can be
judged. It also includes a set of statements vi#irtplausibility values assigned to them
with respect to the sources mentioned, as welliistheir logical and semantic structure.
Finally, the accepted methodological norms alsorglto the p-context (Kertész—Rakosi
2012: 122, 2014: 27). The p-context can be infoionally overdetermined if both a
statement and its negation are made plausible g gdifferent) source. In these cases the
p-context igp-inconsistentThe p-context can also be informationally undesdeined if it

contains statements neither plausible nor impldeisilith respect to any source within it.
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This is a case op-incompletenessP-inconsistency and p-incompleteness are cadled
problemsin the p-model (Kertész—Rakosi 2012: 130-134, 2@94-32). In order to solve
a p-problem, the p-context has to be re-evaluaié@. process which transforms a p-
problematic p-context into another p-context whiglmot (or is less) p-problematic, is the
systematic and heuristic process of plausible aegtation. As the re-evaluation of the p-
problematic p-context may often raise new problemssually does not lead immediately
to an unproblematic p-context. The argumentationcess is therefore not linear, but
cyclic. we return to problems again and again, and ré&tat@our previous decisions, for
example, about the rejection or acceptance ofra&its. Since the cycles always change
the perspective from which the p-context is evadathe argumentation process is not
only cyclic, but alsgrismatic.An argumentation cycle consists of the followingpés: 1)
the extensionof the p-context by new sources, methods, and rs&tts; 2) the
coordination of the extended p-context (e.g., checking the isterscy of the set of
statements, comparing the plausibility values afeshents originating from the old and the
new sources, comparing the old and the new pieéemformation concerning the
reliability of the sources, etc.); 3) theodification of the extended and coordinated p-
context, i.e., working out the p-context which wik the revised version of the starting p-
context; and 4) theomparisonof the rival solutions (Kertész—Réakosi 2012: 13B51
2014: 32-34).

2.3.2 Problem-solving strategies

As was noted in the previous section, the p-contartbe informationally overdetermined
if both a statement and its negation are plaugibla certain extent at some stage of the
argumentation process. The p-model considers smcbnsistencies to be the natural
property of linguistic theories. It offers effeatiyproblem-solving strategies, all of which
involve the retrospective re-evaluation of the pteat (i.e., the previously accepted data,
data sources, evidence, plausibility values, andhoa®logical norms) from different
perspectives (Kertész—Rakosi 2012: 134-153, 2024348 see the previous section). The
Contrastive Strategycompares contradictory statements and regards thsnrival
alternatives. By applying the Contrastive Strategg,aim at reaching a decision between
the rival alternatives on the basis of the infoipratavailable. The continuation of the
Contrastive Strategy may be either tBeclusive Strategypr the Combinative Strategy

While the Exclusive Strategy makes a decision betwéhe rival alternatives, the
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Combinative Strategy keeps both: it elaboratessapdirates two unproblematic p-context
versions which will make up the whole p-contexte3é different p-context versions are
regarded as co-existing alternatives. The reasorthis can be that the two versions
illuminate a certain phenomenon from different, eéguially important perspectives. The p-
model always leaves open the possibility of morterabtive solutions and further
argumentation cycles (on problem-solving strategies Kertész—Réakosi 2012: 153-161,
2014: 35-37).

In order to make my object theoretical results met@ble, | attempt to build the
metatheoretical issues explicated above into mgabltheoretical discussion. | start this
with the introduction of theobject theoretical background of my research, ngmel

conversation analysis.

3 The object theoretical background of the thesisconversation analysis
3.1 Talk-in-interaction

Conversation analysis is an approach to languagi@nd social interaction which assumes
the orderliness of these phenomena, and aims &stigate their overall structure (Stivers—
Sidnell 2013: 2). According to this approach, askSa Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974
700) point out in their classic article, conversatis a vehicle for interaction between
speakers who have any potential identities, and paotgntial familiarity. That is to say,
language is a vehicle for social action (Stiverga8il 2013: 3). Talk-in-interaction in this
sense iscting it takes place in sequencestns (a speaker’s contribution to the talk at a
time)® in each of which wect we design each turn to do something which isingent

on the prior turn, and by doing this we also setcoptingencies for what comes next
(Drew 2013: 131). Levinson (2013) regards actiom agin jobassigned to the turn. His
definition of what counts as a main job focuseshensequential environment of the turn: a
main job is what the response has to deal withsstoaount as an adequate subsequent
turn (Levinson 2013: 107). A turn can thereforef@en more than one action, more than
one main job at a time. However, we should difféeta between actions and off-record
doings (Levinson 2013), when, for example, an answa question at the same time hints
that the questioner should have known the answeady (Stivers 2011). It is difficult to

respond to these less official doings directly uths a way that we do not completely

® The term is first used in this sense by Sacks ¢1874).
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redirect the conversation (Levinson 2013: 107), hedce they do not count as action.
Schegloff (2007: 8) differentiates between theacttoncept of speech act theory (Austin
1962, 1979; Searle 1969, 1975, 1976; Searle—Varkerv 1985) and conversation
analysis. While the former defines classes or caieg of action and tries to identify their
conceptual components (e.g., what makes an actmoraise), the latter begins with the
particular instances in their embedding contexds, it tries to identify what a certain bit of
talk is designed to do. According to Schegloffsthirategy can lead the analyst to discover
new actions which do not have vernacular nameswdnch speech act theory could not
analyze (Schegloff 2007: 8). Moreover, it can dlappen that in a particular situation the
interactants understand something different by cioma than what is usually understood
by it (Schegloff 2007: 9). In this way, the numloémpossible actions in our conversations
is unknown (see the action pfoblem-raisingin Extract (13) below) (Schegloff 2007:
Xiv).

The concepturn-constructional uni{TCU) was established by Sacks et al. (1974
702) as the turn-constructional component. TCUs taee building blocks of turns
(Schegloff 2007: 3). The criterial feature of a T@&Xhat it has to realize a recognizable
action in the context (Schegloff 2007: 4). A TClWishas to realize at least one action, but
it may embody more than one action as well (ScHe@@07: 9), in other words, it is
possible for a TCU to implement more than one n@inat a time. For example, an action
can serve as the vehicle for carrying out anotleéipm (Schegloff 2007: 9): questioning
can be the vehicle by which making a request islempnted (e.g.Can you open the
door?). Since an adequate next turn could deal with bimhquestioning and the request,
both actions are implemented by the TElfla speaker starts a turn, s/he has the right and
obligation to produce one TCU (Schegloff 2007: Aproaching the possible completion
of the first TCU, transition to the next speakecdraes relevant, but it is also possible for
the speaker to extend the same TCU or start andi@ér without transition. The next
occurrence of a possible TCU completion is equiMate the nextransition-relevance
place(Sacks et al. 1974: 704; Schegloff 2007:14)Extract (13), Cili and Anna talk about
Christmas. Anna is raising the question of wheis itappropriate to spend Christmas

together for a couple who have been going out eéith other for some time.

® This point is in accordance with Searle’s indirspeech act theory (Searle 1975). In Searle’s farie
questioning is the secondary, requesting the pginflacutionary act (Searle 1975: 62).
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(13) (bea003n001)
01 C: bovl a csalad még jobban.
bigger becomesIiDEF the  familyNoM even more

‘the family becomes even bigger.

(0.3)
02 A: hat igen. de ez is olyan nehéz hogy igazabdl
well yes but thisiom also so difficult that actually

well yes. but actually it is also so difficult (tiecide)

03 amikor mar valaki: hosszabb ideje egyutt
when already somebodym longer timeaBL together

when somebody: has been going out with somebady lienger time

04 van valakivel hogy hogy mikor jon az
ISINDEF somebodyom that that when comesDEF that

that that when the time

05 a el az a pont amikor mar egyutt
the pPvB that the timevom when already together

comes that they

06 is karacsonyoznak mer .hh  azér egy
also  Christmas spemdber.3PL because for that matter a

also spend Christmas together because .hh fonthtér for a

07 darabig még  mindig mindenki vVissz- a sajat
timeTerm  still  always everybodyom ba- the own

while everybody always (goes) ba- (spends Chrisimdth her/his own
08  csaladjaval otthon és akkor maximum masnap

family.poss3sG.com at home and then atthe most nextday

family at home and then they meet next day attbst
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taladlkoznak de ) nem tudom. ezt én
meetINDEF.3PL but not knowpeF.1sGthisACC I.NOM

but (.) I don’t know | can’t

még igy nem tudom elképzelni de majd
yet inthisway not caper.1sG imagineiINF but  sometime

imagine it in this way yet but sometime

biztos hogyha méa ilyen sajat ko6zos kucko
certainly if alreadysuch own joint noakm

certainly if we already have our own joint nook

lesz akkor mar agy de @) furi
will beINDEF.3sG  then already in that way  but strange

then it will be in that way but (.) still it wilbe strange.

lesz azér. nalatok hogy van, Cili?
will beINDEF.3sG  still  youADE.PL how IiSINDEF Cili

what about you, Cili?

((laughing)) mer te mar férjnél
because YOUNOM.SG already husbanebe

((laughing)) because you have already

vagy.
areINDEF.2SG

got married.’

the family becomes even bigger.
(0.3)
well yes. but actually it is also so difficulto( decide) when somebody: has been

going out with somebody for a longer time that tivaen the time comes that they
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also spend Christmas together because .hh fomta#ter for a while everybody
always (goes) ba- (spends Christmas) with her/his tamily at home and then
they meet next day at the most but (.) | don’t kia&n’t imagine it in this way yet
but sometime certainly if we already have our owintjnook then it will be in that
way but (.) still it will be strange. what aboutwdCili? ((laughing)) because you
have already got married.

In line 01, a telling is getting done by Cili (c&chegloff 2007: 7). In line 02, Anna’s
responsénat igen.'well yes.’ constitutes the first TCU of her tuffhe second unit which a
potential response as an adequate next turn cealdvdth, i.e., the next action in Anna’s
turn, is aproblem-raising In lines 02—-13, she raises the question of wheouple should
decide to spend Christmas together. This actiommemented by a TCU which Anna
extends twice: first she describes how couplesllysspend Christmas before celebrating
together (lines 06-09), then illustrates the diffig of the question with her own personal
experience (lines 09-13) (for the possibilitieduwh-extension in Hungarian, see Németh
2007-2008). In lines 13-15, Anna asks Cili how ahd her husband have solved the
problem. This is the last TCU (and the last actionAnna’s turn, which she also extends.
In the extension she gives her reason for sele@ih@s the next speaker: Cili has already
got married.

Apart from action formation (Levinson 2013) and nigonstructional units
(Clayman 2013), there are various fundamental stres in conversation, such as turn
design (Drew 2013), sequence organization (Stiv&043), preference (Pomerantz—
Heritage 2013), or repair (Kitzinger 2013). In nmesis, | aim to focus on the organization
of repair; nevertheless, as all the structuresdistbove are related to one another, | must

examine repair taking into consideration the o#tarctures as well.

3.2 The organization of conversational repair — Dafing the domain of repair, self-

repair, and repair operation

Since the classic article of Schegloff and hiseamues (1977: 361), who pointed out that
an organization of repair works in conversation deal with recurrent problems in

speaking, hearing, and understanding, repair hasnibe one of the central fields of the
conversation analytic research. Its domain is &&eof practices whereby a co-interactant

interrupts the ongoing course of action to attengdssible trouble in speaking, hearing or
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understanding the talk” (Kitzinger 2013: 229). Tmeans that in the conversation analytic
framework, repair involves only the problem tregtipractices which suspend the
progressivity of the ongoing turn or sequence, g the ongoing activity. According to
Schegloff (2007: xiv), the general motive of repaito ensure that the interaction does not
freeze where it is when a problem emerges, to miairr restore intersubjectivity, and to
make the turn, the sequence, and the activity pesgto possible completion. In other
words, paradoxically, repair involves the tempornatgrruption of the ongoing activity so
as to maintain its progression to possible commtetiThe maintenance of the ongoing
activity is possible only if there is a world whithe co-interactants know and hold in
common. This common world is grasped by the notdnntersubjectivity (Schegloff
1992: 1296). As Schegloff (1992: 1299) points dbe restoration and maintenance of
intersubjectivity is built into the procedural iaétructure of talk-in-interaction involving
the self-righting mechanism of the organizatiorregair. Repair is therefore a means by
which intersubjectivity is maintained and defendedalk-in-interaction (Schegloff 1992:
1338). This explains what the tertrouble means in thedefinition of repair: trouble
involves everything which may endanger the mainteaaf intersubjectivity, and repair is
initiated when the speaker cannot handle this kihgroblem without interrupting the
ongoing course of action.

After differentiating between self- and other-iatBd repair (see Chapter 1),
Kitzinger (2013: 231) emphasizes that both type®péir interrupt the progressivity of the
interaction, but while same-turn self-repair susfgetne progressivity of the turn, other-
repair suspends the progressivity of the sequekséar as the technology of the two types
of repair is concerned, the initiation of otheragpcan occur in a range of formats which
vary along a continuum. The ordering principle listcontinuum is how precisely the
format grasps the trouble-source. While thgen class repair initiator form (e.dgduh?
Pardon? does not grasp the repairable precisely and thusts as the weakest repair
initiator form, offering a candidate understandiaghe resaying of the trouble-source in
other words, and therefore is the strongest rapdiator format (Schegloff et al. 1977:
367-368; Kitzinger 2013: 249). While Example (1Apws an open class repair initiator

form, in Example (15) other-repair is initiated dffering a candidate understanding.

(14) (DB2 Angela)
1 Clt:  .hhhhh But it nourished him (.) in utero
2 well did it.
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Ang: Pardon?

Clt: It nour- The placenta nourished him
.hhh in utero

Ang: Yeah

(Kitzinger 2013: 232)

(15) (Joyce & Stan, 5)

01
02
03
04
05
06

Joy:  Why don’tchoo: go into Westwoo:d, (0.4) gadto
Bullocks.
(1.2)

Stn:  Bullocks¥a mean that one rightu:m (1.1) tch! (.)
right by thee: u:m (.) whazit the_Raza? theatre:=

Joy: =Uh huh,

(Schegloff 2013: 49)

Regarding self-repair, the interruption of the turfprogress may be achieved by a cut-off

or devices such asm, uh(6 in Hungarian), or sound stretches. It is cruciahtde that

instead of ipso facto initiating repair, these feronly alert the recipient to the possibility

of repair. Conversely, initiating repair can alsappen tacitly without any explicit

indication (Kitzinger 2013: 239). While in Extra(t6a) the speaker initiates repair using

the combination of a cut-off and the devit&hich she even stretchaa Example (16b)

the repair initiation happens tacitly.

(16a) (bea003n001: 171)
01 A: mi IS eszink mondjuk év k6zben

02

weNOM also eatNDEF.1PL anyway yeaGEN during

‘anyway, we also eat (lentils) during the year
is de Sz sz 0: o] januar elsején

also but New- N uh uh JanuasgN first.POSS3SG.SUP

but on New-N u:h uh on the first of January
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03 mindig lencsét esziunk.
always lentilacc eatiINDEF.1pPL

we always eat lentils.’

(16b) (BCCO04 Donna)

Don: you know th’ procgurecomplaints procedure goes
out the window the minute you takeyée action.

(Wilkinson—Weatherall 2011: 68)

Schegloff et al. (1977: 363) refer to self-initit@nd other-initiated repair as
covering a more general domain of occurrences, ewkélf- and other-correctioare
particular subtypes in this domain. The point irs listinction is that the termorrection
is usually understood as the replacement of anr drtyowhat is correct, whereas the
phenomena Schegloff and his colleagues addressardimited to such cases. For

example, a word search is in the repair domaingdbes not count as correction (Example

(17)).

(17) (TG, 01)

01 Ava: Hllo:?

02 Bee: hHi;

03 Ava: Hi:?

04 Bee: hHowuh yo@:

05 Ava: (ka::y?hh=

06 Bee: =®od.=Yihs [ou:nd ] hh

07 Ava: [<I wan] ’ dih know if yih goa- uh:m
08 wutchimicawllit. A:: pah(hh)khing place °th’s
09 mornin’. Hh

10 Bee: A paking place,
11 Ava: Mm hm,
(Schegloff 2013: 49)

Consequently, repair can be initiated without apaaent error, and nothing is excludable
from the classepairable (Schegloff et al. 1977: 363\ccording to Schegloff (2013: 47),
repairing is often merely alteringn these cases, “it is not that something was wramd
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had to be fixed, but it could be better realizeddny alteration” (see Example (16b)).

Conversely, an audible error does not always yieair or correction (Example (18)).

(18) (Ladies:1:1:9:4)

Avon Lady: And for ninety-nine cents uh especiatly
Rapture, and the Au Coeur which is the newest
fragrances, uh that isgery good value.

Customer: Uh huh,

(Schegloff et al. 1977: 363)

Finally, it can also happen that efforts at rejgag well as correction) fail (Example (19)).
For this reason, the initiatiasf reparative segments and their completion (e ,solution
of the problem) should be distinguished (Schegivtil. 1977: 364).

(19) (BS:2:1:6)

C: C’n you tell me (1.0) D’you have any recordsaifether you whether you
who you sent- Oh(hh) shit.

(Schegloff et al. 1977: 364).

The most common type of repair is self-repair ia tilrn-constructional unit containing the
repairable (see Examples (16a), (16b), (17)). ia type of self-repair the speaker of the
trouble-source initiates repair, in other wordgeirupts the progressivity of the turn to
attend to the trouble-source, and produces a rapéition before the turn-constructional
unit comes to a possible completion. The frequeotyhis repair type can be partly

explained by the observation that the speakerefrtiuble-source has the first opportunity
to initiate repair because of the turn-taking systéitzinger 2013: 232; this thesis:

Section 3.1).

Schegloff (2013: 41) says that in the domain of-isdfiated, same-turn repair,
repair operations“get implemented”. Fox et al. (2009: 62) claim ttlself-repair can
involve a variety of different operations. An anargus reviewer of one of my previous
papers claims that repair is not composed of reg@grations but rather implements them.
Later s/he notes that repair accomplishes reparadipns. Schegloff (2013: 43) says that
speakers employ repair operations to deal with som&tive trouble-source in an ongoing

turn-at-talk in conversation or to alter it in sonmgeractionally consequential way
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(Schegloff 2013: 43)The Handbook of Conversation Analy&sdnell-Stivers 2013) does
not define the termepair operation

The above statements show that the interpretationemair operation and the
relationship between repair and repair operationoisunambiguous in the conversation
analytic literature. In order to make it clearerawlkinds of phenomena the researcher
should identify as repair operations, | attemptfitml out whether some of the above
statements are more plausible than others. In dbisgl rely on the p-model explicated in
Chapter 2 (Kertész—Rakosi 2012, 2014). Let us 8est what the above statements say

about the relationship between repair and reparaions.

Statement 1: In the domain of self-initiated, saore- repair, repair operations “get
implemented” (Schegloff 2013: 41).
Implication of Statement 1: Repair operations belong to the domain of

same-turn self-repair.

Statement 2: Self-repair (understood here as sameself-repair) can involve a variety
of different operations (Fox et al. 2009: 62).
Implication of Statement 2: Repair operations belong to the domain of

same-turn self-repair.

Statement 3: Repair implements or accomplishes irregerations (anonymous
reviewer).

Statement 3 is ambiguous regarding the relationiséiyween repair and repair operation.

Statement 4. Speakers employ repair operationsdé&al with some putative trouble-
source in an ongoing turn-at-talk in conversatamnto alter it in some
interactionally consequential way” (Schegloff 2043, emphasis in italics
supplied).

If Schegloff (2013: 43) uses the woad in the strong sense (Grice 1989: 44), then he

means that dealing with some putative trouble-sourc an ongoing turn-at-talk in

conversation cannot mean that the turn is meretgred in some interactionally
consequential way without any problems fixed idfithowever, Schegloff uses the word
or in the weak sense (Grice 1989: 46), then he mdaamisdealing with some putative

trouble-source in an ongoing turn-at-talk in cosation can also mean that the speaker
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simply alters the turn in some interactionally camgential way without any problems
fixed in it.

First, | coordinate the p-context, assuming thdtegtoff (2013: 43) uses the word
or in the strong sense (see Section 2.3.1). The follpwlausible inference presents itself
(Kertész—Rakosi 2012: 56ff, 2014: 20ff; this theSisction 2.2):

Premise 1: According to the source Schegloff 2013: 43, it iaugible that speakers
employ repair operations “to deal with some putatirouble-source in an
ongoing turn-at-talk in conversation or to alteriritsome interactionally
consequential way”. (Statement%)

Premise 2: According to the sources Schegloff 2013: 43, G1i889: 44, as well as my
intuition, it is plausible that dealing with sometative trouble-source in an
ongoing turn-at-talk in conversatiozannot mean that the turn is merely
altered in some interactionally consequential watheut any problems
fixed in it.

Premise 3:  According to the source Kitzinger 220, it is plausible that the domain
of repair is “the set of practices whereby a ceiattant interrupts the
ongoing course of action to attend to possibledi®in speaking, hearing or

understanding the talk”. (Statement 5)

Conclusion: According to the sources Schegloff 2013: 43, G1i889: 44, my intuition,
and Kitzinger 2013: 229, and the inference built the statements
originating from these sources, it is plausiblet tttee repair operations
which merely alter the turn in some interactionatlgnsequential way
without any problems fixed in do notbelong to the category of repair, and

thereforedo not belondo the category of same-turn self-repair.

We can see that our p-context is informationallyeroetermined in the sense that it

contains too much information: while the direct m@s Schegloff 2013: 41 and Fox et al.

19 |nstead oft is plausible that.,.Kertész and Rakosi (2012: 69ff, 2014: 17ff) use following notation for
plausibility of statements presented here in thse cd Premise 1:

0 < |Speakers employ repair operations “to dedh wiime putative trouble-source in an ongoing

turn-at-talk in conversation or to alter it in soimteractionally consequential wayiegiof 2013: 45 1
(Ipls= 1, if pis true with certainty on the basis of sou8dp|s= 0, if p is of neutral plausibility on the basis
of sources i.e., if it is neither plausible nor implausitda the basis of sour@® (Kertész—Rakosi 20148).
Since the sources and plausibility values do nairgeto the logical structure of inferences, foe $ake of
convenience | will not use this notation in my tkes
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2009: 62 make it plausible that repair operatibabngto the domain of same-turn self-
repair, the inference as an indirect source makpkausible that repair operatiods not
belongto the category of same-turn self-repair. Sinae ttho alternatives are plausible
simultaneously at this stage of the argumentatioocgss, here we are faced with a
problem of p-inconsistency, which means that botktatement and its negation are
plausible according to some sources (on p-problesesKertész—Rakosi 2012: 130-134,
2014: 29-32; this thesis: Section 2.3.1).

Furthermore, both alternatives are of neutral phality (they are neither plausible
nor implausible) on the basis of the source of éataint 3 andThe Handbook of
Conversation Analysisthe anonymous reviewer mentioned above says tbpair
implements or accomplishes repair operations, hedermrepair operationis not defined
in The Handbook of Conversation Analy¥#zinger 2013).

In order to treat the p-problem explicated abowxtend the p-context with further
data (i.e., statements made plausible by some tdgearces), and retrospectively re-
evaluate it in the light of the new pieces of imh@tion (Kertész—Rakosi 2012: 134-153,
2014: 32-34; this thesis: Section 2.3.1). Sevetatliss in the conversation analytic
literature argue for the observation of Schegldffak (1977: 363) mentioned above,
namely, that repair can be initiated without anaappt error, that is, nothing is excludable
from the classrepairable Schegloff (2013: 47) notes that repairing is oft@erely
altering: there are cases when instead of fixipgadlem, the speaker merely changes the
turn-so-far (see the differentiation between thentgrepair andcorrection. Other studies
in the conversation analytic literature argue thlhough every self-repair is in the
interests of a better construction of the turn rdeo to do the interactional work it is
designed to perform (Drew, Walker, and Ogden 20Q23; there are repairs which are used
specifically to do interactional work. Jefferson97#: 181) distinguishes between the
correction ofproduction errorsi.e., a range of problems the speaker encountees s/he
attempts to produce grammatically correct speecid iateractional errors which
speakers make when they attempt to speak appralgriet a particular co-participant
and/or within some situation. In Jefferson’s exanffExample (20)), a defendant in a
courtroom replaceku- with officer. According to Jefferson (1974: 193), although can
be either an artifact of theop/officeralternation or an anticipation error originatingrfr
the subsequently appearingme,the judge’s interruption suggests that s/he he¢as an
insult, that is, s/he hears it as the replacemiabpwith officer (Jefferson 1974: 194).
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(20) [PTC Materials: I: 49]

Bassett: En | didn’t read that ((description oflatmn

the officer wrote on the ticket)). When thuh
ku- offi[cer came up | s-

Judge: [‘Red traffic signal approximately thirty
feet east of the crosswalk, when signal
changed tuh red.’

(Jefferson 1974: 193)

Jefferson points out that this self-repair affoodsaccess to the interactional business the
defendant is engaged in when trying to speak apjatep/ in a situation which is
unfamiliar to her (Jefferson 1974: 192). Accordittg The Handbook of Conversation
Analysis repair can be used as a resource for the intenatfine-tuning of the turn in the
service of the particular action the speaker desigto perform, and not only for fixing a
possible problem related to speaking, hearing, ratetstanding the talk: “Self-initiated
repair is useahot onlyto correct obvious errors but also to fine-ture tilrn with reference
to the action the speaker means to be doing atigktoecipient of that action” (Kitzinger
2013: 233, emphasis in italics supplied). And: “Riepan alsobe used to fine-tune a turn
in the service of the action(s) speakers mean tddoey” (Kitzinger 2013: 242, emphasis
in italics supplied). Like Schegloff (2013: 43), tkinger here distinguishes between
dealing with some putative trouble-source in ancamg turn-at-talk and altering the turn
in some interactionally consequential way, andnegathat repair and self-repair can do
both of these. Although she does not define the t@pair operation the subsection
Repair operationsis found in the SectiorSelf-Initiated Repair in Same-TClh the
handbook. The structure of the chag®apairin The Handbook of Conversation Analysis
(Sidnell-Stivers 2013) thus supports the claim tleatir operationbelongto the domain
of same-turn self-repair.

This makes it plausible that in Statement 4 (Spea&mploy repair operations “to
deal with some putative trouble-source in an ongdumrn-at-talk in conversatioaor to
alter it in some interactionally consequential wé$thegloff 2013: 43, emphasis added)),
Schegloff uses the wom in the weak sense (Grice 1989: 46). That is, he gt dealing
with some putative trouble-source in an ongoingnatrtalk can mean that the speaker
simply alters the turn in some interactionally camgential way without any problems

fixed in it. This modifies the inference presensxbve in the following way:
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Premise 1: According to the source Schegloff 2013: 43, it laugible that speakers
employ repair operations “to deal with some putatirouble-source in an
ongoing turn-at-talk in conversation or to alterint some interactionally
consequential way”. (Statement 4)

Premise 2: According to the sources Schegloff 2013: 43, G1i889: 46, as well as my
intuition, it is plausible that dealing with sometative trouble-source in an
ongoing turn-at-talk in conversati@anmean that the turn is merely altered
in some interactionally consequential way withawy aroblems fixed in it.

Premise 3:  According to the source Kitzinger 20220, it is plausible that the domain
of repair is “the set of practices whereby a cediattant interrupts the
ongoing course of action to attend to possibleli®in speaking, hearing or

understanding the talk”. (Statement 5)

Conclusion: According to the sources Schegloff 2013: 43, G1i889: 46, my intuition,
and Kitzinger 2013: 229, and the inference built the statements
originating from these sources, it is plausiblet tttee repair operations
which merely alter the turn in some interactionatlgnsequential way
without any problems fixed in ido belongto the category of repair, and

thereforedo belongo the category of same-turn self-repair.

This makes it plausible that Kitzinger's (2013: 22i@finition, namely, that the domain of
repair is “the set of practices whereby a co-irgtenat interrupts the ongoing course of
action to attend to possible trouble in speakingarimg or understanding the talk”,
contains the practices which merely alter the tarsome interactionally consequential
way without any problems fixed in it. However, irder to avoid misunderstandings, the
present thesis makes this explicit, and will worikhwthe following repair-definition: the
domain of repair is the set of practices wherebgoanteractant interrupts the ongoing
course of action to attend to possible troublepmeging, hearing, or understanding the talk
or merely to alter it in some interactionally cogsential way without any problems fixed
in it.

Since in the modified, new p-context version thare no sources supporting the
statement that repair operatios not belongo the category of same-turn self-repair, |
apply the Exclusive Strategy (Kertész—Rakosi 2Q153-161, 2014: 35-37; this thesis:
Section 2.3.2), and reject this statement. Aftex ghep the new p-context version is not p-

28



inconsistent any more. Moreover, it contains sdwararces supporting the statement that
repair operationslo belongto the category of same-turn self-repair. Accaydio Kertész
and Rakosi (2014: 17), if several sources makat@rsent plausible, then it has a higher
plausibility value on the basis of these sourc&snaogether than it does on the basis of
any of the sources considered alone. Consequavelgan assign a high plausibility value
to the statemerRRepair operations are in the domain of same-tuthrepair. The present
thesis applies the definition of repair given bytzfiger (2013: 229) to same-turn self-
repair, and defines the domain of same-turn s@léiras the set of practices whereby a co-
interactant interrupts her/his ongoingn-at-talkto attend to possible trouble in speaking,
hearing, or understanding the talk or merely teralhe turnin some interactionally
consequential way without any problems fixed in it.

Since | have assigned a high plausibility valu¢hte statemenRepair operations
are in the domain of same-turn self-repdidefine repair operations as practices whereby
a co-interactant interrupts her/his ongoing turtadit to attend to possible trouble in
speaking, hearing, or understanding the talk oreigeto alter the turn in some
interactionally consequential way without any pesbs fixed in it. However, the following
guestion remains open: are there phenomena whidmdé¢o the domain of same-turn
self-repair but are not repair operations? Or da@se-turn self-repair manifest itself in the
form of repair operations?

The focus of the present thesis is on four repperations, namely, recycling,
replacement, insertion, and aborting. Before timtioduction containing several examples
from the Hungarian corpus, it is necessary to desche corpus and methodology of the

research.

4 The corpus and methodology of the study

As was mentioned in the Introduction, conversatamalysis uses audio and film
recordings of naturally occurring interactions, ardardsdata as these recordings made
and analyzed. Its analytic stance contrasts wiitospection, field notes, or experiments.
As Sacks (1995h: 419-20) points out, if researchsesthe hypotheticalized versions of the
world, they can grasp only the phenomena whichuaiieace can accept as reasonable and
not the things that actually occur. Therefore,aadtof imagining or post hoc documenting
social interactions, CA aims at studying the dstaflaction as it is naturally organized by

participants moment-by-moment in its very cont&ahegloff 1996; Mondada 2013). This
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mentality has an impact on the conversation aragpiproach to data collection. The goal
of conversation analysis is to explore recognizaaleial actions as they actually occur,
that is, empirically (and not imaginatively) progidan account of what speakers
accomplish in interaction (Schegloff 1996: 167)altertain practice, for example, occurs
in several contexts, this diversity should appeadata collection (see Schegloff 1996,
where the same phenomenon is analyzed in variauexis including everyday, familiar,
as well as institutional settings). The way recogdi are made should preserve the
temporality and sequentiality of the interactiomc® turns are produced in an incremental
way, and each bit of a conversation shapes therstagheling of what came before and
what comes next, every moment of an interaction lmampotentially relevant (Mondada
2013: 42). Furthermore, conversation analysis atnsapturing the conduct of all of the
participants, i.e., the entire participation franoekvof the conversation (Mondada 2013:
51). This is in a close relationship with the pijihe of preserving the sequentiality of the
interaction. The sequence of a question and an$arezxample, is composed of two turns
produced by two different speakers of the convematFinally, the recording of an
interaction should cover the entire interaction@ce of the activity (Mondada 2013: 52).
This means that the recording should capture thelevplace where the bodies of the
participants are configurated. These principlesariagossible to describe the organization
of ordinary social activities, for example, takigns-at-talk in conversation by a detailed
inspection of recordings and transcriptions madenfthese recordings (Mondada 2013:
33, Ten Have 1990: 23). However, if we recall Labdt972)observers’ paradgxwe can
ask how it is possible to record interactions bygicameras or microphones, and at the
same time preserve them as they naturally occar, fendogeneously organized in
ordinary life” (Mondada 2013: 34). The responsedhis objection in the conversation
analytic literature argue that the way in which orglings are made can be refined
technologically and ethically in order to help dpma forget the presence of the
microphone or the camera (Mondada 2013: 34). M@aeaccording to Mondada (2013:
34), the camera is not omni-relevant for the spesalk@nd they orient to it only in certain
moments which can be identified and studied.

The findings of the research presented in thisishex® based on two corpora, one
compiled in the Institute of Psychology, Universitf Szeged (SZTEPSZI corpus)and

the other in the Kempelen Farkas Speech Resealmiradiary in the Research Institute for

" This corpus has been recorded by Agnes Lerchtanduthor of the present thesis.
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Linguistics of the Hungarian Academy of Sciencesd&pest (Hungarian speech database
(BEA) (GoOsy 2012)). The examples from the corpora mdicated as SZTEPSZI1,
SZTEPSZI2, etc. and bea00l1, beal6éf,., respectively. While the SZTEPSZI corpus
consists of video recordings, the conversationsiftioee BEA database are audio recorded.
The conversations can be regarded as semi-sponantoe SZTEPSZI corpus has been
made under laboratory conditions, however, therdsmb conversations are not contrived
interactions but casual, Hungarian face-to-facevemations (with 3 participants per
interaction). The participants were friends or gammjuaintances. Although they were
given some written topics at the beginning of tbewersation, the function of this was
only to help them in starting the talk: they wer nbliged to use these topics, but we
encouraged them to talk about anything they weterésted it? The BEA speech
database has been also made under laboratory icmsditere the participants were not
given written topics, however, each conversatiors witiated by one of the participants
asking a question (e.ddow have you spent Christma&¥hat is your opinion on getting a
driving licence in Hungary,?etc.), which shaped the course of the interadiioa certain
extent. After this initial question the participargqually contributed to the interactions.
Neither the SZTEPSZI corpus, nor the BEA databasgewmade in order to test
preestablished hypotheses, and in neither of thene whe performances of the subjects
instructed and controlled.

Although the initial object theoretical framework this thesis is conversation
analysis, my research aims established in Chapteake it necessary to diverge from the
“‘conversation analytic mentality” (Schenkein 1978) some respects. First, the
metatheoretical framework of the present thesis,, ithe p-model of plausible
argumentation regards data as statements withiygogtausibility values (strength of
acceptability) originating from direct sources (eaprpus, linguistic intuition, experiment)
(see Section 2.2). In my thesis, as | have mendiaméhe Introduction, | will use the term
data in the sense of the p-model, and in all other eastil avoid using itin the
conversation analytic sense. For this reason,lIrefiér to the recordings | have analyzed
by the terncorpus.

Second, Stivers and Sidnell (2013: 2) emphasize ttie conversation analytic
method is primarily qualitative. It describes amgblains the structures of social interaction

relying on a case-by-case analysis, which lead®iteralizations across cases but prevents

12 Since the research can be divided into two phasdesh have not used the corpus in the same way, |
introduce the length and other details of the cempbien describing these two phases of the study.
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them from congealing into an aggregate. This méaaisconversation analysis allows for
quantitative analysis to a certain extent (seekimghotice patterns and distributional
regularities), but this quantitative analysis onpyovides reassurance that a given
phenomenon is not an isolated usage of some lettadg (a particular speaker or category
of speakers), but has “a prima facie robustnesshg§loff 2009: 389). According to
Schegloff (2009: 389), however, statistical methauske the research shifted from the
empirical analysis of the individual cases to “dumy’ analyses on larger corpuses, which
makes the cases congeal into an aggregate andotieed®es not fit into the conversation
analytic mentality. This suggests that the cont&maanalytic framework regards
guantitative analysis as seeking to regularities$ @aking generalizations, and statistical
analysis as doing the same things on a larger sofchegloff (1993) also argues against
conducting statistical analyses when asking whetthersample of data analyzed in this
way can provide reliable findings on the largervense from which it was drawn. This
reasoning, however, also questions the reliaboitythe inductive analyses which CA
prefers, because the generalizations conversatimlysas allows for (e.g., on the
preference for self-correction as opposed to oterection) work in a similar way.

Furthermore, according to Schegloff (2009: 389k tuantitative analysis in
conversation analysis always leads back to thevidhaial cases when, for example, the
researcher specifies a phenomenon and shows igtsror encounters a problem which
makes her/him reanalyze the particular instancese@off (2009: 390) says that when
conducting statistical analyses, the researcheesdlde recordings, which results in the
distribution of the particular instances accordiogre-selected variables (Schegloff 2009:
390). Instead of making the examination responsivéhe observable features of the
particular cases explored one-by-one, coding igesqoibed inquiry during which the
variables cannot be determined or modified (ScHeg@09: 390-391). This does not fit
into the conversation analytic mentality againcsianalysis in CA treats the cases in their
particulars and determines what will constitute iastance of a putative phenomenon
(Schegloff 2009: 391).

In contrast to this reasoning, the present thegisies that it is impossible to
analyze recordings and make observations withouy g@meliminary theoretical
considerations. In Lehmann’'s (2004) view, any staets made by the researcher
regarding a linguistic phenomenon are based orraaihisin and semiotic processes; in
other words, they are not given at the outset beit & least to some extent, produced by

the researcher. Kertész and Rékosi (2012: 242) asigshthat the conceptual apparatus of
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a given theory is closely related to the methodd arethodological principles of any
examinations carried out in the framework of thhedry, and determines the level of
abstraction at which the investigated phenomena bmarcaptured. The aspects of the
linguistic phenomena which we can grasp and thesway can describe these aspects are
also determined by the conceptual apparatus us@tgdhe investigation (Kertész—Rakosi
2012: 243). That is to say, the theoretical franvdwaithin which the researcher works
cannot be eliminated even when s/he analyzes spmesfits recorded in their original
form. Otherwise we could not speak, for exampleualithe phenomena of repair, self-
repair, or about the ten main repair operationfiwitt conversation analytic framework.
And indeed, the conversation analytic literatuleves for the existence of certain groups
of occurrences which it labels repair, self-repaegcycling, replacement, insertion,
aborting, etc.The Handbook of Conversation Analysigen uses the tergefinewhen it
specifies the domain of repair (Kitzinger 2013: R29oreover, the phenomena labelled
repair, self-repair, recycling, replacement, insert aborting, etc. are showed in the
conversation analytic literature with the help o@mples (see, for example, Schegloff
2013; Kitzinger 2013; Wilkinson—Weatherall 2011el&tion of those examples must
have occured on the basis of pre-selected variagbdesthe variables the values of which
make a linguistic phenomenon repair, self-repaid eecycling, replacement, insertion,
aborting, etc. These variables are determined &yctimceptual apparatus of conversation
analysis. For example, a linguistic phenomenonalslled a repair phenomenon if it
interrupts the ongoing course of action, and islabelled a repair phenomenon if it does
not interrupt the ongoing course of action. In otlhwrds, any kind of categorization
requires a conceptual apparatus which determinedefitures a linguistic phenomenon
should possess in order to belong to a certairgoageof linguistic phenomena. The point
is that the coding process, which results in thgrithution of instances according to pre-
selected variables (Schegloff 2009: 390), everomventional statistical analyses, does not
exclude the kind of analysis CA prefers. What igenan order to be reliable, it should be
based on a careful examination of the candidategrhena on a case-by-case basis which
“treats each case in its particulars” (Scheglo®20391), and is sensitive to the sequential
environment of interactional items (Ten Have 1990).

From a methodological point of view, the thesis tendivided into three main
parts. While Chapter 5 introduces the repair opmratinvestigated in the study by
analyzing examples (qualitative analysis), Chaptand 7 present two successive phases

of the research. The first phase has been cargédising eight conversations from the
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BEA database and two conversations from the SZTERS8Zus (17 speakers across 10
interactions, total length: 2 h 25 min 4 sec). 8itiee results of this study have provided a
motivation for the continuation of the researchamextended corpus, the second phase
has been carried out using eight conversations ftom BEA database and nine
conversations from the SZTEPSZI corpus (38 spea@sss 17 interactions, total length:
4 h 58 min 42 sec).

In Chapter 6, | examine recycling and replacemetative to each other in
Hungarian, and make a comparison with the languagdar investigated in this respect.
Following the cross-linguistic examinations of Fetxal. (2009) and Fox et al. (2010), |
explore the length and syntactic class of wordsvimch the speakers of the Hungarian
corpus tend to initiate recycling and replacement.

In order to carry out this phase of the researtiave coded the corpus for the
following features: syntactic category (functioncmntent word) and length (monosyllabic,
bisyllabic, multisyllabic) of all words in the carp, syntactic category and length of the
target word® in all recycling and replacement instances indtius, and site of initiation
(i.e., the location in the target word where speskeitiate repair) in all recycling and
replacement repairs in the corpus.

| first attempt to find out whether the speakersdtdo initiate recycling and
replacement in monosyllabic, bisyllabic, or multiapic,** and function or content words,
respectively. Labeling function and content worgstactic classes, | also follow Fox et al.
(2009). While content words are open-class word$ i lexical, statable meaning, the
class of function words is closed and carries angnatical meaning. The reason why they
are called syntactic classes is the fact thatrdjstshing them plays an important role in
characterizing the syntactic properties of senter(&elkirk 2008: 464). When | decide
whether a particular word in the Hungarian corpua function or content word, | rely on
Kenesei (2000). The category of function words &iaof closed word classes, which are
invariable in a given language state. Their numbannot be increased, neither by
borrowing words nor by internal lexical procesdes: example, conjunctions, auxiliaries,
and articles are function words (Kenesei 2000: €8)nversely, the category of content

words consists of open word classes (e.g., nouerisy and adverbs), the elements of

13 As the trouble-source may consist of more thanwaed, and may be different from the word in which
repair initiation happens, | use the tetanget wordwhen referring to the word in which speakers itdtia
repair.

14 By multisyllabic words | mean words of three ornmayllables.
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which can be increased without limit by, for exaeypborrowing words from other
languages, derivation, or compounding (Kenesei 298))

| also try to reveal whether the type of the repgeration, the length of the target
word, and/or the syntactic class of the target wiaftllence the site of repair initiation.
Considering repair initiation, Schegloff (1979) pisi out that the most common location of
repair initiation is just after the start of a tegonstructional unit (post-initiation) or just
before its completion (pre-completion), for examptethe case of a word after its first
sound or just before its last sound (Schegloff 127%). The relevant domain for the post-
initiation of a unit (or as Fox et al. (2009) teitnpost-beginning) starts after the first sound
Is recognizable and continues until the first sousdcomplete, whereas the relevant
domain for pre-completion begins just before tmalfisound is articulated, and continues
until just before the final sound is complete (Fetxal. 2009: 65). Fox et al. (2009)
introduce the term recognizable completion. Repatiation at or after recognizable
completion refers to initiations in or after thetlsound of the word, while repair initiation
before recognizable completion means that the speakitiates repair before the
articulation of the last sound begins (Fox et 802 71). It is of great importance to note
here that the term recognizable completion doesefet to the recognition of the word in
which the speaker initiates repair, but to the gadton of the word as completed. While
the listener may recognize the word long befors recognizably completed, recognizable
completion allows her/him to assume that the werfthished.

After carrying out these examinations, | comparefimgings to those of Fox et al.
(2009) and Fox et al. (2010), and summarize thaltee®f Chapter 6. The findings of
Chapter 6 motivate the second phase of the stadg€hbpter 7, | propose a model which
describes repair operations relative to each oth&ing the definition of repair as a starting
point (see Section 3.2), | set up the model orbtmas of data from previous research, the
gualitative analysis of examples from the Hungartampus (during which | also use
statements from previous research), and test it aviquantitative method. In order to find
out whether this quantitative method will providdewant and reliable results, during its
elaboration | have to carry out the analysis in miynd before it takes place in reality.
Therefore, the elaboration process can be regasi@dspecial kind of thought experiment,
just like the experimental design in the case gleexnents (Kertész—Rakosi 2014: 256).

The purpose of the conscious integration of thaouar sources and methods
described above is to enhance the reliability eftiipotheses obtained as the results of the

thesis (cf. Kertész—Rakosi 2014: 221). This is éooadance with Kertész and Rakosi's
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(2012: 239) metatheoretical finding, namely, thaporting the hypotheses of a given
theory by as many types of data (i.e., plausild¢estents originating from direct sources)
and as many sources as possible can increase atsilplity of these hypotheses. This
means that the conscious integration of data fr@amous data sources can reduce the
uncertainty which may result from the applicatidrasingle data source.

In the next chapter, using examples both from thendgdrian corpus and the
previous studies on other languages, | will intm@lveplacement, recycling, insertion, and

aborting, i.e., the four repair operations on wHialm to build my research.

5 Four repair operations
5.1 Replacemenit

Replacemennvolves “a speaker’s substituting for a whollypartially articulated element
of a TCU-in-progress another, differéhélement, while retaining the sense that ‘thisés t
same utterance’ ” (Schegloff 2013: 43), i.e., withaborting the ongoing TCU. In Extract
(21), Ica describes her years spent in a dramgpgfoune’ in line 01 refers to the group).

In line 03, she interrupts the ongoing action withaborting it.

(21) (SZTEPSZI1: 661§

011: aztan talaltam egyet, ((swallow)) az ¥k jo
then foundNDEF.1SG OneAccC thatNom very good
‘then | found one, ((swallow)) that was very good=

02  volt = csak .h igy <fedint,
WaSINDEF.3SG however in this way appeareaEeF.3sG

=however .h in this way <it appeared to me

03 hogy igy> () hat mennyi? hany evet
that in this way welf how many  how many  yeacc

that in this way> (.) welhow many? how manyyears

15 Although the ternreplacing created by Schegloff (2013: 43) better indicatest the focus is on an
operationcarried out by speakers, following Fox et al. (202810), | will use the termeplacement

'®1n some cases this difference is found in theguaigsather than in the lexicon (Schegloff 2013:.61)

" The relevant repair operation is always indicdtgdoldface.

8 T6kdoes not only mean ‘pumpkin’ in Hungarian, butlsaa slang adjective meaning ‘very’.
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04 voltam ott? asszem négyet? vagy Oto:t?
WASINDEF.1SG there thinkpEF.1sG fourAacc or fiveAcc

did I spend there? I think four? or five?

05 h és _fdiint hogy igy- <minden évbe:,>
and appeareder.3sG  that inthisway every yeaNE

.h and it appeared to me that in this way- <eyewy.r, >

06 ugyanazt tanuljuk.
the samecc learnDeEr.1PL

we learn the same things.’

I: then | found one, ((swallow)) that was very gsbdwever .h in this way <it
appeared to me that in this way> (.) wadw many? how manyyears did | spend
there? | think four? or five? .h and it appearedhthat in this way- <every yea:r,

> we learn the same things.

In line 03, Ica replaces the question wardnnyi‘how many, how muchwith the question
word hany ‘how many'?° Asking questions for uncountable nouns in Hungaigaonly
possible withmennyi‘how many, how much’. For example, when Hungaripeakers ask
for a timeframe withids ‘time’ as an uncountable noun, the only possiblestjon word
they can use ignennyi‘how many, how much’ Nlennyi idi? ‘How much time?’).
However, the countablév‘year’ can be preceded both bgny‘how many andmennyi
‘how many, how much’. In the extract, we can obeethat Ica prefereany‘how many’
when she reflects upon the number of years shd sp#re drama group.

In Extract (22), Cili, who has recently got marrieaplains to the other participants
how she and her husband can manage to visit atl iflatives on Christmas Eve. In line

04, she interrupts the ongoing TCU within a segmwrith is not a recognizable word.

9 Hat is a discourse marker in Hungarian (Schirm 20HExe it indicates that the speaker is about to add
some background information to the turn.

?t is debatable whether this phenomenon is a ceptent repair or the speaker simply uses two syneny
one after the other. This question points to mjieraargumentation in Chapter 4, namely, that tlhdéesnents
made by the researcher regarding a linguistic pmenon are not given at the outset but are, at teagime
extent, produced by the researcher (Lehmann 2004).
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(22) (bea003n001: 152)
01C: és akkor Ujra: a masik csaladnal- () ugyanez a

02

03

04

In line 04, Cili replaceso- with vandoroltu:nk'we were wandering’. This time we cannot
identify any problems fixed by the replacement. t&a basis of the investigated material,

we can only say that when Cili constructs her &orthat it does the job it is designed to

and then again the other famipe same the

‘and then with the other family- (.) the same

felvonas hogy vacsora .hh s akko ma
actNoMm that dinnemom and then already

act again there’s a dinner .hh and then in thig wa already

igy elég rosszul voltunk, .h és akkor mar
inthisway quite badly WasDEF.1PL and then already
felt quite bad, .h and then

utana igy egyutt vo-  vandoroltu:nk.
afterwards  inthisway together wandeneniEF. 1PL

afterwards in this wawe were wanderingtogether.’

and then with the other family- (.) the sameagdin there’s a dinner .hh and then

in this way we already felt quite bad, .h and th&erwards in this wayreplaced

item) we were wanderingtogether.

perform (cf. Drew et al. 2013: 92), she replacegem with another one.

same-turn self-repair, which means that the doroamepair operation is the subdomain of

the domain of repair. Accordingly, we have saidt tthee domain of repair is the set of

We have defined repair operations as practices eblyethe speaker carries out

practices whereby a co-interactant interrughts ongoing course of actio attend to

possible trouble in speaking, hearing, or undedstanthe talk or merely to alter it in some

interactionally consequential way without any pesbé fixed in it; and repair operations

are practices whereby a co-interactant interruptghis ongoing turn-at-talkto attend to
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possible trouble in speaking, hearing, or undedstanthe talk or merely to altéhe turn

in some interactionally consequential way withony @roblems fixed in i{see Section
3.2). In other words, apart from fixing a possible pehl in speaking, hearing, or
understanding the talk, repair operations can lag¢sosed “to fine-tune a turn in the service
of the action(s) speakers mean to be doing” (Kgem2013: 242), i.e., specifically to do
interactional work, merely to alter the turn in sonmteractionally consequential way
without any problems fixed in it. | understand ttegm interactional functionas this
“interactional task-at-hand” that repair operatiara fulfil (Wilkinson and Weatherall
2011: 72).

Kitzinger (2013: 243) points out that downgradihg force of the action that the
turn implements is a frequent way of interactiopdlhe-tuning a turn. In Kitzinger’s
example, the speaker, who is a helpline calleraredipg to a question about her pain,
downgrades her admission by replaasgny f:-with the weaker formulatiomi(h)ght be
my fault(Example (23)) (Kitzinger 2013: 243).

(23) (PP03)

1 Clt:  You're twoyears on and you've still go:t=

2 Mel: [yeah]

3 Clt:  =[still ] got pai:n.

4 Mel: | mean pdrof it | have to sa:ys my f:-

5 mi(h)ght be my fault because I've been given
6 .hh_exrcises to do [and I]_hatly ever do=

7 Clt: [yeah]

8 Mel: =them...

The reverse interactional effect on the actionrisdpced by replacements in which the
speaker substitutes a weaker element with a strooge. In Kitzinger's example, an
advisor on a helpline tells the recipient that s¢hentitled to change a healthcare provider.
She replaces the permissigan with the strongehave the absolute right t(Kitzinger
2013: 243) (Example (24)).

(24) (PPO1)
1 Clt:  If there’s anybody that you fee:l .hhh
2 i’'t supporting you thernyou can ch-
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you have you have the_alsoluteright to
4 changethat person

Jefferson (1974) suggests that substituting oneli@ranother, if the substituted segment
is not recognizably complétebut still recognizable, allows the speaker to pimdan
inappropriaté” item without being interactionally accountable iioiShe says that in these
cases the speaker does not produce the word iniquesficially. In her example, the
speaker replacek- ‘colored’ with Negro woman and according to Jefferson, this can
propose that “I am not a liberal but am talking feference to the fact that you are”
(Jefferson 1974: 193) (Example (25)).

(25) (TRIO: 10)
Jean: Well, she said thet there was some womaithteehet they were
whh- had held up in the front there, thet theyeyaoin’ing the gun at,

‘n everything, (0.4) &- Negrowoman.

Drew (2013) establishes three principles guiding tlesign. Speakers design their
talk to make it appropriate for its sequential eowment, for the action they intend it to
do, and for the recipient to whom it is addressedection 3.2, we have already seen how
replacement can be employed when the initiallyctete word does not fit its sequential
environment appropriately (a defendant in a coortrastarts to sagop then replaces it
with officer (Jefferson 1974: 192)). In Extract (26), replacetrie used to downgrade a
formulation to make it appropriate for its sequahénvironment. Gabor, Pali, and Viola
are discussing what they would do in an imaginattyason where they have to decide
whether to help a friend or not. The situationhis following: you have a friend who has
failed an exam eight times. If s/he fails once ma#e will be dismissed from the
university. Before the last exam, s/he asks yogotinto one of the toilets of the university
building with the exam topics worked out (in Hungaat oral exams there are usually 10-
20 topics from which the teacher selects one orfowthe student to work out). During the

exam, after your friend has been given the topiesti s/he plans to go to the toilet and

2l Recognizable completion allows the listener toumss that the word is finished (Fox et al. 2009, see
Chapter 4).

* Here and everywhere else in the thesis, by theessjminappropriateword, segment, or item | will mean
that the speaker labels the word, segment, oratemappropriate.
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smuggle the papers s/he needs into the room. IEhleating comes to light, both of you

will be dismissed from the university.

(26) (SZTEPSZI2: 953)
01 G: mit mondtal hogy meért mennél be.
whatAcc SaidINDEF.2SG that why QONDEF.COND.2SG PVB

‘why have you said you would go in.

(0.3)
02 G: méar- méar- [marmos hogy-]
no- no- now that-
I I [l mean that-]
03V: [én cs-] hat 6 tobb: dolgot is
NOM jus-  well u:h  severalthingcc also
[l jus-] well, u:h I have said several things,
04  mondtam, egyrészt annak fuggvényében
saidINDEF.1SG on the one hand thaeEN dependDER.POSS3SG.INE

on the one hand it depends on

05 hogy ¢ hogy gyz meg engem (0.2) a masik
that s/he how persuatdber.3sG PVB me the  othexom

how s/he persuades me (0.2) on the other hand

06 az meg hogy mar csak a ) poén
thatNowm and that even just the fleEN

(I would go in) even just for
07 kedvéer. én:  nem szoktam ilyeneket csinalni

for the sake Nom not  usually doNDEF.1SG such thingacc dolINF

fun. I: usually don’t do such things
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08

09 G:

10

11 G:

12 V:

13 G:

14

es ((laughing)) [most ez
and now thisiom

and ((laughing)) [now this

[de  hogy te nem félted a
but that yowom.sG not feamEF.1SG the

[but don’t you fear for your:

merhogy ne- nem félted a sajat helyzetedet?
because no- not feaerlsG the own plac@oss2sGACC
because don- don’t you fear for your own placeaHhatuniversity)?

(1.5)

merhogy ez egy poen. igen.

because thisom a jokeNoM yes

because this is a joke. yes.

nem.

no

no.

de hogy egy egy poén kedvéért folal- 6
but that a a JOKe&EN for the sake sacri- uh

but for a joke do yosacri- uh

kockara teszed egyébkent a:?
risk.DEF.2sG by the way the
risk, by the way, your (place at the university)?’

why have you said you would go in.
(0.3)

I I [I mean that-]

42



V. [I jus-] well, u:h I have said several thingsh the one hand it
depends on how s/he persuades me (0.2) on thelahdr(l would go in) even just

for fun. I: usually don’t do such things and (@ing)) [now this

G: [but don’t you fear for
your: because don- don’t you fear for your own eléat the university)?
(1.5)

G: because this is a joke. yes.

V: no.

G: but for a joke do yosacri- uh risk, by the way, your (place at the university)?

In line 01, Gabor asks Viola to sum up her argusémoit helping the friend. When Viola
says that she would do it even just for fun (lif&s07), Gabor expresses his disagreement
in the form of a negative question (lines 09-10).lihe 11, he extends this turn-
constructional unit accepting that the situationuldobe funny, and by doing this he
expresses partial agreement with Viola. In lineMi@la answers ‘no’, which makes it
obvious that the two speakers’ orientations towattus situation are different. The
negotiation process continues with Gabor’'s quessitarted in line 13, when he asks
whether Viola would sacrifice her university plaoe a joke. In the middle of the word
félaldozod‘'you sacrifice’ he breaks offf@lal- ‘you sacri-"), and replaces it with the much
weakerkockara teszetyou risk’. The reason for the substitution becomeslerstandable
if we take into consideration the sequential emnent of the repair. The rejected
selectionfolaldozod‘you sacrifice’ means that Viola will in any case Hismissed if she
helps her friend. However, in the imaginary sitoatthey will be dismissed only if they
are caught; therefore, the turn is better constthatithkockara teszetyou risk’.

The downgrading function of replacement can als@d®n in Extract (27), when
Linda gives her opinion on the frequency of thefHungary. She says that the situation is
quite bad: it is enough to leave a bag unattendedhicycle basket; thieves will not leave
it there.

(27) (SZTEPSZI8: 1089)
01 L: alapbol az hogy valami erték
enough thatlom that somethinglom valueNom

‘it is enough that something valuable
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02

03 B:

04

05 L:

06

07 B:

08 L:

09

10

ami: ott van szabadon az [igy]
whichNOM  there iSNDEF unattended thatom in this way

which is left there unattended that [in this way]

[azt]
thatacc
[it]
igy () biz[tos hogy nem hagyod ott.]
in this way it is sure that not leaweFr.2sG there
is su[re that people won't leave it there.]
[TOk mindegy ka]bé hogy
very no matter roughly that

[we can say that it doesn’t matter at] all

mi te[hat] (.) most altala vagy én legaldbbis  mindig=
whatNOoMm that is now usua- or NoM at least always

what it is, that [is] (.usua or at least that’s always=

ia.]

yeah

[yeah.]
=ezt tapasztalom hogy ha most a biciklikosarba
thisacc find.DEF.1SG that if now the bicycle baskete

=my experienceif there is a bag in a bicycle basket

van egy zacskoé nem tudja mi van
ISINDEF a bagnom not  knowbDEF.3sGwhatNOM ISINDEF

s/he doesn’t know what is

benne akkor is elviszi.

it.NE still also takebEF.3sG
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in it but s/he will still take it.’

L: it is enough that something valuable which i fleere unattended that [in this way]
B: [it ]

is su[re that people won't leave it there. |
L: [we can say that it doesn’t matter ditjvdat it is, that [is ] (\usua or at least=
B: [yeah.]
L: =that’s always my experiencef there is a bag in a bicycle basket s/he dodsroiwv

what is in it but s/he will still take it.

In line 06, when Linda refers to the frequencytddft in Hungary, at first she seems to say
that this is the usual way things happen in Hungdonetheless, before the last syllable of
altalaban ‘usually’, she initiates repair with a cut-off, amdplaces the word with the
weaker vagy én legalabbis mindig ezt tapasztaloom at least that's always my
experience’, which restricts her opinion to her oswperience. This repair therefore does
not fix a possible problem in speaking, hearingjmaerstanding the talk, but merely alters
the turn in an interactionally consequential wayhaut any problems fixed in it: by
employing a replacement repair, Linda reduces égpansibility for the radical criticism
of Hungarian people. The importance of the intéoaei work these kinds of repair
perform is indicated by Linda’s attempt to decrethgepower of her critical remark despite
the fact that one of the other speakers, Boglatkangly agrees with her (lines 03-04, and
07).

As was noted earlier, the speaker has to designutinetaking into consideration
not only its position in the sequence (see Ext(@6)) and the action it is intended to
achieve (see Extract (27)), but also the particrdaipient it is addressed to (Drew 2013).
In Extract (28), we can see how the speaker empkplacement repair so as to make the
turn appropriate for the relationship between theager and the recipient. In Hungarian,
formal address is possible in two forms, i.e., ¢hare two polite equivalents pbu Maga
(plural: Maguk andOn (plural: On6Rk. Onis used exclusively in formal situations when
the speaker addresses somebody who s/he is nainahaf terms with (e.g., at a police
station).Magais less formal tha®n. It can be used both in formal and informal situag

if there is not a close relationship between theakpr and the recipient (e.g., between
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teacher and student, or passengers happeningved together). Both forms occur with a
third person verb. In Extract (28), two studentsik&é and Marta are talking to an old (at
least 70-year-old) man, Tibor. Edilasks Tibor how he has spent Christmas and hosv it i

usually celebrated at his place.

(28) (bea004f003: 200)
01 E: arra gondoltunk Marta(.)val hogy 6:
thatsus thoughtDEF.1PL Martacom that u:h

‘me and Méarta have been thinking about u:h

02 szeretnénk Ont megkérdezni hogy a _ ra&sonyt
like.INDEF.COND.1PL YOUACC.SG askINF that the  Christmascc
asking You how (.)

03 azt (. hogyan toltotte On? meg hogyan
thatAcc how Spenber.3sG YOUNOM.SG and  how

did You spend Christmas time? and how

04 szokott Ma-  Onoknél zajlani? ) az egesz
usually doNDEF.3SG YO-  YOUADE.PL happennF the  whole
Is it celebrated ato- Your place? (.) the whole

05 @) unnep?
holidayNom
(.) Christmas holiday?
(2.0)
06 T: na jo.
now alright
now it’s alright.
(2.0)
07 T: akkor kezdjék Maguk!
then begimEFIMP.3PL  YOU.NOM.PL
but You should begin?
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E: me and Marta have been thinking about u:h askiog how (.) did You spend
Christmas time? and how is it celebratedYat Your place? (.) the whole (.)
Christmas holiday?

(2.0)
T: now it’s alright.
(2.0)
T: but You should begin!

Eniké addresses Tibor three times in the extract (iesli®2, 03, and 04). While on the first
two occasions she usédn, in line 04 at first she seleciaguknal but after the first
syllable (Ma-) she replaces it witndknél‘at Your place’, which increases the distance
between Eni& and Tibor. This indicates not only that Efils not on familiar terms with
Tibor, but also that the use bfagaandOn should not alternate in the same conversation
when addressing the same co-participant. In ling tB& old man also addresses the
students. In contrast to Eikhe uses the less formdhguk which makes it probable that
there is a formal and hierarchical relationshipuaen the students and the old man.

5.2 Recycling

According to Schegloff (2013: 59), the teratyclingrefers to a speaker’s repeating some
stretch of talk that they have previously uttenemst typically a stretch which has been

said just before. This definition refers to all sigd recycling, including those cases when it
is not a repair operation, for example, when theeated element(s) only frame the repair
(e.g., when the speaker repeats a word beforeceplkent) (Example (29)), or when the

second utterance emphasizes or stresses theRfiestef 2003: 51) (Extract (30)).

(29) (TG, 7)

Bee: was | sid nbsid but we're supposetuh know what it
is fuh Weh- .hh yihknowfuh tihday’s class. 'n,

(Schegloff 2013: 44)

a7



(30) (bea002f002: 83)
01B: az nem volt kongy megtanulni.=
thatNowm not  WasINDEF.3SG easy PVB.learniNF

‘it wasn’t easy to learn that. =

02 =fsleg az ilyen () beparkoldsos maiver
especially the  such parking manoeuvoa/

= especially this kind of (.) parking manoeuvre

03 ilyen () mittdbminek  hivjak ezt .h
such whatevepbAT callDER.3PL thisAcc

this kind of (.) whatever they call it .h

04 A: [mhm]
uhm
[uhm]

05C: [de] ez a szervofék ez- ez
but thisnowm the servo braksom thisNoMm thisNoMm

[but] this servo brake isn’- isn’t it

06 nem veszélyes? hogy igy csaknyomod nyomod<
not dangerous that inthisway just pu&fF.2SG pushDEF.2SG
dangerous? that in this way you jugiush it push it<

07 és akkor mikor A&llsz meg? = vagy
and then when StapDEF.2SG PVB or

and then when do you stop?=or’

B: it wasn’t easy to learn that. = especially thirsd of (.) parking manoeuvre this kind
of (.) whatever they call it .h
A: [uhm]
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C: [but ] this servo brake isn’- isn’t it dangesduthat in this way you justprish it
push it< and then when do you stop?=or

In line 06,nyomod nyomodpush it push it’ is delivered more rapidly thasual for the
speaker. This way of delivery expresses the coiyiand intensity of using a servo brake,
therefore it cannot be regarded as a recyclingreparation.

Furthermore, if the second utterance of the saeme diverges from the first only in
a prosodic respect, the consecutive usage of the seement(s) may be a repair operation,
but rather a replacement than a recycling (Scheg@t3: 60). In Example (31yrow is
produced at higher a pitch when the speaker aatiesllit for the second time.

(31) (KC -4, 07)
Kay: Idon think they grow a | don think they tgrow a culture to do a biopsy.
(Schegloff 2013: 59)

This thesis regards recycling as a repair operatioen the speaker repeats some stretch of
talk that they have just previously produced, amel $econd utterance does not diverge
from the first in a prosodic respect, and furthemmndhe second does not emphasize or
stress the first.

Recycling as a repair operation can be used artiergence of overlapping talk in
order to deal with possible problems in hearingioderstanding caused by simultaneous
talk (Schegloff 2013: 59-60; cf. Schegloff 1987)abthe emergence of inattentiveness in
order to attract the nongazing recipients’ gazeo@on 1980). While in the former case
the speaker repeats some stretch of talk in ocdsay it in the clear (Schegloff 2013: 60),
in the latter the function of the repair operatisrto elicit gaze from recipients. To these
functions of recycling as a repair operation Foxlet(2009: 75) add another: it can also
serve as a device for delaying the next item duyge, when the speaker needs time to select
the appropriate next word or choose between aligasa(Jefferson 1974). Although the
former functions also delay the talk that followterally, in those cases the repair
operation deals with a problem concerning the regoktalk: the potentially compromised
hearing of the stretch of talk uttered in interaicélly problematic moments (overlap or
inattentiveness) (Schegloff 2009: 386). That isthat emergence of overlapping talk and
inattentiveness, delaying the next item due is anllgy-product of the recycling repair

operation. The Hungarian corpus contains recyclimdéich combine the functions
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described by Schegloff (2013) and Fox et al. (2009Extract (32), Abel, Boglarka, and
Linda are talking about Hungarian music bands whielve become famous outside

Hungary.

(32) (SZTEPSZI8: 1062)
01 A: sok olyan zenekar van amugy aki: sokat
many such bangdom ISINDEF anyway whavoMm a lot

‘there are a lot of bands by the way who:

02  jatszik kalfoldon tehat tehat tehat olyan]ok IS=
playINDEF.3SG abroad that is thatis thatis kiRdm.pL also

play a lot abroadtiat is that is that is even band]s=

03 L: [héat ige:n. tényleg sokan.]
well yes really manyom

[well ye:s. there are really a lot.]

04 A: =ak- akik a[ kik akik akik]=
wh-  whoNOM.PL whoNOM.PL WhONOM.PL WhONOM.PL

=wh- whowh[o who whd=

05 B: [de lehe-]
but  maybe-
[but maybe-]

06 A: =Magyar[orszé]gon annyira nem is durvan ismertek.
Hungarysup so much not also well knowa

=are not so well-known in Hun[gar]y.’
07 B: [ja:.]

yeah
[ye:ah.]
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A: there are a lot of bands by the way who: pléytabroad
[that is that is that iseven band]s wh- who=
L: [well ye:s. there are really a lot.]
=wh[0 who whd are not so well-known in Hun[ gar y.
B: [but maybe-] [ye:hh.

In lines 02 and 04, Abel recycles his talk whictedaps Linda and Boglarka’s talk, but not
in the way Schegloff (2013: 60) describes this kafidecycling. That is to say, it is not the
repeated talk that Abel produces in the clear. dthetch of talk which is produced in the
clear is the talk that follows the recycling. THere, in these cases the repair operation
serves as a device for delaying the talk that Wadlan order to say it in the clear. In this
way the recycling deals with a problem concernet with the repeated but with the
upcoming talk: by recycling, the speaker can a¥o#dpossibly compromised hearing of
the upcoming talk. This analysis is supported belsbgaze direction, which he changes
during his overlapping talk. Realizing that Boglkarkas started to talk simultaneously, he
recyclesakik ‘who’ twice, and at the same time directs his gameards her. Boglarka
responses to this by a cut-offg(lehe-but maybe-") and lets him continue his talk.
Schegloff (2009: 385—-386) argues against the padpoade by Fox et al. (2009).
He rejects the idea that recycling, if its soledion is to delay the next item due, can be
interpreted as repair operation. He says that the¥eother practices which also delay the
next item due, such as(m), y’knowand silenc&, which can occur separately or together
“in the environment of repair” (Schegloff 2009: 38%e asks: “What then is done by
recyclingdistinctively?” (Schegloff 2009: 386, emphasis original). Tlsato say, Schegloff
argues here that the practices suchubén), y’know,and silence can have the same
function as recycling, but they can ocdarthe environment ofepair, they themselves
therefore are not repair operations. And indeedy thre listed inThe Handbook of
Conversation Analysias practices of repair initiation (Kitzinger 20229, see above). In
other words, Schegloff's problem is that althoubb practices listed above do the same
thing as recycling, they are not repair operatiamm)sequently, recycling with the sole

function of delaying the next item due cannot beerpreted as repair operation either.

% Here and everywhere else in the thesis | usedha a@void to refer to the speakers’ institutionalized
attitudes towards dispreferred actions (see, thg.error avoidance formatlescribed by Jefferson 1974:
194).

%% |n Hungarian, a practice of this kindds
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Now, we are once again confronted with p-inconsaisgein the conversation analytic
literature (Kertész—Rakosi 2012: 130-134, 2014:329-this thesis: Section 2.3.1).
According to Schegloff (2009), recycling with thanse delaying function as the practices
such asuh(m), y’know,and silence should not be interpreted as reparabipn, because
the practices listed above are not repair operatamier. However, according to Fox et al.
(2009), recycling with the sole function of delayithe next item due should be interpreted
as repair operation. Unlike in the case of theqwitsistency concerning the relationship
between repair and repair operation (see Sectid)) this time | apply the Combinative
Strategy as a problem-solving strategy (KertészeRiak012: 153-161, 2014: 35-37; this
thesis: Section 2.3.2). | keep both Schegloff's 0&20385-386) and Fox and her
colleagues’ (2009: 75) statements as co-existitgrradtives; however, | separate two
domains of occurrences of the practices suchulgs), y’know,and silence listed by
Schegloff (2009: 385-386) and Kitzinger (2013: 239ropose that if their function is to
indicate a “possible disjunction with the immediatereceding talk” (Schegloff 2000:
207), then they should be interpreted as repadiiatan practices (see Extract (26), line
13). However, as Schegloff (2009: 385) suggestsethre cases when their function is the
same as the function of recycling when it delays lext item due. My proposal here is
that instead ofnot regardingthese occurrences of recycling as repair operatitres
practices such ash(m), y’knowand silence should be regarded as repair opesatiben
they are used as devices for delaying the talkftilmws. The basis of this argumentation
is the definition of repair operation accepted iact®n 3.2: | have defined repair
operations as practices whereby a co-interactdaatrupts her/his ongoing turn-at-talk to
attend to possible trouble in speaking, hearingjraterstanding the talk or merely to alter
the turn in some interactionally consequential waétyout any problems fixed in it. That
is, if recycling or the practices such @s(m), y’know,and silence are employed solely to
delay the next item due so that the speaker camdtio possible trouble in speaking,
hearing, or understanding the talk or merely altee turn in some interactionally
consequential way, then we should interpret themeair and repair operation.

Lerner (2013: 105) suggests that the turn-constmiat delaying strategies used
when searching for a word can display “some uneasesitancy about what one is saying
or is about to say”. Hesitation may appear befoprealictably delicatéerm or before a
term that is part of a turn-constructional unitnfalating a delicate matter or implementing
a delicate action, when the speaker, for examg@gatively evaluates someone’s character

or actions (Lerner 2013: 104). This way of delivean show that although the speaker is
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loath to say something, s/he still voices it (cfhi®head 2009). In Extract (33), the
delicate action the speaker engages in is theatglnf self-praise. Szili (2004: 283) points
out that Hungarian speakers follow the principlenmidesty when replying to compliments
on their personal performances (see also, SzilDR0mherefore, the delivery of self-praise
relating to the speaker’s personal performance make her/him feel unease in Hungarian
conversations. In the extract, three teacher tezsinBogi, Feri, and Eszter are talking about
their teaching practices. Feri tells the others #iger his teaching exam, which is always
the last lesson of the teaching practice, one sfshidents went up to him and gave a
positive opinion on his work. Feri has not beenedskarlier in the conversation whether
his teaching practice was successful or not; ierottords, he himself decides to share his
student’s opinion with the others. This means thsittelling is a delivery of self-praise in

the context of Hungarian culture.

(33) (beab07f005: 430)

O1F: és aztan: (.) tehat o mar a mar a
and then thatis uh already the  already the
‘and then: (.) that is uh after after my

02 a vizsgatanitasom utan tehat amikor mar
the  teaching examosslsG after thatis when already

my teaching exam that is when he

03 tényleg semmi tétje nem volt annak
really nothinguom risk.POSS3SG not ~ WasINDEF.3SG thatGEN
really didn’t take any risk

04 hogy milyen véleményt mond a .hharrol ()
that what kind of opinioacc tell.INDEF.3sG the thabEL

telling his opinion on the .hh on (.)
05 amilyen én voltam velu:k, .hh ((swallow))

kindNOM.SG [.NOM WasSINDEF.1SG theycom

what | was like with themhh ((swallow))
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06 akkor azt mondta hogy hogy hogy () hogy
then thaiacc toldDEF.3sG that that that that
then he told that that that (.) that

07  tetszettek () nekik= jo hdt az egész osztaly
like.PASS3PL theyDAT OK well the whole classenN
they liked (.) them (the lessons)well it's OK he spoke

08 nevében beszélt dehat ige:n legyilnk
NamerPOSS3SG.INE  SPOKEINDEF.3sG but yes  beNDEF.IMP.1PL

on behalf of the whole class but we should be

09 realistak tehat 0o _NHE nagyon tetszett
realistsNom thatis uh  DAT.3sG very much  likepASS3sG

realists that is uh Hizery much liked

10 a- ahogy tanitottam
as taughtNDEF.1SG

th- the way | taught’

F: and then: (.) that is uh after after my my téagtexam that is when he really didn’t
take any risk telling his opinion on the .hh onwhat | was like with them,hh
((swallow)) then he told that that that (.) that tley liked () them (the
lessonsywell it's OK he spoke on behalf of the whole cldsg we should be
realists that is uh HEery much likedh- the way | taught

In line 05, before Feri refers to his success,ghgran audible inhalation and a swallow.
Then in line 06, just prior to the self-praisingoeassion tetszettek nekithey liked them’)

in line 07, he recyclebogy ‘that’ three times with a pause before the lasyckeg. The
self-praising expression also contains a pauseasiemption that these phenomena result
from Feri’'s unease about delivering self-praisstisngthened by the extension of the turn:

after he talks about the praise, he hastens tatatdalthough the student has spoken on

54



behalf of the whole class, Feri thinks that it wasrely the student’s own opinion. This
modest comment may serve as a compensation faattier immodesty. Feri’'s last self-
reflection in line 10 also contains a recyclirg éhogy tanitottanthe- the way | taught’).
This analysis makes it probable that the turn-comtbnal delaying practices in this
extract alter the turn in some interactionally cameential way, and their interactional
function is to display Feri's unease about whatishabout to say during the delivery of
self-praise.

Hesitating before a critical judgement may alsoregp the speaker’s unease about
what s/he is about to say (Lerner 2013: 104), dmaiefore decrease the power of the
critical assessment. In Extracts (34) and (35), iMéttila, and Lilla are talking about
Hungarian youngsters who use alcohol and drug&xtnact (34), Moni tells the others
why she has not tried any kind of drugs: she sa #ffects on her friends. In line 09, she
closes her opinion with a strong critical judgemantd uses the expressiamdoritd

‘disgusting’.

(34) (SZTEPSZI3: 856)
01 M: és példaul a drogokat. egysdéen nem probaltam
and forexample the drugec  simply not triebEF.1SG

‘and | have simply never tried for example drugs.

02 ki soha azért mert l[attam a
PVB never thataus because Sa®EF.1sG the

because | saw

03 barataimat hogy hogy 6: egy normalis ember
friendsposslscAacc that that uh a normal human being
my friends that that u:h a normal human being

04 egyszefen (.) agy el tud tavolodni

simply SO0 much PVB  canINDEF.3sGestranged becomer

can simply become so estranged
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05

06

07

08

09

és annyira: embertelen lesz attol amikor
and so much inhuman becomesEF thataBL when

and so: inhuman because of

drogozik, hogy ez engem totdl visszataszitott
drugs uses\DEF that thisnom l.acc totally repelledNDEF.3sG

using drugs, that totally repelled me

és nem is ilyen siil tiltasra hanem
and not also such pares@erR forbiddingsus but

and not because my parents forbade me to do that bu

ez @) ez ez szamomra  ugymond
thisNOM thisNoMm thisNOM |.DAT So to say

becausehis (.) this thiswas so to say

undoritd volt
disgusting Was\DEF.35G

disgusting for me’

and | have simply never tried for example drugscause | saw my friends that that

u:h a normal human being can simply become so regtth and so: inhuman

because of using drugs, that totally repelled nteraot because my parents forbade

me to do that but becaustes (.) this this was so to say disgusting for me

Before using the delicate expressiondorito ‘disgusting’ in line 09, Moni employs the

double recycling of the subjeaZ ez ezhis this this’) with a pause. Since using the @vor

undoritd ‘disgusting’ is a very strong negative evaluatidnsomeone’s behavior, Moni

may be loath to voice it, which supports that tbalde recycling and the pause preceding

it are delaying strategies. It is necessary to hete that beyond these turn-constructional

delaying practices, Moni uses other mitigating desi as well zamomra‘for me’,
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agymondso to say’) in the delivery of her critical judgemt. These practices, however,
do not interrupt the ongoing turn-at-talk, and thaanot be analyzed as repair.

Extracts (35) and (36) show that recycling in itszn also fulfil the interactional
function Lerner (2013) describes, and thus altez tbrn in some interactionally
consequential way. In Extract (35), Méni explainkaivkind of behavior she can and
cannot tolerate when somebody is drunk in her compa

(35) (SZTEPSZI3: 816)
01 M: egyébkeént () én azt még ugy agy ()
by the way Nom thatacc still  inaway in a way

‘by the way (.) | can still (tolerate) it in a waya way

02 tudom (.) hogyha:, mittudomén, tényleg elmegy
canber.1sG if whatever in fact gOEaSsIDEF.3SG

if, in fact, s/he goes to a party or whatever

03 buliba és akko () berugott. kész. de amikor
partyiLL and then drunk gotiDEF.3sG done but  when

and then s/he got drunk. it's done. but when

04 amikor ez a total nem tud magarol.
when thisnom the  totally not  knowsuDEF herself/himselbEL

when s/he doesn’t know anything about himselfilérs

05 semmi képe nincs az egész vilagrol ()
nothingNhoM ideaPOSS3SGNOM  ISNEG.INDEF the  whole worlbEL

s/he doesn’'t have any idea of reality (.)
06 es hany es neked kell  rajta segiteni,

and throws upNDEF and youwAT.SG must she/he/suP helpINF
and s/he throws up and you must help her/him,
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07 na az az az ma szerintem
well  thatnom thatNowm thatNom already thinkoer.1sG
well that that that | think already

08 megint a gdz  kategoria.
again the gas® categoryNom

is the gas category.’

M: by the way (.) | can still (tolerate) it in a wan a way if, in fact, s/lhe goes to a party
or whatever and then s/he got drunk. it's done.vihen when s/he doesn’t know
anything about himself/herself. s/he doesn’t hawg idea of reality (.) and s/he
throws up and you must help her/him, wibkt that that | think already is the gas

category.

In lines 08—-09, Méni closes her opinion with a sgaritical judgement on the behavior
she cannot stand. The delivery of this judgeméiggalace with the double recycling of
the subjectdz az aZthat that that’). The delaying function of thisckeling is supported
by Moéni's gaze direction. She does not look at ahyhe other participants till the last
saying of the recycled item, when she directs lagzegowards another participant (who is
selected as the next speaker), and finishes her with a final intonational contour
(indicated by a dot in the transcription).

The Hungarian corpus shows that displaying hesjtammcunease about what the
speaker is about to say (Lerner 2013) may not ootyr during the delivery of self-praise
and criticism, but also in avoiding offensive laage. In Extract (36), Agi, Zsuzsi, and
Marcsi are talking about a freestyle rapper whowal&ing difficulties.

% Géaz'gas’ does not only mean ‘aerial material’ in Hungariant is also a slang adjective. It can be used for
describing practically anything negative: it mayamébad’, ‘awkward’, ‘intolerable’, ‘unbearable’ie (e.g.,
gaz helyzetbad situation’).
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(36) (SZTEPSZI2: 725)

01 A:

02

03

04

05

06

07 M:

08

csak az a bajom (.) ezzel a

just that the  problerrosslsG.NOM thisINs the

‘my only problem with this

gyerekkel, hogy ilyen: total elszallt. tehat leddd&s  igy
guy.INS that such totally smart.alec SO at least like
guy is that he is a smart alec. so at least

ranézésre, és emiatt unszimpatikus, emiatt
lookingsue and  thiscAus antipathetic thigAus

he seems to be, and for this reason he doesn’abfipme, for this reason
mar a tehetségét sem tudom

already the  taleross3sGcAcc neither CaIEF.1SG

| cannot appreciate his talent any more,

ertékelni, mondjuk nem minthaa freestyleosokat
appreciatenF by the way not asif the  freestyle rappecs.

by the way we cannot say that | appreciate freesgppers

értékelném mert szerintem nem tehetségek,
appreciate@eF.COND.1sG  because thinkEF.1SG not  talentsvom
because | don’t think they are talented,

én ennek tok orulok mert

[.NOM thisDAT very much happy amiDEF because

| am so happy about that (the rapper’s successyusec

szerintem ilyen oriasi (.) hatranyokkal indul. hée
think.DEF.1SG such huge disadvantages. startSNDEF that is

| think he starts with huge disadvantages. that is
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09 baromi hendikeppel hogy hogy hogy olyan amilyen
enormous handicaps that that that kindiom.sG kindNOM.SG

with an enormous handicdipat that that he is like that’

A: my only problem with this guy is that he is aainalec. so at least he seems to be,
and for this reason he doesn’t appeal to me, fgrrrason | cannot appreciate his
talent any more, by the way we cannot say thatgrexpate freestyle rappers
because | don't think they are talented,

M: | am so happy about that (the rapper’s sucdaessause | think he starts with huge

disadvantages. that is with an enormous handitaipthat that he is like that

In line 09, before Marcsi refers to the rapper’siltie problem, she recycldsgy ‘that’
twice. This may indicate her unease about refertinthe disorder in an inoffensive way
(cf. the replacement afop with officer in Jefferson 1974: 192), and also her selectional
difficulties in finding the interactionally apprapte expression (Jefferson 1974). Finally,
she refers to the health problem without naming it.

Extracts (33), (34), (35), and (36) show that wherycling and the practices such
asuh(m), y’knowand silence are used for delaying the talk thiédvis, they can be a part
of a searching, which is regarded as a repair tiparan its own right by Schegloff (2013).
However, even in these cases these practices docnot “in the environment of repair”
(Schegloff 2009: 385), but they attee repair itself. This makes the proposal of Foale
(2009: 75) plausible: if the speaker employs rdogchs a device for delaying the next
item due, and s/he does this in order to attenubssible trouble in speaking, hearing, or
understanding the talk or merely alter the tursame interactionally consequential way
without any problems fixed in it, then we shoulteipret recycling as a repair operatfén.

% However, when we analyze the particular occurrerdferecycling in conversations, sometimes it can b
difficult to identify this function. In these caseke analysis of other features of the phenomdaan, site of
initiation) can help us to decide whether we aralidg with a repair operation or not (see Chapjer 6
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5.3 Insertior?’

Insertionis a “practice in which speakers halt their talkpnogress to go back and add
something else into the turn before resuming” (Wglon—Weatherall 2011: 65). In this
repair operation the speaker “inserts one or m@ae elements into the turn-so-far,
recognizable as other than what was on tap to ok reext” (Schegloff 2013: 45).
Schegloff (2013: 47) notes that insertion is a iepperation which often merely alters the
turn instead of fixing an apparent problem in ith&\ this is the case, the turn is not on the
way to be defective, i.e., the added word is nasmyg, but the “speaker may find that
saying the thing they are in the course of sayiogld be better realized by this-or-that
change” (Schegloff 2013: 47). In Extract (37), Gaslwares the adventures he experienced
when looking for the location of his driving tebt.line 05 and 06, we can see the insertion

of a location adverb into the TCU.

(37) (bea001f001: 16)
01 G: visszamentem. mondtak hogy az elején
PVB.WentINDEF.1SG toldDEr.3PL that the beginning0ss3sG.suP

‘I went back. they told me that at the beginnifigt o

02 van valami: .h autés- >me mondtam hogy
ISINDEF somethinguiom drivingbecause tolder.1sG that
there is some kind of .h driving- >because | tbieim that

03 nekem vizsgazni kéne< van ott valami:
[.DAT an exam takenr should ISNDEF there somethingom

| should take an exam< at that place there is donteof

04 autos intézet. = valami autobiztonsagi
driving instituteNom somethinghom car SecurityADER

driving institute. = some kind of car security

2" Although the terminserting created by Schegloff (2013: 45) better indicatest the focus is on an
operationcarried out by speakers, following Wilkinson and atferall (2011), | will use the termsertion
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05 mittomén milyen intézet volt ott.  .hh
whatever what kind of institut@OM WaSINDEF.3SG there

| don’t know what kind of institute was there. .hh

06 mondt ott mondtak hogy _a: nem nem. = aszondja
to- there toldber3rL that o#® not  not Say®EF

they to- there they told me that 0:mo no. = s/he says’

G: | went back. they told me that at the beginrohg there is some kind of .h driving-
>because | told them that | should take an exantkadtplace there is some kind of
driving institute. = some kind of car security Indoknow what kind of institute
was there. .hithey to- there they told me that 0:lmo no. = s/he says

When Gabor has articulateabndt-‘they to-’ in line 06, he initiates repair by a eff, and
incorporates an additional word (the location abwt ‘there’). Since the turn would not
be appropriately articulated without repeating tlement which has already been
articulated before the insertion, the inserted wisrdlways framed by repeating some of
the talk around it (cf. Kitzinger 2013: 239). Assthepetition constitutes a part of the repair
operation, i.e., the operation would not work withat, we can say that insertion
inherently includes the repetition of one or mdesreent(s).

As was noted above, insertion is often employedelydp alter the turn in some
interactionally consequential way rather than xodfiproblem in the turn-so-far (Schegloff
2013: 47). Perhaps that is the reason why inseisi@me of the most elaborately explored
repair operations regarding its interactional fiored in the conversation analytic
literature. Wilkinson and Weatherall (2011), anatgzmore than 500 insertion repairs in
British, New Zealand, and U.S. English, differetgicdbetween therepairing action
insertion can accomplish (specifying, intensifyirgnd other modifications) and the
interactionalaction which is served by the modifications. Selvetgractional actions can
be accomplished through insertion: highlighting sesrthiness, strengthening an account,

accounting for an assessment, providing evidenceafo assertion, etc. Nevertheless,

8 A: or 4intensifies negation in Hungarian.
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although there are typical repairing actions (esgecifying or intensifying) insertion may

accomplish, Wilkinson and Weatherall suggest th&ractional actions tend to be case-
specific, and should be analyzed on a case-bylzasie (Wilkinson and Weatherall 2011:

88).

Intensifying by insertion can have the same upgadiffect on the action as
replacements have when they are used for intengif{itzinger 2013: 243). In Wilkinson
and Weatherall's example (Example (38)), the preseof a radio arts program inserts
sparking beforenew when naming a museursp@arking nev (.) Welgwood museumThis
intensifies the newness of the museum, and thenahlights the newsworthiness of the
report (Wilkinson—Weatherall 2011: 81). The authposnt out that intensifying through
the insertion of words likeompletely, reallypr extremelycan result in arextreme case

formulation(Pomerantz 1986).

(38) (BBC Radio 4, Front Row, 23.3.09)

Pre: I'm naw at thee nev (0.2)sparking new (.) Wedgwood
museum in Stoke on Tre:nt. hh A:: (ryewish
ne:w modern buil:ding

(Wilkinson—Weatherall 2011: 81)

When there are two or more possible referents @il inserting a specifying term can fix
a possible problem in understanding (e.g., insgr@ary before cemetery(Wilkinson—
Weatherall 2011: 73) (Example (39)).

(39) (Holt: X (C) 1:1:3)

Phi:  at uhm (0.2) Yeh the service’s at uhm twelighoak ‘n
then: the .hwhhhh the: uh:m (0.5) it'll be in tteh-
theCary cemet’ry afterwards

(Wilkinson—Weatherall 2011: 73)

Specifying through insertion may also serve anraugonal task-at-hand, when, instead of
differentiating between two or more possible refése it alerts the recipient to the
relevance of the referent being of a specific tylper instance, insertingiicro before

habitatsin the description of a zoo can provide evidenmethe assertion that the zoo
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offers vast amounts of space for the animals (Wd&h—Weatherall 2011: 79) (Example

(40)).

(40) (BBC Radio 4, ‘What's the Point of...The BritiZoo’, 2.6.09)
Dav: The impatance of this enclo:sure is that .hh uh:m

we gave him opportity .hh to really display his

whole (.) behavioural repertoire. .hh The

compli:ty of the enclo:sure .hhh the wlieo

different hditatsmicrohabitats in the enclo:sure.
(Wilkinson—Weatherall 2011: 79)

Furthermore, the modification of a reference foratioh can also have a specifying
function. In Example (41), the speaker proposesttiethieves working in the street steal
branded goods instead of basic things (Wilkinsah\Meatherall 2011: 78).

(41) (WCSNZE: DPC235)

DR: They steal your bloody sboc Mar:tens shoe:s
an : ::: wh:: whatever you've got o:n it’s-

(Wilkinson and Weatherall 2011: 78)

Luke and Wei Zhang (2010: 175) provide examplesingkrtion in Mandarin
Chinese. Insertinging ‘by force, against one’s will’ befora shangqu lédragged me up’,
the speaker accounts for his feeling as a victirprofately-run bus services in Shenzhen,

where the hired conductor grabbed him and fordididyapped him onto the bus (Example
(42)).

(42) (XFZB-3 A-3)
L: en la shangqu lging la shangqu

‘en dragged me onto the bus, forcibly dragged pie u
(Luke—Wei Zhang 2010: 175)

In Example (43), the hosts of Consumer Hotline rindee deontic verlyinggai ‘should’
before shi meiyou wentithere’s no problem’, which turns the statements‘lhot a

problem’ into ‘It shouldn’t be a problem’. Sinceighs in a response to a telephone call
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during which the caller complains about a shop dpe#luctant to take back a ring, the
authors argue that the hosts are in this way defgriie consumer rights of the caller, and
expressing that they are on her/his side (Luke-XMang 2010: 168—-169).

(43) (DJIY-1 A-2)

S: wo kan zhege shi meiyou sheryinggaishi meiyou wenti
‘I think this is not- this shouldn’t be a problem’

(Luke—Wei Zhang 2010: 168)

Insertion can also be used to do identity work ianlarin Chinese: inserting words like
zanmen‘us’ or tamen‘them’ may have the effect of reducing or incregsuistance,

respectively (Examples (44) and (45)).

(44) (=1) AS-P9

S: natian wo zai Gang- zaanmenGangDa de zhe-ge shudian qu mai shu
‘the other day | was at the Hong- at our Hong Kahdookshop buying some
books.’

(Luke—Wei Zhang 2010: 171)

(45) (AS-0118)

S: nabian hai you xietamenyou xie shiging xiang gen wo taolun taolun
‘over there there are still some- they have sonmgghthat (they) want to discuss
with me’

(Luke—Wei Zhang 2010: 172)

In Hungarian, insertion can also be employed sdlelgo interactional work, when
it simply alters the turn instead of fixing an apgr@ problem in it. The Hungarian corpus
represents that the interactional function Lern@01@: 105) suggests for turn-
constructional delaying practices, i.e., expressigyspeaker’'s unease about what s/he is
about to say, can be applied not only for turn-twasional delaying practices, but also for
insertion in Hungarian. According to my observasioithis interactional function can
appear during the delivery of criticism in the Harnign corpus. This means that the
speakers of the corpus not only use replacemenita@&x27)) and recycling (Extracts (34),

(35)) in the delivery of criticism, but insertiors avell. In Extracts (46) and (47), the
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speakers decrease the power of their critical assm®s by modifying talk through

insertion. In Extract (46), Anna, Balint, and Galve discussing the situation of women
who go to a job interview, and want to have a biabyhe near future. Balint criticizes the
companies which do not employ such women becausieediuture disadvantages that the
women’s maternity leave would bring about for thbiuisinesses. That is to say, in
Hungary, women can spend two years at home wiih lbladies, and during this time they

receive maternity benefit.

(46) (bea008f006: 507)

01 B: mélyen felh&borit hogy 0: hogy ezt barmilyen
deeply shocksy\DEF that u:h  that thiscc any kind of
‘I am deeply shocked at the situation that u:h #mey kind of

02 m:unkaaddé  (.) mh barmilyen mértékben 0:
employemiom um  anykind of degreee u:h

employer (.) um to any degree u:h

03 f- megprobalja figyelembe venni hogy ©:
t- PVB.trieSDEF consideration.L takelINF that u:h

t- makes an attempt to take into consideratiom:h

04 hogy ki(.)nek mik a csaladalapitasi
that whoGEN whatNom.pL the  family startinghDER

who takes on what in connection with

05 vallaldsai
endeavours0ss3sG.NOM

starting a family’

B: | am deeply shocked at the situation that uat #my kind of employer (.) um to any
degree u:hli- makes an attempt to take into consideratiom:h who takes on what

in connection with starting a family

66



In line 03, Balint starts to say in a critical totleat companies take into consideration
women'’s future plans for starting a family, i.egving a baby. After the first sound he
breaks off {- ‘t-"), and insertsmegpréobalja‘tries to’, ‘makes an attempt tdbefore
figyelembe venritake into consideration’. This modification decsea the power of his
critical remark and reduces his responsibility ifoinstead of stating that companies take
into consideration the candidates’ plans when degid/hether to employ them or not, he
just says that the companies make an attempt tinato This may also express Balint's
unease about producing criticism, which is suppbitg the fact that he employs the
hesitation marked: ‘u:h’ before the insertion. This stretched hesmiatmarker cannot be
regarded as the repair initiation of the insertimegause the insertion is initiated later, by a
cut-off, after the speaker has pronounced the vbi€®r this reason, | argue that it is a
repair operation with a delaying function (see Bech.2).

In Extract (47), Agi, Zsuzsi, and Marcsi are tatkiabout Hungarian television
talent shows.

(47) (SZTEPSZI2: 790)
01A: a média nem foltétlenil () a () csak a
the mediavoM not  necessarily the only the

‘the media is not necessarily (.) guidad(.) only by

02  joindulat v:ezeérli. hogy majd tehetséget faragunk
goodwillNom guidesDEF  that  then talenicc creataeNDEF.1PL

goodwill. the intention of making a talented person

03 beli[le hanem NEKI EZ A HASZNOS HOGY]=
she/helieLA but she/he/ibAT thisNOM the useful that
of somebol[dy but IT'S USEFUL FOR IT (the media) AH=

04 Zs: [héat nem.]
pm?® not
[it's not.]

% The discourse markéét expresses emphasis here.
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05 M: [persze hogy nem. 48§ biztos hogy nem.]
of course that not whatismore sure that not

[of course, it's not. what is more, it's @y not.]

06 A: =hogy esetleg ( [ D
that possibly
=that possibly ( [ D
07 M: [szerintem semmi mas csak] a nzpé

thinkbEr.1sG nothingNoM othernomonly  the moneyom

[in my opinion, nothing else batpney.

08 A: igen.
yes
yes.
09 Zs:csak a pénz. ja. @) azt adjak
only the monewoM yeah thahcc broadcashbEer.3pPL

only money. yeah. (.) they broadcast only the o

10 le amit az emberek néznek.
PVB  whatAcc the peopleloM  watchINDEF.3PL

that people will watch.’

A: the media is not necessarily (.) guidsd(.) only by goodwill.the intention of making
a talented person of somebo[dy but IT'S USERAR IT (the media) THAT]=

Zs: [it's not.]

M: [of course, it's not. what is more, itsrtainly not.]
A: =that possibly ([ D

M: [in my opinion, nothing else but] may.

A: yeah.

Zs: only money. yes. (.) they broadcast only tregpams that people will watch.
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When in line 01 Agi begins to give her opinion abwaat the aims of these programs can
be, her turn-design projects that she is aboutlloMarcsi and Zsuzsi what is not the
leading ethical principle of the Hungarian median{édia nem foltétlendl (.) ‘the media

is not necessarily (.) guided by’). After a shaatipe, however, she goes back to change the
turn: the insertion otsak‘only’ creates a concessive form; goodwill can re @f the
leading principles (but not the only one) of thediaga média nem féltétlendl (.) a (.) csak
a joindulat v:ezérlithe media is not necessarily (.) guided by (.)ydoy goodwill’). The
repair operation in this way decreases the powekgt critical opinion and reduces her
responsibility for it. The possibility that the tetpair also results from her unease about
giving a critical opinion is supported by the twauges in line 01, and by another
interesting phenomenon. After the other co-pardiotp agree with Agi, they form a much
more radical opinion (the media is guided only byney), and in line 08 Agi joins them
with a categorical ‘yeah'This suggests that her earlier, milder opiniorsigieed by the
use of the insertion) may have been due to hersenglaout what she was about to say: she
was somewhat loath to deliver her criticism befenewing the others’ opinions on the
topic. This means that similarly to the interactibfunction Lerner (2013) suggests for
turn-constructional delaying practices, employingertion during the delivery of criticism
may also show that the speaker “is somewhat l@aiay” something, in other words, this
way of delivery “can be understood as a somewh#demisubstitute for another, more

accusatory formulation” (Lerner 2013: 104).

5.4 Aborting

In aborting the speaker interrupts the ongoing turn-constroat unit and starts anew

with another TCU (cf. Laakso—Sorjonen 2010: 1193)at is to say, the speaker starts the
same action in a different form, with a differel@0. Schegloff (2013: 52) says that there
are two possible orientations towards a TCU whgleft uncompleted: the speaker may
abandon what s/he has said altogether, or s/heonmigyabandon the way the project of the
turn has been done so far, in favor of another @fagoing the same undertaking. Laakso
and Sorjonen (2010: 1157) note that while insertiod replacement preserve the syntactic
shape of the utterance (e.g., the type of the e)aumbandoning leaves the syntactic
construction altogether uncompleted. The preseasishwill regard only the second

orientation described by Schegloff as the abortegwpir operation, when the abandoning

of the TCU is followed by a new effort to implemehé same action. In Extract (48), Péter

69



tries to explain how engines worked in old carslihe 02, he abandons his TCU-so-far
(this is indicated by a cut-off on the article)éstructure his description in a simpler way.

(48) (bea002f002: 77)
0O1P: a gazpedal is 0: teljesen mechanikus
the  acceleratawom also uh totally mechanical

‘the accelerator also u:h in a totally mechanical

02 aton kerult kapcsolatba a az porlasztos
way SupP CameINDEF.3SG contactitL  the  that carburetoyDER

way came into contact with the there was a carburetor

03 volt nem befecskendeais
WasINDEF.3SG not fuel injected

not fuel injection’

P: the accelerator also u:h in a totally mechanical wacame into contact with the

there was a carburetor not fuel injection

In Extract (48), the speaker aborts the ongoing TiCbrder to restructure his utterance in
a simpler way. Aborting can also be used as a defdc downgrading the force of the
action. In Extract (49), Abel, Boglarka, and Lindae talking about the effects of
marijuana. Since earlier in the conversation alth@fm say that they have not tried any
kind of drugs, Abel quotes his acquaintances’ apisj they have said that the effects of
marijuana are similar to those of drinking alcohifter a brief discussion, Linda also

quotes her acquaintances’ opinions (the extradsdtare).

(49) (SZTEPSZI8: 1067)
01L: hdt nekem akik 0 ismeiseim mondtak
well .DAT whoNOM.PL uh acquaintancesss1sG.NOM told DEF.3pPL

‘well my acquaintances who have told me
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02 ok nem nem ezt mondtak hanem inkabb
theyNom not not thisacc told DEF.3PL  but rather
they didn’t didn’t tell me that but rather

03 azt hogy vagy tdbb () olyat hallottam
thatacc that or several kindcc.sG heardNDEF.1SG

that- or | have heard several (.) opinions like

04 hogy mondjuk szar volt vagy vagy
that so to say shitom WasINDEF.3SG or or

So to say it felt like shit or or

05 rossz volt [utdna]
bad wasNDEF.3sG afterro0ss3sG
it felt bad [after it]

06 A: [hat az el ket mindig
well the first onescc always

[well they say that the fir]st ones are always

07 azt mondjak hogy szar.
thatacc sayDEFR.3PL that  shitnom
shit.’
L: well my acquaintances who have told me they didn'didn’t tell me that but

rather that- or | have heard several (.) opinions likeso to say it felt like shit or
or it felt bad [after it]

A: [well they say that the fir]st ona® always shit.

At first, Linda refers to all of her acquaintanedso have told her of their experiences with
using marijuanadk ‘they’ in line 02), but in line 03 she initiates aborting repair with a

cut-off, and restricts the category of referentsseveral opinions’:vagy tobb (.) olyat
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hallottam‘or | have heard several (.) opinions like'. Inghvay she downgrades the force
of the opinion she invokes, namely, that after smpla joint it feels worse than after
drinking alcohol. This kind of repair makes it pids for the speaker to take responsibility
only for the restricted category of referents: ofdy more than one opinion. In line 06,
Abel adds that the first ones (i.e., the first {g)rare always said to be bad. It is interesting
to observe that the wordsug, marijuana,or joint are nowhere pronounced in the extract.
This may be due to the fact that in Hungary alleypf drugs are banned, which means
that the speakers are talking about people whahaie acquaintances and are involved in
an illegal activity.

In Schegloff’'s (2013) example we can see the doablandoning of the TCU-in-
progress, and two new efforts to carry out the sacte®on. This English example thus

contains two aborting repairs following one anottadr and a2) (Example (50)).

(50) (SN-4, 08)
01 Shr:  Who w's the girl that was outside

02 his door? the store?
03 (0.8)

04 Mrk: Debbie.

05 (0.8)

06 Shr:  Who's Debbie.
07 Mrk: °Katz.

08 (0.7)

09 Mrk: —>alShe's jus’ that girl thet: uh:, (0.2)

10 —>a2hh | met her through uh:m::, (1.0)

11 I met "er in Wetwood.=I caught that— (.)

12 'Member | wenttuh see the premie:r of (0.3)
13 Lost Horizon? [( )

14 Shr: [I DID'N KNOW YOU dd,=

(Schegloff 2013: 53)

When Sherrie cannot identify who Debbie is in li08, instead of the recognitional

reference form which is designed for someone wheradly knows about the person who is
referred to (line 04) (Sacks—Schegloff 1979), Maiks to refer to the woman in issue in a
different form, with a different TCU (al in line PHowever, he changes his mind again,

72



and launches another try in line 10 (a2). This tingtead of a recognitional reference to
the target person he describes how he has meMaek therefore produces three turn-
constructional units implementing the same actidentifying a person): 1Debbie(line
04), 2.She's jus’ that girl thet: uh:, (0.4)ine 09), 3..hh | met her through uh:m::, (1.0) |
met 'er in_Wstwood(lines 10, 11), and he employs two aborting rep@tsand a2).

To summarize: in this chapter, | have introdudeel four repair operations which
are in the focus of my research. This introductbmecycling, replacement, insertion, and
aborting shows that relatively few of the previotmnversation analytic studies have
focused on repair operations in their own righgttts, explored some aspects of their
interactional import or the techniques employe@asomplishing them. Even fewer have
examined repair operations relative to each offiee. studies by Fox et al. (2009) and Fox
et al. (2010) are exceptional in this respect: teythe first investigations to compare two
repair operations, namely, recycling and replaceémati each other in various respects,
and they are the only cross-linguistic studiesdmjgare two repair operations with each
other. Although both comparative studies show afepeace for recycling over
replacement in all the languages examined, neithénem offer an explanation for this
observation. Fox et al. (2010: 2488) refer to ithe following way: “Although there are
interesting differences in the frequency of eagbanetype across the languages, due to
limitations of space a discussion of those diffeemnwill not be offered here.” The
findings of Fox et al. (2009) and Fox et al. (20p8mpt the following questions: Is there
such a difference between the frequency of recgciind replacement in Hungarian? If
yes, how could we explain this cross-linguistic poaenon? In order to answer these
questions, Chapter 6 presents the systematic amalfyshe appearance of recycling and
replacement in the Hungarian corpus, consideriegfdbtors Fox et al. (2009) and Fox et

al. (2010) have examined, and then compares thésesgth their findings.

6 Comparing recycling with replacement

6.1 Recycling and replacement in the languages exarad so far

Fox and her colleagues (2009) examine the sitepir initiation in the case of recycling
and replacement repairs in seven languages: EngBstol, Sochiapam Chinantec,
Finnish, Indonesian, Japanese, and Mandarin. Tineyhvie the following factors in their
investigation: site of initiation, word length, asgntactic classAfter their cross-linguistic

investigation, Fox et al. (2009: 80) argue thatehie an underlying universal tendency in
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their seven languages to initiate recycling aftad aeplacement before recognizable
completion (the only exception is Japanese), big plattern is sometimes masked by
language-specific features. Taking into accountdAlength and syntactic class, they find
that in both recycling and replacement repairs rsghabic words tend to be repaired after
recognizable completion, and multisyllabic wordsdé¢o be repaired prior to recognizable
completion (Fox et al. 2009: 99). In the case alylabic words, speakers do not tend to
show any preference for site of initiation (Foxadt 2009: 100). In five of the seven
languages investigated (English, Sochiapam Chioarimnish, Indonesian, Mandarin),
speakers range from moderately to much more lit@lyitiate repair in a function word
than in a content word (Fox et al. 2009: 97). Thalyg by Fox et al. (2010) focuses on
whether there is a relationship between the typoctdgharacteristics of English, German,
and Hebrew and the appearance of recycling anéaepient repairs in these languages.
They find an over-representation of content womlgdaplacement repairs and function
words in recycling repairs in each of the threglaages. As far as the Hungarian language
is concerned, considering the lexical categorieghvierve as destinations of recycling in
Hungarian, both Lerch’'s (2007) conversation analyand Gyarmathy's (2009)
psycholinguistic studies observe that the speakértheir Hungarian corpora tend to
recycle back to function words rather than conveortds.

Although neither Fox et al. (2009) nor Fox et 20X0) explore the frequencies of
recycling and replacement in their corpora, theltections of self-repair instances contain
many more recycling than replacement repairs inttedl examined languages in both
studies (cf. Fox et al. 2009: 63; Fox et al. 2024100) (Table 1).

Table 1
The number of recycling and replacement instanoethé collections of Fox et al. (2009) and Fox let a
(2010¥°

Recycling repair Replacement repair
English 111 36
Hebrew 128 27
German 98 44
Indonesian 117 29

%9 While the source of the English, Hebrew, and Germesults is Fox et al. 2010, the numbers of tipaire
operation instances in Indonesian, Sochiapam Cténadapanese, Mandarin, Bikol, and Finnish come fr
the study by Fox et al. (2009).
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Sochiapam Chinantec 185 16
Japanese 147 53
Mandarin 115 35

Bikol 162 23
Finnish 116 46

On the basis of the research of Fox et al. (20@€)Fox et al. (2010) involving a total of
nine languages in their examinations, it can bgessigd that recycling is a more frequent
repair operation than replacement in all the exachitanguages. In the next section |
attempt to find out whether there is such a difieezbetween the frequency of recycling
and replacement in Hungarian. Following the methagipof Fox et al. (2009) and Fox et
al. (2010), | examine recycling and replacementimgarian conversations relative to
each other, and compare my results with the prsviudings concerning the other

languages so far examined in this respect.

6.2 Recycling and replacement in Hungarian

6.2.1 Recycling repair — syntactic category and wdrlength in Hungarian

The total number of self-repair instances examindte first phase of the present research
on Hungarian is 557, consisting of 415 recyclingl 442 replacement repairs (Németh
2012: 2024). As far as the ratio of the number exdycling repairs to the number of
replacement repairs is concerned, Hungarian shbessame pattern as the languages
examined so far (see Table 1). Unlike the previexiaminations, however, the present
research takes into account all recycling and ogphent self-repairs in the given corpus
(see Chapter 4); therefore it can be regardedi@gjaency analysis. In order to explain the
difference between the frequencies of the two reppérations, in this section | explore
recycling and replacement relative to each otheat,@mpare my results with the previous
findings concerning the other languages so far éxaanin this respect (see Section 6.1).
Following the cross-linguistic examinations of Fetxal. (2009) and Fox et al. (2010), |
explore the length and syntactic class of wordsvimich the speakers of the Hungarian
corpus tend to initiate recycling and replacemeet; | find out whether they tend to
initiate recycling and replacement in monosyllabimsyllabic, or multisyllabic, and
function or content words, respectively. Then Ittwyeveal whether the type of the repair

operation, the length of the target word, and/ax $lyntactic class of the target word
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influence the site of repair initiation in recydirand replacement repairs in Hungarian
conversations. In order to see the relationshipben the variables listed above, | will use
2x2 and 2x3 Pearson’s chi-square statistics, amcllete the Cramér’s V measure of
nominal association. Using these analyzing methbdgend to test how likely it is that
the observed distributions are due to chance (Bearshi-square), and how strong the
relationship is between the variables (Cramér'singency coefficient). The asterisk will
indicate a significant chi-square value in eacheca&/here the result of the test is
significant, | will check whether the different vales equally contribute to this result or
the significance comes entirely from certain rowscolumns. | will do this analysis by
using chi-square goodness-of-fit tests. | will atdweck whether the frequencies of the
word length and syntactic class categories observedcycling and replacement repairs
follow from their overall frequencies in the corpusor this reason, | have coded the
corpus not only for the syntactic category, lengthd site of initiation of the words
involved in recycling and replacement, but alsotha syntactic category and length of all
words in the corpus.

| first explore how word length and syntactic clasfiuence the execution of
recycling repair in the Hungarian corpus. Tablesad 2b display the distribution of
repair types (recycling and replacement) by syidadass and word length in the corpus.
We can see that the result of the chi-square sesignificant in both cases, which means
that there is a relationship both between the typthe repair operation and the syntactic
class of the target word, and between the typaeftépair operation and the length of the

target word.

Table 2a
Observed frequencies of recycling and replacenegirs by syntactic class

Destination of recycling | Replaced item Total
Function words 315 (76%) 48 (34%) 363
Content words 100 (24%) 94 (66%) 194
Total 415 142 557

X%(1) = 82.61*, p<.01; Cramér's V = .385* (very stpassociation between the two variables), p<.01
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Table 2b

Observed frequencies of recycling and replacenegsirs by word length

SYN.CLASS

B Function word
[ content word

Destination of recycling | Replaced item Total
Monosyllabic words 304 (73%) 50 (35%) 354
Bisyllabic words 75 (18%) 32 (23%) 107
Multisyllabic words 36 (9%) 60 (42%) 96
Total 415 142 557

Monosyllabic/Bisyllabic/Multisyllabicx?(2) = 94.40*, p<.01
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Let us see recycling and replacement separateljleI&®a and 2b show that the

speakers of the Hungarian corpus recycle back rmegquently to function words (cf.
Lerch 2007; Gyarmathy 2009) and monosyllabic wde#® Extracts (33)—(36) in Section
5.2). First, let us consider syntactic categoridse result of the chi-square goodness-of-fit

test for the distribution of recycling instanceghwmiespect to syntactic class is significant:

x%(1) = 111.38*, p<.01. This means that the distiitnubf this repair type across syntactic

class is not random. Although function words mage’6% of all destinations of recycling

compared with 24% for content words, in order tosbee that this difference does not

derive from the relative frequencies of the twotagtic categories in the corpus, we have

to consider our result in relation to the wholepe@. Table 3 provides the figures for the

syntactic class and word length of all words in¢bepus.
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Table 3

Observed frequencies of words by word length amdagyic class in the corpus

Function words Content words Total
Monosyllabic words 7,377 2,884 10,261 (46%)
Bisyllabic words 1,995 4,815 6,810 (31%)
Multisyllabic words 209 4,899 5,108 (23%)
Total 9,581 (43%) 12,598 (57%) 22,179

The corpus contains 9,581 function words (43%) a8b98 content words (57%). In
Table 2a we have seen that in recycling repairduhetion—content word ratio is 76%—
24%. Since in the whole corpus there are more com@rds than function words, the
frequency of function words in recycling repairseat follow from their frequency in the
corpus. If we turn to word length, Table 2b shotat the most common destinations of
recycling repairs in the Hungarian corpus are mglhedsic words. Monosyllabic words
make up 73% of all destinations of recycling conegawith 18% to bisyllabic and 9% to
multisyllabic words. The result of the chi-squamedness-of-fit test for the distribution of
recycling instances with respect to word lengtlsignificant, i.e., the distribution is not
random:monosyllabic/bisyllabic/multisyllabicx’(2) = 303.09*, p<.01. Again, to be sure
that this difference does not come from the retafrequencies of the three word length
categories in the corpus, we have to considerrdsslt in relation to the whole corpus
(Table 3). While 46% of the words are monosyllaldt% are bisyllabic, and 23% are
multisyllabic in the corpus. This ratio does notstjfy such a high frequency of
monosyllabic words in recycling repairs (73% of aléstinations of recycling are
monosyllabic). Therefore, the frequency of monagylt words in recycling repairs does
not follow from their frequency in the corpus eithtn other words, the speakers of the
corpus recycle back most frequently to monosylldbiection words. Here we can ask
whether the speakers make this frequent use of sytiabic function words because most
of the function words are monosyllabic or becausestnof the monosyllabic words are
function words in the corpus? To see this cleasly,have to compare the occurrence of
monosyllabic and function words in the whole corpiscording to Table 3, 77% of the
function words are monosyllabic (9,581 function dsyr 7,377 monosyllabic function
words) and 72% of the monosyllabic words are funmctivords in the corpus (10,261
monosyllabic words; 7,377 monosyllabic function d&) This suggests that the reason of
the high frequency of monosyllabic function wordsrécycling repairs is that most of the

function words are monosyllabic, rather than oureotobservation, namely, that most of
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the monosyllabic words are function words in thepos. Thus, as Jurafsky et al. (1998)
observed in the case of English, high-frequencytion words are often phonologically
reduced in Hungarian as well, and this can expiae high frequency of monosyllabic
function words as the destinations of recyclinghe corpus. In other words, when the
speakers of the Hungarian corpus recycle back toosydlabic function words, syntactic
class plays a more important role than word length.

Let us examine word length categories separalaples 4a—c below display the

three word length categories with the corresponfijges from the whole corpus.

Table 4a

Observed frequencies of monosyllabic words in riegaepairs and the corpus

Destination of recycling Whole corpus
Function words 265 (87%) 7,377 (72%)
Content words 39 (13%) 2,884 (28%)

Table 4b

Observed frequencies of bisyllabic words in reeygliepairs and the corpus

Destination of recycling

Whole corpus

Function words

47 (63%)

1,995 (29%)

Content words

28 (37%)

4,815 (71%)

Table 4c

Observed frequencies of multisyllabic words in i@ityg repairs and the corpus

Destination of recycling Whole corpus
Function words 3 (8%) 209 ( 4%)
Content words 33 (92%) 4,899 (96%)

Table 4a shows that taking into consideration theoles corpus, the frequency of
monosyllabic function words is much higher than tieguency of monosyllabic content
words (72%—-28%). However, in recycling repairs viedfan even bigger difference
between the two syntactic class categories (87%},18%ich means the privileged status
of function words among monosyllabic words sendsgdestinations for recycling repairs.

The group of bisyllabic words is the only word lémgategory where the figures for
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recycling repairs are in inverse proportion to saene figures for the whole corpus (Table
4b). Although there are more bisyllabic contentagothan bisyllabic function words in the
corpus (71%—29%), in recycling repairs we can fimore bisyllabic function words than
bisyllabic content words (63%—37%). As far as nsyltabic words are concerned, in the
whole corpus there are many more multisyllabic enhtvords than multisyllabic function
words (96%—-4%). Although in recycling repairs thare still many more multisyllabic
content words than multisyllabic function words ¥828%), this difference is not so sharp
than in the whole corpus, which together with thibeo word length category results
supports the privileged status of function wordsreéeycling repair in the Hungarian
corpus.

These results are in accordance with Lerch’'s (2001¥) Gyarmathy’s (2009)
previous findings concerning Hungarian, and thelltesof Fox et al. (2010) concerning
Hebrew, English, and German. Fox and her colleagoes out that all three languages
they examine have function words which precedectimtent words they serve as adjuncts
to (e.g., prepositions or determiners), and intlaee languages there is a tendency to
recycle back to function words rather than contemtrds. On the basis of these
observations, they predict that languages with tiancwords preceding their respective
content words (which they think are mainly verltialiand verb-medial languages) will
show a preference for recycling back to functiorrdgorather than content words (Fox et
al. 2010: 2504). This is also supported by eadiedies (Fox et al. 1996; Rieger 2003;
Lerch 2007; Gyarmathy 2009; Fox et al. 2009), amahgh Fox et al. (1996: 205) note
that in the languages where speakers have no «unetords preceding nouns (e.g., the
postpositional Japanese), speakers do not usstthtegy. Fox and her colleagues (2010)
also suggest that function words may be recycledetay the next content word due, and
therefore are likely to be used as the destinatidmecycling (Fox et al. 2010: 2503). Fox
et al. (2009: 97) also claim that the recyclingfufiction words is an extremely useful
device for the speaker to delay the next contentdwitue. Lerch (2007) considers the
lexical categories serving as destinations for ¢keyg in Hungarian. She observes that the
speakers of her Hungarian corpus tend to recyak tmafunction words, and they employ
recycling to delay the next lexical element duer¢be2007: 127). Since the phrase-
beginning elements tend to be function words in diduian, there are several function
words preceding content words in the language. &idfinite and indefinite articles or

demonstrative determiners project an upcoming nolrase, conjunctions and relative
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pronouns occur at the beginning of clauses (Lefi}v2127) (see the recycling in Extract
(33) repeated here as Extract (51)).

(51) (bea007f005: 430)

01 F: akkor azt mondta hogy hogy hogy (.) hogy
then thaiacc toldDEF.3sG that that that that
‘then he toldthat that that (.) that

02 tetszettek @) nekik= jo hdt az  egész osztaly
like.PASS3PL theyDAT OK well the whole classenN
they liked (.) them (the lessons)well it's OK he spoke’

The present examination thus also supports thaghi@d of Fox et al. (2010: 2504): my

results show that the speakers of my Hungarianusotend to recycle back to function
words. All these findings illuminate how the metbaaf repair are shaped by the linguistic
resources of the language in question, and therefibaw our attention to the close
relationship between grammar and repair.

All the explanations listed above for the over-esgntation of function words in
recycling repair imply that in conversations, spgakmay find it necessary to delay
content words rather than function words. What banthe motive for this? Fox et al.
(2009: 103) remark that content words are opersclance there are a larger number of
potential candidates among them in any given cadriten there are for function words.
They also note that the particular content wor@susuually of lower frequency than are the
particular function words, and the interactantsefacgreater challenge in selecting the
appropriate word (Fox et al. 2009: 103). This claiam serve as a potential answer to our
guestion: speakers may find it necessary to dedayeat words because they face a greater
challenge in selecting the appropriate content wasd opposed to the selection of
appropriate function words. Selecting content wotds thus demand more time than
selecting function words. Furthermore, in the casdwen recycling is used at the
emergence of overlapping talk, and it serves asvacd for delaying the talk that follows
in order to get it said in the clear, it can beuassd that speakers tend to avoid the possible
compromised hearing of content words rather thafuétion words (see Extract (32) in
Section 5.2). Finally, the interactional functiorerbher (2013: 105) suggests for turn-

constructional delaying strategies, namely, thection of delaying a projectably delicate
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term, also supports the idea that speakers tedél&y content words rather than function
words: it can be assumed that a projectably delitetm is a content word rather than a
function word (see Section 5.2).

In this section | have found that the speakershef Hungarian corpus tend to
recycle back to monosyllabic function words, andhe recycling repairs of the corpus
syntactic class plays a more important role thardvength. In the next section, | examine

replacement repair in the Hungarian corpus reggrttia same features.
6.2.2 Replacement repair - syntactic category andawvd length in Hungarian

If we look at Table 2a again (repeated below adeTalfor the sake of convenience), we
can realize that the speakers of the Hungarianusoemploy content words in replacement
repairs nearly twice as frequently as function so(@6%—34%). The result of the chi-
square goodness-of-fit test for the distributionreplacement instances with respect to
syntactic class is significant?(1) = 14.90*, p<.01 (the distribution is not randornet us
consider this ratio in relation to the whole cor@gain (see Table 3, repeated below as
Table 6). We can see that the corpus contains &2¢68@tent words (57%) and 9,581
function words (43%). Table 5 shows that in rephaept repairs the content—function
word ratio is 66%—34%. This difference is biggearttthe content—function word ratio in
the whole corpus, which suggests that content wdrdge a privileged status in

replacement repairs (see the replacement in EX28%trepeated here as Extract (52)).

Table 5
Observed frequencies of repair types by syntatdigsc

Destination of recycling | Replaced item Total
Function words 315 (76%) 48 (34%) 363
Content words 100 (24%) 94 (66%) 194
Total 415 142 557

x%(1) = 82.61*,p<.01; Cramér’s VV = .385* (very strong associati@iween the two variables), p<.01
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Table 6

Observed frequencies of words by word length amdagyic class in the corpus

Function words Content words Total
Monosyllabic words 7,377 2,884 10,261 (46%)
Bisyllabic words 1,995 4,815 6,810 (31%)
Multisyllabic words 209 4,899 5,108 (23%)
Total 9,581 (43%) 12,598 (57%) 22,179

(52) (SZTEPSZI2: 953)
01 G: de hogy egy egy poén kedvéért folal- 6
but that a a JOKeEN for the sake sacri- uh

‘but for a joke do yowsacri- uh

02 kockéara teszed egyebként a?
risk.DEF.2sG by the way the

risk, by the way, your (place at the university)?’

These results support the findings of the previoesearch on replacement in the
conversation analytic literature. As was notediegrFox et al. (2010: 2487) emphasize
that the speakers of all their three languagesaceptontent words at a disproportionately
high rate. As a possible explanation, they noté ¢batent words may need to be replaced
because they are inapposite (Fox et al. 2010: 2%@®)using on English, Fox et al. (2009:
76) also suggest that English speakers may emm@piacement “in cases where an
inappropriate word or pronunciation has been preducWhy are content words more
likely to be inapposite or inappropriate than fumectwords? Here we can use exactly the
same arguments as we have used when explainingetessity of delaying content words
in the previous section: on the one hand, contemtisvare open class, hence the number of
potential candidates among them is higher in amergicontext than the number of
candidates among function words (Fox et al. 20@&).10n the other handhe content
words in question are usually of lower frequencgntithe function words, which means
that the speaker faces a greater challenge whieg tity select the appropriate term (Fox et
al. 2009: 103).If the selection of the appropriate content worgresents a greater
challenge for the speaker than the selection ofagropriate function word, we can

assume that during the production of content woilts,speakers are also more likely to
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face a problem leading to a need for replacemenrt thuring the production of function
words.

Taking into account the length of the words in Whilbe speakers of the Hungarian
corpus initiate replacement, as Table 2b (repehe@ as Table 7) shows, the most
common destinations of replacement repairs in thegddrian corpus are multisyllabic
words (42%). However, the observed frequenciemaras unbalanced as they were in the

case of recycling repairs.

Table 7

Observed frequencies of repair types by word length

Destination of recycling| Replaced itém Total
Monosyllabic words 304 (73%) 50 (35%) 354
Bisyllabic words 75 (18%) 32 (23%) 107
Multisyllabic words 36 (9%) 60 (42%) 96
Total 415 142 557

Monosyllabic/Bisyllabic/Multisyllabicx?(2) = 94.40*, p<.01

The chi-square goodness-of-fit test for the distidn of replacement instances with
respect to word length is significant (monosylldbisyllabic/multisyllabic:x*(2) = 8.50%,

p<.05). As the second column of Table 7 showspalgh the most common replaced items
are multisyllabic words, monosyllabic words areoalgplaced at a relatively high rate by
the speakers of the corpus. To find a possibleaggion for this, let us include syntactic

class in our examination.

31 According to Table 6 and Table 7, the frequenoieie three word length categories in replacemeair
are different from their frequencies in the whotepus, which suggests that their frequencies itaogment
repair do not follow from their frequencies in t@pus.
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Table 8a

Observed frequencies of monosyllabic words in regt@ent repairs and the corpus

Replacement repairs

Whole corpus

Function words

37 (74%)

7,377 (72%)

Content words

13 (26%)

2,884 (28%)

Table 8b

Observed frequencies of bisyllabic words in rephaeet repairs and the corpus

Replacement repairs

Whole corpus

Function words

9 (28%)

1,995 (29%)

Content words

23 (72%)

4,815 (71%)

Table 8c

Observed frequencies of multisyllabic words in aggiment repairs and the corpus

Replacement repairs

Whole corpus

Function words

2 (3%)

209 (4%)

Content words

58 (97%)

4,899 (96%)

Although the speakers of the Hungarian corpus ceptantent words at a higher rate than

function words, this difference does not appeatha case of monosyllabic words (Table

8a). This result may follow from the over-represgion of function words among

monosyllabic words (the function—content word rasi@2%—28% in monosyllabic words),

and the usage of the Hungarian definite article® alsntributes to it. That is to say, the

Hungarian definite article has two alternandsis used before words beginning with

consonants andz before vowels. The article is used in order taagets respective noun

phrase in 51 cases in the corpus. In 36 casesrticte as recycled. However, since the

speaker may employ the delay strategy becausedsé® not know yet which noun to

select (i.e., whether it will start with a consohana vowel), it can happen that s/he has to
substitutea with az. The replacement a& with az occurs 15 times in the corpus (this

means 40% of the monosyllabic function word repiaeets)(see Extract (53)).
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(53) (SZTEPSZI3: 853)
01B: ez akkor a: az életkoromnak igy nagyon
thisNoMm then the the  ageossISGGEN inthisway very

‘then this was a very

02 megfeled:  stratégidja volt
appropriate  strategyoSS3sG.NOM WaSINDEF.3SG

appropriate strategy for my life’

Table 8c shows that multisyllabic content wordstaeemost frequently replaced words in
the corpus. Here comes the question again: whersgbakers of the Hungarian corpus
replace multisyllabic content words, word lengthsgntactic class plays the key role? If
we compare the occurrence of multisyllabic and eoinivords in the whole corpus, we can
see that 39% of the content words are multisylla@di2z,598 content words; 4,899
multisyllabic content words) and 96% of the mullieslyic words are content words in the
corpus (5,108 multisyllabic words; 4,899 multispila content words) (Table 6). This
suggests that the reason of the high frequency oftisyllabic content words in
replacement repairs is that most of the multisytlalvords are content words in the
Hungarian corpus. Thus, when the speakers of thgatian corpus replace multisyllabic
content words, word length plays a more importafe than syntactic class (see Extract
(52)).

Taking into account the difference between bi- amdtisyllabic words, we find
that the two word length categories differ from rogyllabic words in that there are more
content words than function words replaced in koattegories (Tables 8b, 8c). While the
bisyllabic function—content word ratio is 28%—72foreplacement repairs, the same ratio
is 3%—-97% in multisyllabic words. This means the speakers of the Hungarian corpus
replace multisyllabic content words at a highee ritan bisyllabic content words. This
difference between bisyllabic and multisyllabic tamt words in replacement repairs could
only be explained with the frequency of contentagain the repair type if there were more
content words among multisyllabic words than amdigyllabic words in the corpus.
However, according to Tables 8b and 8c, there éB&Xbisyllabic content words and
4,899 multisyllabic content words in the corpuseTiumbers are nearly the same, which

means that the different representations of bisidlaand multisyllabic words in
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replacement repair cannot be explained by anytkisg but the fact that multisyllabic
words are longer than bisyllabic ones.

All these observations suggest that longer word@smaore likely to be used in
replacement repair than shorter ones in the Huagarorpus. What can be the reason for
this? If we concentrate on the second half of theeovation by Fox et al. (2009: 76),
namely, that English speakers may employ replacemerases where they have produced
“an inappropriate word or pronunciation”, it can assumed that in the case of longer
words inappropriate pronunciation is more likelyotzur than in the case of shorter words.
Our finding that in the replacement of multisyllalmontent words word length plays a
more important role than syntactic class may betdu&e rich system of inflectional and
derivational morphology in the language (see Sedi@.1; cf. Lerch 2007: 127).

In this section | have found that the speakershef Hungarian corpus tend to
employ replacement repair in multisyllabic conterrds, and in the replacement repairs
of the corpus word length plays a more importafd tban syntactic class. Following the
cross-linguistic examination of Fox et al. (2009) recycling and replacement, in the next
section | try to reveal whether the type of thearepperation, the length of the target
word, and/or the syntactic class of the target wofidence the site of repair initiation, i.e.
the location in the target word where speakergteitrepair in the Hungarian corpus.

6.2.3 Repair type, word length, syntactic class, @nthe site of repair initiation in
Hungarian
6.2.3.1 Repair type and site of initiation

As for repair types and site of initiation in th@mgarian corpus, in Table 9 we can see that
while 61% of all replacement repairs are initiateefore the word is recognizably
complete, with recycling repairs this only occumnsliv% of cases. Conversely, 83% of all
simple recycling repairs are initiated after reaaghle completion, but with replacements
the figure is only 39%. The result of the chi-sgu#gst is significant, which means that
there is a relationship between the variables. vidhge of Cramér’s V also shows a strong
association between site of initiation and repgpetin the Hungarian corpus. The results
of the chi-square goodness-of-fit tests for therithigtion of repair types with respect to
repair initiation are also significant, in othernas, neither the distribution of recycling nor
the distribution of replacement repairs are randmnoss repair initiation type (recycling:
X3(1) = 184.88*, p<.01; replacememnf(1) = 6.33*, p<.05).
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Table 9

Recognizable completion and repair operation typéise Hungarian corpus

Not recognizably complete Recognizably complete talfo
Recycling 69 (17%) 346 (83%) 415
Replacement 86 (61%) 56 (39%) 142
Total 155 (28%) 402 (72%) 557

X%(1) = 101.69*, p<.01; Cramér's V = .427* (very sipassociation between the two variables)01

Bar Chart

400 RECOGNIZABLE.
COMPLETION

[ Not recognizably complete
B Recognizably complete

Count

Recycling Replacement

REPAIR.OP.TYPE

These results also support the cross-linguistidifigs presented by Fox et al.
(2009). Based on Jasperson’s (1998) notions, Fdxhan colleagues (2009: 74) suggest
that repair initiation before recognizable compmletis associated with repairs that change
the preceding talk, i.e., have a retrospectiventaigon. The cross-linguistic results are in
accordance with this prediction: replacement chantee preceding talk, i.e., has a
retrospective orientation, and there is an undeglyiniversal tendency in the languages
examined to initiate replacement prior to recognigacompletion. Fox et al. (2009: 80)
propose that by using this strategy speakers mdyceeaccountability for inappropriate
words. However, if we take into consideration théeiactional aims described in the
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literature in connection with replacement repaie, @an appreciate that although the repair
type always has a retrospective orientation, nlobfalts interactional functions support
initiation before recognizable completion. Whilepag initiation in replacement can
usually be associated with the speaker's accodiyabior the repairable, this
accountability does not imply that the speakernsilling to take responsibility. It can
happen that the speaker wants to take respongitatithe replaced item (Fox et al. 2009:
102). This case supports initiation after recogoizacompletion. It can also happen that
although the speaker wants to make the replacadesggecognizable, s/he still does not
want to take responsibility for its production. $hs Jefferson’s interactional situation
described in Section 5.1. Jefferson (1974: 193yesiy that replacing a word with another,
if the replaced segment is not recognizably coreplait still recognizable, allows the
speaker to produce an inappropriate word withoutgomteractionally accountable for it.
This case also supports initiation before recodiieaompletion in replacement repairs.
The Hungarian results fit the pattern Fox et al0@ propose: replacement tends to be
initiated before recognizable completion.

Continuing their train of thought, Fox et al. (200%) argue that repair initiation
after recognizable completion is associated witpairs that operate on the talk that
follows, e.g., by delaying the next item due. Hée¢,us recall our argumentation for the
repair operation status of recycling when it is &aged solely to delay the talk that follows
(see Section 5.2). If the speaker employs recydm@ device for delaying the next item
due, and s/he does this in order to attend to plessiouble in speaking, hearing, or
understanding the talk or merely to alter the turrsome interactionally consequential
way, then we should interpret recycling as a reppéaration. Nevertheless, as was noted in
the argumentation at issue, when we analyze thicplar occurrences of recycling in
conversations, sometimes it can be difficult tontifg their delaying function. In these
cases, the analysis of other features of the phenommay help us to decide whether we
face a delaying function or not. For example, iftake into consideration the site of repair
initiation in these occurrences of recycling, repaitiation carried out after the word is
recognizably complete supports a potential delafiumgtion. According to the proposal of
Fox et al. (2009: 80), the reason for the tenddnclate repair initiation in the case of
recycling is that it is frequently used to delag thext content word du@he Hungarian
examination supports this statement: the obsenvdtiat recycling tends to be initiated
after recognizable completion may indicate th& frequently employed to delay the next

content word due in Hungarian conversations.
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All in all, we can see that Hungarian fits the pats suggested as universal: while
recycling tends to be initiated after recognizabtempletion, replacement is generally
initiated before the word is recognizably completdowever, the cross-linguistic
investigation by Fox et al. (2009) shows that th#&grns regarded as universal are often
masked by language-specific features. Thus, itlasigible that there is a tendency to
initiate recycling after, and replacement beforeogmizable completion, but this pattern
can be manifested in various ways in different lages. In Japanese, speakers tend
towards initiation before the word is recognizabbmplete in both repair operation types.
In Mandarin and Sochiapam Chinantec, speakers favitiation after recognizable
completion for both types of repairs. In Bikol, agers do not prefer either type of
initiation. In English and Indonesian, the univérgattern assumed by Fox et al. (2009)
appears to be uncoveregkcycling tends to be initiated after the word eésagnizably
complete, and replacement is mainly initiated beforcognizable completion. Finally,
Finnish speakers favor initiation before recognigatbompletion for replacement repairs,
and do not show any preference as to the sitepaireitiation in recycling repairs (Fox et
al. 2009: 79-80). One possible explanation for thigersity is the role of other factors

beyond the functions of repair operation typeshsasgword length and syntactic class.

6.2.3.2 Word length, syntactic class, and the sit# repair initiation

Taking into account word length and syntactic ¢l&ssx et al. (2009: 99) find that both
recycling and replacement tend to be initiated raftecognizable completion in
monosyllabic and prior to recognizable completinommultisyllabic words. In the case of
bisyllabic words speakers do not show any preferdoc a single site of initiation. The
consequence of this is the following: in languaigeshich speakers tend to initiate repair
in monosyllabic words (e.g., Sochiapam Chinanteandérin, and English), they usually
initiate repair after recognizable completion, whih languages in which speakers initiate
repair mainly in multisyllabic words (e.g., Japaglesthey prefer initiation prior to
recognizable completion. However, in languages whspeakers do not show any
preference as to the length of the wotlsy initiate repair in, they will not show any
preference for a single site of initiation eithEox et al. 2009: 100).

Let us see whether the syntactic class and/oreiingtth of the target word influence
the site of repair initiation in Hungarian convéigas. So far we have seen that the

speakers of the Hungarian corpus tend to use maiolyosyllabic function words as the
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destinations of recycling (see Extracts (33)-(36) Section 5.2), while they prefer
multisyllabic content words in replacement repd&sse Extract (52)). If we consider the
suggestion of Fox et al. (2009) explicated abowamely, that the functions of repair
operations have a pronounced effect on the sit@itiétion, we have to assume that in
content and multisyllabic words speakers will tdandinitiate repair before the word is
recognizably complete, and they will tend to irigiaepair after recognizable completion
in function and monosyllabic words. The resultgh# statistical analyses carried out on
the figures of Table 10 and Table 11 meet our egpieas. The results of the chi-square
tests show an association both between site a@dtioih and syntactic class (Table 10), and
between site of initiation and word length in thengarian corpus (Table 11). The results
of the chi-square goodness-of-fit tests for theribistion of the certain syntactic class and
word length categories with respect to repair atibn are the following: function words:
x%(1) = 252.91*, p<.01; content wordg*(1) = 16.16*, p<.01; monosyllabic wordg’(1) =
264.50*, p<.01; bisyllabic wordg?(1) = .75, p>.05; multisyllabic wordg?(1) = 48.16*,
p<.01. The only word length category where the ltesfuthe test is not significant is the
category of bisyllabic words. Here the speakersthif Hungarian corpus show no
preference for site of initiation.

Table 10

Recognizable completion and syntactic class

Not recognizably complete Recognizably complete tallo
Function words 30 (8%) 333 (92%) 363
Content words 125 (64%) 69 (36%) 194
Total 155 (28%) 402 (72%) 557

x%(1) = 198.60*, p<.01; Cramér's V = .597* (very sigpassociation between the two variables)01
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Table 11

Recognizable completion and word length

RECOGNIZABLE.
COMPLETION

[ Not recognizably complete
B Recognizably complete

content word

Not recognizably complete Recognizably complete talfo
Monosyllabic words 24 (7%) 330 (93%) 354
Bisyllabic words 49 (46%) 58 (54%) 107
Multisyllabic words 82 (85%) 14 (15%) 96
Total 155 (28%) 402 (72%) 557

Monosyllabic/Bisyllabic/Multisyllabicx?(2) = 253.81*, p<.01
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These results also fit the prediction of Fox et(2009: 100) relating to word length: in
languages in which speakers tend to initiate rejpaimonosyllabic words, they usually
initiate repair after recognizable completion. A= tspeakers of the Hungarian corpus
initiate repair mainly in monosyllabic words, theyend towards initiation after
recognizable completion. Taking into consideratioisyllabic words, in the case of
Hungarian we meet the cross-linguistic patternraghie speakers of the corpus show no
preference for site of initiation in this word lehgategory.

Fox et al. (2009) offer several explanations foesth findings. In monosyllabic
words, speakers tend to initiate repair when thedvimrecognizably complete “because of
late decisions to initiate repair” (Fox et al. 20090); in other words, by the time the
speaker decides to initiate repair in a monosylabbrd, it is already recognizably
complete (Fox et al. 2009: 100). Furthermore, mglaages with function words preceding
content words, one of the most important functiofisrecycling is that it provides a
temporal delay (Fox et al. 2009: 101); hence tleaker may want to achieve only one or
two beats of deldy by recycling function words. High-frequency furctiwords are often

%2 One syllable gives roughly one conversational bédelay (Fox et al. 2009: 96).
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phonologically reduced (cf. Jurafsky et al. 1988)hich may also contribute to late repair
initiation in monosyllabic words (Fox et al. 200900). For early repair initiation in
replacement repairs they also offer a possibleaggtion which takes into consideration
factors other than the function of the repair. Thaggest that in several languages, there is
a preference for early initiation in replacemenpaies just because speakers generally
replace content words (Fox et al. 2009: 101), ardent words tend to be longer in most
languages in their study. This argumentation ispiatisible for the Hungarian findings,
because we have seen that in the replacement segfaihe corpus word length plays a
more important role than syntactic class (Secti@2§. In other words, the speakers of the
Hungarian corpus generally replace multisyllabicnteat words because most
multisyllabic words are content words, and not lbeeacontent words tend to be longer in
the Hungarian corpus.

As far as recognizable completion and word lengtRlungarian are concerned, we
have seen that the only word length category whexespeakers of the Hungarian corpus
show no preference for site of initiation is theéegmry of bisyllabic words. Let us take a

closer look at this word length category.

6.2.3.3Bisyllabic words and restarting repair in Hungarian

As we can see in Table 11, there are nearly the saimbers of bisyllabic words in early
and late initiation in the Hungarian corpus. To lakpthis balance in an indirect way by
the functions of the two repair operations wouldlyobe possible if there were
approximately as many bisyllabic words employedeaycling repairs as in replacement
repairs. That is, in that case we could assumentbat of the recycling repairs are initiated
after, and most of the replacement repairs aréaied before recognizable completion.
However, this is not the case, even though therobderequency of bisyllabic function
and bisyllabic content words is also balanced (¥/llabic function words and 51
bisyllabic content words) (Table 1%),and even though most of the bisyllabic content
words are repaired before recognizable completamm, most of the bisyllabic function

words are repaired after recognizable completiabl@ 13).

% We have seen that in the Hungarian corpus mot#teofunction words are monosyllabic (see Table 3 in
Section 6.2.1).

3 As the speakers of the Hungarian corpus tenddyche back to function words and replace conteniao
this could mean that there are as many bisyllalede employed in recycling repairs as in replacamen
repairs.
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Table 12

Repair in bisyllabic words

Replacement repairs Recycling repairs Total
Bisyllabic content words 23 (45%) 28 (55%) 51
Bisyllabic function words 9 (16%) 47 (84%) 56
Total 32 (30%) 75 (70%) 107

X%(1) = 10.72*,p<.01; Cramér's V = .317* (strong association bemhe two variables), p<.01

Bar Chart

50

40

Count

Bisyllabic content word

Table 13

Site of initiation in bisyllabic words

Bisyllabic function word

SYNTACTIC.CLASS

REPAIR.OPERATION.

TYPE

B Replacement
[E Recycling

Not recognizably complete Recognizably complete  tallo
Bisyllabic content words 34 (67%) 17 (33%) 51
Bisyllabic function words 15 (27%) 41 (73%) 56
Total 49 (46%) 58 (54%) 107

X%(1) = 17.10*,p<.01; Cramér's V = .400* (very strong associatieween the two variables), p<.01
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Although the result of the chi-square goodnesstakstt for the distribution of bisyllabic
content words with respect to repair type is nghiicant(x(1) = .49, p>.05), contrary to
our expectations, there are more bisyllabic contents involved in recycling repairs than
employed in replacement repairs (Table 12). Eapair initiation is still more frequent in
the case of bisyllabic content words than in theeaaf bisyllabic function words (the result
of the chi-square goodness-of-fit test for therthstion of bisyllabic content words with
respect to repair initiation is significaf¢’(1) = 5.66*, p<.05), (Table 13). These results
draw attention to bisyllabic content words whiche arecycled before recognizable
completion, i.e., restarted (Extract (54)).

(54) (bea004f003: 211)
01 B: ehhez ha- hadd tegyek hozza némpy-

thisaLL le- letDEF.IMP  addINDEF.IMP.1SG PVB sSome Qy-
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02 gyori emléket is.
GY6r.ADER  memoryAacc also

‘Le- let me add some memories fraay- Gyér to this.’

| will regard restarting repair as a recycling repahich is initiated before the word is
recognizably complet® Restarting in this sense is a type of recyclimmie Although the

Hungarian results show the same pattern as theFomeet al. (2010: 2503) predict,
namely, that recycling often affects function worgieceding content words and its
function in these cases is likely to delay the neomtent word due, in the Hungarian
corpus 74% of the restarted words are content wdondSection 6.3, | attempt to find a
possible explanation for this difference betweearycbng repairs initiated before and after

recognizable completion.

6.3 Recycling initiated after recognizable completin, restarting, and replacement

The universal pattern Fox et al. (2009) propos&aig, that speakers tend towards repair
initiation after recognizable completion in recygi repairs, makes them suppose that
recycling often has a delaying function in the laages (Fox et al. 2009: 80). We have
also seen that in languages having function wordEhwprecede the content words they
serve as adjuncts to, speakers tend to recycle toaftinction words rather than content
words (Fox et al 2010: 2504). Fox et al. (2010:@54so suggest that in these languages
the speakers use function word recycling to deteyriext content word due. In all their
three languages (English, Hebrew, and German)spgeakers tend to recycle back to
function words, but replace content words at a rdigprtionately high rate (Fox et al.
2010: 2487). The authors do not offer any explamatifor the first claim, but they do for
the second. They note that content words may neebletreplaced because they are
inapposite (Fox et al. 2010: 2503; see Sectior2h.Zox et al. (2009: 85) also say that
content words are likely to be interactionally date or inappropriate. In Section 6.2.1, |
have used the same argument when explaining thadrg use of function word recycling
as a practice to delay the next content word dueth@ basis of this argumentation, |
assume that in the languages where speakers tarse tiunction word recycling to delay

% The termrestartcan also be found in Gésy’s (2004) taxonomy whicts wlaborated to deal with speech
disfluencies. However, Gosy does not regard reatad subcategory of recycling. She uses the terrallf
cases when a word which is not completely pronodnise followed by the same word completely
pronounced (see also, Gyarmathy 2009, 2012a).
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the next content word due and replacement repaggdiace content words, the function of
recycling repair and the function of replacememare may not be independent of each
other. While recycling provides the speaker witlir&xime so that s/he can select the
appropriate item, replacement appears when theutation of an inappropriate item has
already begun, i.e., the selection was not satmfacContinuing this train of thought, |
suppose that while replacement comes into actioanwdin inappropriate segment has
already been produced, recycling may be employguteweent the speaker from producing
inappropriate segments. This hypothesized preveritinction, however, is not in conflict
with the repair status of recycling. The problemicihmakes the speaker interrupt the
ongoing turn in these cases is thengerof producing inappropriate item(s). Going even
further, if it is plausible that recycling may bengloyed to prevent the speaker from
producing inappropriate segments, it is also pldasthat the speaker may employ
recycling repair to avoid replacement.

We have seen that the speakers of the Hungarigru€dend to recycle back to
monosyllabic function words (see Section 6.2.1)] &m replace multisyllabic content
words (see Section 6.2.2). However, while in reogctepair syntactic class plays a more
important role than word length, in replacementanep word length plays a more
important role than syntactic class. If we founattimost of the function word recyclings in
the Hungarian corpus occur before multisyllabic adgprthe hypothesis that the speaker
may employ recycling repair to avoid replacemenpane would also be supported

empirically. Table 14 displays the result of thismination®®

Table 14

Word length after function word recycling in the hjarian corpus

Monosyllabic words Bisyllabic words Multisyllabicords

65 (35%) 55 (29%) 67 (36%)

In Table 14 we can see that the analysis of allftimetion word recyclings does not
conform to our previous expectations. Function wexclings are distributed evenly with
respect to the length of the word following thexi(2) = 1.326, p>.05). The number of
monosyllabic words delayed by function word reayglis nearly the same as the number

of multisyllabic words delayed in the same way.fihd an explanation for this, we have to

% Table 14 does not contain function word recyclifajwed by other function word recyclings.
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differentiate between the recycling of differennhétion words. While the recycling of
articles may indicate a word search process andllysoccurs before content words, the
recycling of conjunctions or relative pronouns maglicate a claussearch process in
Hungarian and, in this way, can be followed by tiorc words as well. The variability of
syntactic class can be eliminated if we test fuonctivord recyclings projecting an

upcoming noun phrase, for example, article recgsli(Extract (55)).

(55) (SZTEPSZI 3: 818)
01B: és akkor ugye a a részeg az mondjuk
and then now the the druniom  thatNowm So to say

‘and then nowhe the drunk so to say

02 elkezd kotekedni vagy verekedni
PVB.StartINDEF.3SG provokeiNF  or fightINnF

starts provoking or fighting’

Although the sample is quite small, in Table 15 freguency of article recycling is
directly proportional to the length of the word a@ggd by this strategy (the result of the
chi-square goodness-of-fit test for the distribataf article recyclings with respect to the
length of the word following them is significantei, their distribution is not randofg?(2)

= 23.17*, p<.01). Since the speakers of the Huagacorpus tend to replace multisyllabic
words (see Section 6.2.2), this finding suppores phesumption that they may employ
recycling to avoid replacement.

Table 15

Word length after article recycling in the Hungar@orpus

Monosyllabic word¥’ Bisyllabic words Multisyllabic words

2 (6%) 9 (25%) 25 (69%)

Although Fox et al. (2010) do not examine the sgtitaclass of words following
function word recycling in their three languagéit finding that the speakers tend to use

function word recycling to delay the next contentrav due and replacement repair to

%"t is interesting to remark that one of the twonmsyllabic words delayed by article recycling ie trorpus
is a German word (in a conversation about secamgliage acquisition).
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replace content words supports the hypothesis. @ssmumption about the potential
preventive function of recycling repair may serg an explanation for the difference
between the number of recycling and replacemefireehirs in Hungarian, in the corpora
of Fox et al. (2010), and in all the languages Wtiave function words preceding content
words and in which replacements are initiated nyaiimlcontent words. According to the
hypothesis, the speakers in these languages maig &ve necessity of employing
replacement in content words by recycling the fiomctwords immediately preceding
them. Let us consider the table displaying the nemdf self-repair instances in the
languages examined by Fox et al. (2009) and Foal.e(2010), supplemented by the

Hungarian results (Table 16).

Table 16
Recycling and replacement repair in the languagemied so faf

Recycling repair Replacement repalir Total
English 111 (76%) 36 (24%) 147
Hebrew 128 (83%) 27 (17%) 155
German 98 (69%) 44 (31%) 142
Indonesian 117 (80%) 29 (20%) 146
Sochiapam Chinante¢ 185 (92%) 16 (8%) 201
Japanese 147 (73%) 53 (27%) 200
Mandarin 115 (77%) 35 (23%) 150
Bikol 162 (88%) 23 (12%) 185
Finnish 116 (72%) 46 (28%) 162
Hungarian 415 (75%) 142 (25%) 557

Fox et al. (2009: 101) claim that in the corporatadir seven languages replacements are
generally initiated in content words. On the badishe examination of English, Hebrew,
and German, Fox et al. (2010: 2504) predict thab-atial and verb-medial languages
tend to have function words preceding content wovdisen we consider the structures of
the languages examined by Fox et al. (2009), weethat their sample is typologically,

genetically, and areally diverse: Indonesian isowaedial and prepositional, Sochiapam

% The sources are the following. English, Hebrewsn@m: Fox et al. 2010; Indonesian, Sochiapam
Chinantec, Japanese, Mandarin, Bikol, Finnish: &oad. 2009, Hungarian: Németh 2012.
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Chinantec, which is spoken in Oaxaca, Mexico, ibameitial and prepositional, Japanese
is verb-final and postpositional, Mandarin is venedial and prepositional, Bikol is verb-
initial and prepositional, and finally, Finnish verb-medial, with both prepositions and
postpositions (Fox et al. 2009: 61-62). It is strkthat all the languages examined — and
not only those with function words before contetrds — show a preference for recycling
repairs over replacement repairs. Is it possiblat ttecycling is a universally more
preferred repair operation than replacement? @t can be the reason for this?

Fox et al. (2009: 80) make a remark the explicabbrwhich has an interesting
implication: “Recycling tends to be initiated afteecognizable completion, as it is
frequently employed to delay the next content wdug. The only exception to this is
Japaneseayhere recycling repairs are generally initiated @rito recognizable completion
and where function words generally follow conterras” (emphasis in italics supplied).
This implies the following: in Japanese, functioord recycling cannot be used to delay
the next content word due, therefore recycling irepdo not tend to be initiated after
recognizable completion: restartings are over-gted in the language (see the Japanese

example of Fox et al. 1996: 207 as Example (56)).

(56) (Fox et al. 1996: 207)
M: tteyuuka koko denwa kaket- kaketekite  sa,
l.mean here telephone ca call come(final particle)

‘I mean, (theyxa- called us here,’

Considering the lengtfi and syntactic class of words in which Japaneseksps initiate
recycling, Fox et al. (2009: 85) point out that aagse is unique among their languages
because it has the lowest rate of short words irchwhpeakers initiate recycling repairs
(only 5% of the recycled words are monosyllabidhe Japanese corpus). They explain
this observation by the low frequency of one-mo@ds in the language. They note that
these one-mora words are mainly postpositions Eseenple (56)), and as postpositions
generally follow their nouns instead of precedihgm, they are usually not used to delay
the next content word due (Fox et al. 2009: 86)tHaumore, 68% of the bisyllabic words
and 93% of the multisyllabic words recycled areteahwords in the Japanese corpus (Fox

% Instead of syllables, Japanese words are dividéd tnits called mora determining syllable weight.
Syllable weight determines stress and timing (Foal.€2009: 61). As in the case of the other laiggsathe
study by Fox et al. (2009) refers to the Japanesedsvas mono-, bi-, and multisyllabic.
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et al. 2009: 91-92). Since recycling repairs aneegaly initiated prior to recognizable
completion in Japanese, we can say that the redtartrds tend to be content words in the
languageThis result is similar to the Hungarian findinggl%% of the restarted words are
content words in the Hungarian corpus.

Although Fox et al. (2009) do not explore the sghtaclass of the restarted words
in their languages, we can acquire some informatimmcerning the length of words in
which the speakers of their seven languages empktarting repair. In order to acquire
this information, we have to examine their tabllesveing the relationship between site of
initiation and word length in recycling repair. Theorpora (except for the Japanese
corpus) contain so few instances of restartingirefaat it seems reasonable to consider
bi- and multisyllabic words together. Since the aqg#s of the Hungarian corpus also
prefer late repair initiation in recycling repaitdpllow the same strategy when presenting
the Hungarian results relating to word length istagting repair.

Comparing Table 3.9 in Fox et al. 2009: 81, Tablel 3n Fox et al. 2009: 84, and
Table 3.15 in Fox et al. 2009: 89, we realize talhtthe restarted words are bi- and
multisyllabic, and 75% of the restarted words ardtisyllabic in the Japanese corpus. As
far as the other languages are concerned, 85% eofrgéltarted words are bi- and
multisyllabic in Finnish and Sochiapam Chinantety®of the restarting repairs affect bi-
and multisyllabic words in Indonesian, and 92%ld testarted words are initiated in bi-
and multisyllabic words in Bikol. Mandarin and Eisgl do not show such a high
frequency of bi- and multisyllabic words in restagt repairs: while 58% of the restarted
words are bi- and multisyllabic in Mandarin, onlg% of the English restartings are
initiated in longer words. Regarding the Hungartampus, 83% of the restarting repairs
occured in bi- and multisyllabic words. Consequendlithough the other languages have
fewer restarted words in their corpora than Japgnes can see similar tendencies in these
languages as regards the length of words affecyeiddiarting. Thus cross-linguistically
restarting tends to affect longer words.

Let us consider the syntactic class and lengthhef words in which speakers
initiate replacement in the languages studied by dial. (2009). Although the authors do
not present their results relating to syntactis€lianguage by language, they claim that
replacements are generally of content words irr tt@ipora (Fox et al. 2009: 101). They
have not examined the length of words affecteddpfacement repair in their languages
either, but we can find information about this i wompare the data in Table 3.10 (Fox et
al. 2009: 82), Table 3.12 (Fox et al. 2009: 84} an page 63 in their study. While Table
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3.10 displays the site of initiation of replacemegpairs initiated in monosyllabic words,
Table 3.12 shows the same information regardingdsiasf three or more syllables.
Although Fox and her colleagues do not presentralasi table for bisyllabic words, the
number of the instances of this category involvedraplacement repair in the seven
languages can be calculated by taking into corsider the two tables mentioned above
and the total numbers of replacement repairs ifahguages. The word length categories
affected by replacement show a similar pictureh® one we have seen in the case of
restarting repair. 100% of the replaced words &reud multisyllabic in the Indonesian
corpus, 87% of the replacements are initiated irabd multisyllabic words in Bikol, 91%
of the replaced words are bi- and multisyllabidrinnish, and 91% of the replacements
affect bi- and multisyllabic words in the Japanesgus. There are three languages in the
sample of Fox et al. (2009) whose speakers tendeptace monosyllabic words. In
Sochiapam Chinantec, only 25% of the replacemamtsndiated in bi- and multisyllabic
words, but the Sochiapam Chinantec corpus contailys16 replacement repairs, which is
the smallest replacement corpus in the sample ofiier two languages are Mandarin and
English: while 14% of the Mandarin replacements iargated in bi- and multisyllabic
words, 37% of the replaced words are bi- and myiiéisic in the English corpus.
Interestingly, of the languages investigated Mamdand English are the only two in
which restarting repair does not tend to affectanid multisyllabic words (see above). As
far as Hungarian is concerned, 65% of the replanemepairs are initiated in bi- and
multisyllabic words in the Hungarian corpus (seél&a2b in Section 6.2.1). | have
explained this relatively low frequency of longeonds in the repair operation for example
by reference to the frequent article replacemettiéncorpus (see Section 6.2.2).

All things considered, we can say that restarting.,(recycling initiated before
recognizable completion) and replacement tend fecafthe same categories of word
length and syntactic class in the languages exahsadar. They tend to be initiated in bi-
and multisyllabic words in Japanese, Finnish, Iredten, Bikol, and Hungarian, and do
not tend to be initiated in bi- and multisyllabicomds in English and Mandarin. As to
syntactic classes, in Japanese and Hungarian (llgdamguages in which both restarting
and replacement have been examined in this respghlet)repair operations tend to be
initiated in content words.

| assume that restarting may have the same pdteetaying function as recycling
initiated after recognizable completion, but itssition is different. We have seen that

recycling often affects monosyllabic words and tiow words preceding content words
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(Section 6.2.1). We have also seen that restadies not support this pattern: it is often
initiated in bi- and multisyllabic words and contemords (see this section above). |
suppose that this difference is due to the diffeggositions of restarting and recycling
initiated after recognizable completion: both tymégecycling have a delaying function,
l.e., they provide the speaker with extra time, lbestarting is initiated when the
problematic word has already begun. In other ward¢he case of restarting, the speaker
interrupts the ongoing turn to gain extra time bypéying recycling only when s/he has
already started the articulation of the problematiord. This may be a potential
explanation for the different kinds of words affsttby the two types of recycling: while
function word recycling initiated after recognizaldompletion can delay the next content
word due, content word recycling initiated befomcagnizable completion, i.e., the
restarting of a content word, can delay the regshefword. Why might it be necessary to
delay only the rest of a word? | assume that irseheases the word turns out to be
problematic only when its articulation has alredaggun. That is, according to my
assumption, both types of recycling may be emploj@dorevent the speaker from
producing inappropriate segments, and thus both lmagmployed to help the speaker in
avoiding replacement. The only difference is thahilev recycling initiated after
recognizable completion is used before the probliempotentially inappropriate word,
restarting is initiated when this word has alreddgun. This means that according to my
hypothesis, both restarting and replacement terwe timitiated in potentially inappropriate
words. This assumption is supported by the findiveg restarting and replacement tend to
affect the same word length and syntactic classgoates in the languages examined so
far.

If this hypothesis is plausible, in languages whierection words follow content
words there must be more restarting repairs bectusespeakers do not have the
opportunity to gain extra time by recyclidgnction words (initiated after recognizable
completion) before the production of content wofdéich may potentially be more
problematic). That is to say, if speakers cannoyale back to a function word in order to
delay a content word, they will be more likely &start the problematic word just to avoid
replacement. The Japanese results of Fox et @9j2upport this hypothesis: we have
seen that in the Japanese language function werts$ to follow content words and
recycling repairs tend to be initiated prior toagnizable completion (Fox et al. 2009: 80).
We can explain this by assuming that if speakensi@use recycling repair initiated after

recognizable completion where they need extra ttheg; will substitute it with a restarting
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repair just to avoid replacement. This also exglauny there are approximately as many
recycling repairs relatively to the number of reglments in these languages as in the
languages where function words tend to precedesnbmiords. The proportions are nearly
the same: although the delaying function of functieord recycling is missing, there are
not fewer recycling repairs and more replacemeptirse in Japanese (see Table 16).
Hence we can suppose that there is a preferencardhg among recycling initiated after
recognizable completion, restarting, and replacénieh Bilmes 1988; Sacks 1995b
[1968-1972]). To establish this preference hiengrdhrely on Bilmes 1988 and Sacks
1995b. Although Sacks never defined his notionrefgrence (he only showed examples),
Bilmes (1988: 163) reconstructed its main aspect® of which is the principle of
ordering. According to this principle, there are situationbene the speakers’ possible
choices are ordered in the following way: “Bpunless you have reason not to, in which
case, dov, unless you have reason not to, in which cas&, @md so forth” (Bilmes 1988:
163, emphasis original). | apply Sacks’s (1995bhqple of ordering reconstructed by
Bilmes (1988) to recycling initiated after recogabite completion, recycling initiated
before recognizable completion, and replacementtha following way: if recycling
initiated after recognizable completion is avaiéahb delay a problematic word, speakers
will use it. If not, they will be more likely to eptoy a restarting repair (recycling initiated
before recognizable completion) than use the reymaration of replacement. Replacement
always remains the last resort among the tfft&ée can also assume that the ratio of early
and late initiations in recycling repairs depends tbe typical orders of function and
content words in languages, i.e., the exploitabitif the delaying function of function
word recycling. In other words, while the recyclmgplacement ratio is likely to be
approximately universally constant, within recyglinepairs the ratio of early and late
initiations depends on the morpho-syntactic stmaéswf languages. This is in accordance
with the previous studies illuminating the stromegptionship between grammar and repair
(see, e.qg., Schegloff 1979; Fox et al. 1996; Ri&§€3; Lerch 2007; Fox et al. 2009; Fox
et al. 2010), and points to the interaction betwgrammar and pragmatics.

“00On the notion of preference, see Section 7.1.
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6.4 Sub-conclusion — Comparing recycling with repleement

In Chapter 6, | have explored recycling and reptaa®t relative to each other. The starting
point for the investigation has been the obsermatb the first cross-linguistic studies
comparing the two repair operations with each othex and her colleagues’ (2009, 2010)
collections of self-repair instances contain margremrecyclings than replacements in all
the languages examined in both studies (cf. Foal.e2009: 63; Fox et al. 2010: 2490)
(Table 1).

Concentrating on the factors examined by the twdiss, | have revealed whether
Hungarian fits the patterns suggested as universave found that the speakers of the
Hungarian corpus recycle back most frequently teosgllabic function words and tend to
replace multisyllabic content words. | have alssaslied that while in recycling repair
syntactic class plays a more important role thamdwength, in replacement repairs word
length plays a more important role than syntadass The result regarding function word
recycling corroborates the prediction of Fox et(2D10: 2504), namely, that languages
with function words preceding their respective eomtwords will show a preference for
recycling back to function words rather than cohtegards so as to delay the next content
word due. With respect to site of initiation, Hunga also fits the cross-linguistic patterns:
while recycling tends to be initiated after recagtile completion, replacement is
generally initiated before the word is recognizabbmplete. As speakers initiate repair
mainly in monosyllabic words, they tend towardgiation after recognizable completion,
but they show no preference for site of initiation bisyllabic words.The observed
frequencies of bisyllabic words by syntactic clagpair type, and site of initiation in the
corpus have drawn attention to bisyllabic conterdrds which are recycled before
recognizable completion, i.e., restarted. This plz®n has led to a cross-linguistic
comparison of recycling initiated after recognizmbtompletion, restarting, and
replacement, which | have carried out using thelte®f Fox et al. (2009) and Fox et al.
(2010), as well as the Hungarian findings. | hasalized that while recycling initiated
after recognizable completion and restarting temdaffect different categories of word
length and syntactic class across languages, wsamsimilar tendencies as to the length
and syntactic class of words affected by restawimg) replacement.

| have assumed a preference hierarchy among ragylitiated after recognizable
completion, restarting, and replacement: if speal@nnot use recycling initiated after

recognizable completion where they need extra timey will tend to substitute it with a
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restarting repair just to avoid replacement repainis hypothesis offers a possible
explanation not only for the possibly universalfprence for recycling over replacement,
but for the possibly universally constant recychreplacement ratio, as wen the basis
of the results of Fox et al. (2009), Fox et al.J@)) and the examination of Hungarian, |
assume that the ratio of early and late initiationsecycling repairs depends on the typical
orders of function and content words in languages, the exploitability of the delaying
function of function word recycling. This is in ardance with the previous studies which
have described how methods of repair are shapéldebynguistic resources of languages,
and argued in this way for the relationship betwgeammar and repair (see, e.g., Fox et
al. 1996; Rieger 2003; Lerch 2007; Fox et al. 2008x et al. 2010), and thus between
grammar and pragmatics.

Setting up the hypotheses in Chapter 6, | havedaln various direct and indirect
sources, which can be divided into two main grodpee first group relating to previous
studies involves the quantitative and statisticalgses carried out by Fox et al. (2009)
and Fox et al. (2010), and the inferences they naadethe conclusions they drew on the
basis of their investigations. The second groupsofirces is made up of my own
guantitative and statistical analyses carried ouhe Hungarian corpus, and the inferences
| have made and the conclusions | have drawn orb#ises of these analyses. Finally, |
have used my intuition as well, when identifyinggluistic phenomena as recycling,
replacement, insertion, and aborting in the Humgarcorpus, assuming connections
between the functions of recycling and replacemamd, setting up a preference hierarchy
among recycling initiated after recognizable cortipte recycling initiated before
recognizable completion, and replacement. In mymmentation leading to the hypothesis,
| have also found connections between the dattigleo replacement and restarting in the
studies of Fox et al. (2009) and Fox et al. (204Bich the authors left undiscussed.

My argumentation has required the conscious integraof the sources listed
above. Kertész and Rakosi (2012: 239) emphasizadhang on as many data sources as
possible allows us to assign a higher plausibilajue to a hypothesis than would be the
case when relying on any of these data sourcesidudilly. Since in Chapter 6 | have
relied on several data sources, | assign a highsjildity value to my statements.

The findings of Chapter 6 pose a new question. \Wyspeakers tend to avoid
replacement cross-linguistically? In Section 6.3hdve regarded the avoidance of
replacement and the avoidance of inappropriate eatgras similar efforts on the part of

speakers. If they tend to avoid replacement crioggsistically, then they also tend to avoid
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producing inappropriate segments cross-linguigticB®roducing inappropriate segments is
thus less preferred than employing recycling. Ninsess, when speakers employ
recycling, they still override a preference in talkinteraction, namely, the preference for
progressivity.

In Chapter 6, | have compared recycling with rephaent, which has led to assume
a preference hierarchy among recycling initiatedérafecognizable completion, recycling
initiated before recognizable completion (restatirand replacement. In Chapter 7, 1 will
improve this preference hierarchy model into anotre which is able to describe repair
operations relative to each other on the basisnef a their inherent properties, namely,
that they override the preference for progressivity

7 Hypothesis on the preference hierarchy of repaioperations

7.1 The notion of preference in conversation analis

The notion of preference has always been one diuthdamental concepts of conversation
analysis. It has been defined as a social/intenaaki feature of the interactants’
orientations to their talk (Schegloff 2007: 61% tore idea is that speakers follow (often
implicit) principles when they act and react ireirsictional situations (Pomerantz—Heritage
2013: 210). Instead of grasping the speakers’ mdggical states and their individual
attitudes towards their possible actions and ththoaks of designing their turns, the term
preferenceefers to a ranking of alternatives which is ngionalized (Heritage—Atkinson
1984: 53); in other words, to regularities whiclealers observably orient themselves to
when taking part in a conversation. We can diffeat@ between preferences relating to
the character of the action a turn implements aefepences affecting the construction of
the turn (Schegloff 1988, 2007). The first groupalves the attitudes taken towards the
success of actions. For instance, it is preferceédcept and dispreferred to refuse an
invitation. These kinds of preferences may be inflazi with each other. For example, it is
preferred to agree with a compliment, but it isoalgreferred to avoid self-praise
(Pomerantz 1978: 88-89) (see Extract (33) in Sedi@, in which the speaker uses turn-
constructional delaying practices when deliverirgjf-praise). The second group of
preferences has to do with the design of the tifrmn invitation is designed in the
following way: Don’t you want to come to my birthday partyt?is preferred to accept it
regarding the character of the action, but thegiesf the question anticipates the answer
No.
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Preference principles work in different domains andolve various types of
constraints and orders (Pomerantz—Heritage 201. Zhey appear when speakers select
and interpret referring expressions (see Sacks-gBifhel979), produce and interpret
initiating and responding actions (see Sacks 1999&4-1968), 1995b (1968-1972)),
employ repair practices (see Section 3.2), in tine-taking system (see Stivers—Robinson
2006), and in the progression of action sequerRemérantz—Heritage 2013: 210). Let us

see what preference means in this last domain.

7.2 The preference for progressivity

As was noted, preference principles play an importale in the progression of action
sequences (Pomerantz—Heritage 2013: 210). AccotdiSghegloff (2007: 14), most types
of organization involve the default relationshipvieeen their components such that each
component should follow the previous one. He emigkaghat moving from an element to
a hearably-next-one (i.e., what is hearable a® altixt one due) with nothing intervening
is the embodiment of progressivity (Schegloff 2007). The ternprogressivitywas first
used in this sense by Schegloff (1979). It referthe observation that each component in
the organization of interaction generally progresgte the next relevant element
immediately after the prior element (Kitzinger 20239). If anything intervenes between
one element and the next one due — if anythingatedtheir contiguity —, it will qualify the
progressivity of the talk, and will be examined fts importance; in other words, it will
influence the understanding of the talk (Schegktf07: 15). Examining insertion repair,
Schegloff (2008a) notes that when speakers empiligyrépair operation, the preference
for progressivity is violated. He asks: “What sarfghings [...] warrant such an override,
warrant such a marked usage?” (Schegloff 2008aited in Wilkinson—Weatherall 2011:
66). This means that there is a general, basiceymete for progressivity in talk-in-
interaction. Schegloff (2013: 43) argues that thefgyence for progressivity concerns the
overall structural organization of talk, the badynamic of which is progressional and
directional toward a possible completion. Speakergntation to what comes next is
organized on two levels. On the macro-level thk imimoved forward by reference to the
action; in other words, speakers orient themseioesrds the action which is hearable as
the next one due. The micro-level concerns thetoacton of the turn, which means that
speakers also orient themselves towards the néxtarg element of the construction
(Schegloff 2013: 42).
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The preference for progressivity is both an actiamd a design-based preference.
From a sequential point of view it manifests itgalfthe rational ordering of turns. This
results in an organization in which each turn iermxted to the turns on either side of it
(Sacks et al. 1974: 722). The concepnektnesss best realized in the minimal unit for
sequence construction, which is the adjacency phg.adjacency pair is composed of two
turns produced by two different speakers. Thesastare relatively ordered, that is to say,
they can be differentiated into first and second parts (Schegloff 2007: 13). The
adjacency pair is pair-type related: not everyt foi@r part can be properly followed by any
second pair part (Schegloff 2007: 13). For instatioe type-fitted response for a question
is an answer (Stivers 2013: 192). It is prefermdkeep the components of an adjacency
pair together. When a turn contains more than amesttpn and thus provides for the
relevance of more than one answer as the expeuateseguent actions, speakers tend to
begin by responding to the last question to presdhe contiguity for at least one
adjacency pair (Sacks 1987 [1973]). The preferdacemaintaining the progressivity of
question-answer sequences influences the orgammzafi turn-taking as well. In multi-
party conversations, if a selected next speakkr taiprovide an answer, and a nonselected
recipient is in a position to respond, it is prafde for the latter to provide the answer and
thus preserve the progressivity of the sequendeefStRobinson 2006). Within the turn,
the preference for progressivity appears in thatigship between syllables and sounds:
each sound and syllable should be followed by thet melevant sound and syllable
(Schegloff 2007: 14), and the turn progresses feui-unit to sub-unit by reference to
sounds, syllables, and words (Schegloff 2013: 42).

We have defined the domain of repair as the sqiraétices whereby a speaker
interrupts the ongoing course of actitm attend to possible trouble in speaking, hearing
or understanding the talk or merely to alter itsome interactionally consequential way
without any problems fixed in it (see Section £ Kitzinger 2013: 229 and Schegloff et
al. 1977: 361). Kitzinger (2013: 231) points ouattivhereas self-initiated repair in same-
turn interrupts the progressivity of the turn, othmtiated repair interrupts the
progressivity of the sequence. When speakers alptogressivity of the current turn or
sequence to attend to possible trouble in speakiegring, or understanding the talk or
merely to alter it in some interactionally conseufisd way, they override the preference
for progressivity because the maintenance of intgestivity (i.e., a world known and

held in common among the participants) is more g for them (Schegloff 1992:
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1296). That is, in repair, the principle of intdogctivity comes into conflict with the
principle of progressivity (cf. Heritage 2007).

In Section 3.2, repair operation has been definedoractices whereby a co-
interactaninterrupts her/his ongoing turn-at-tatio attend to possible trouble in speaking,
hearing, or understanding the talk or merely t@rathe turn in some interactionally
consequential way. Describing ten repair operafi®ahegloff (2013: 43) also emphasizes
that “in one way or another, [same-turn repairggnvene tanterrupt the progressivity of
the talk (original emphasis). While a co-interactant usagsrepair operation, the
progressivity of the ongoing turn-at-talk and thhe progressivity of the ongoing course
of action is beinl§ suspended: it cannot progress to possible coroplétom the point of
interruption (repair initiation) until the completi of the repair. While repair initiation
means a “possible disjunction with the immediafglyceding talk” (Schegloff 2000: 207),
the repair is completed “when the speaker resuheetatk that had been suspended for the
purposes of repair” (Kitzinger 2013: 238). Haltithge progressivity of the ongoing course
of action is thus an inherent feature of repaid halting the progressivity of the ongoing
turn-at-talk is an inherent feature of repair ofierss.

Consequently, although we have assumed that regy@i a cross-linguistically
more preferred repair operation than replacementh bf them override the preference for
progressivity. The preference hierarchy hypothesoposed has suggested that speakers
tend to avoid replacement because they tend tadgwaiducing inappropriate segments,
and producing inappropriate segments is less pegfehan employing recycling. | will
argue below that recycling and replacement canfierehtiated from each other based on
how they override the preference for progressivuitypther words, how the turn is being
suspended when speakers employ them. After idamgifghe features of halting the
progressivity of the turn in recycling and replaest) | extend this analysis to insertion

and aborting so as to see whether these featupesiajm other repair operations as well.
7.2.1 Halting the progressivity of the turn by empbying recycling
In this section | will explore exactly what happemisen progressivity is being suspended

by recycling. Now let us observe what prevents dbgon from progressing to possible

completion when the speaker employs this repairatjpm. In Extract (57), we can see

“! Here the wordeingrefers to the observation that suspending thekplemploying a repair operation is
not limited to the moment when the turn is intetadj i.e., to repair initiation.
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three lines from Extract (36), in which Marcsi eoyd recycling as a turn-constructional

delaying strategy when referring to a rapper’s theaidoblem.

(57) (SZTEPSZI2: 725)
07 M: én ennek tok orulok mert
[.NOM thisDAT very much happy amiDEF because

‘I am so happy about that (the rapper’s successjuse

08 szerintem ilyen oriasi (.) hatranyokkal indul. hée
think.DEF.1sG such huge disadvantages. startSNDEF that is

| think he starts with huge disadvantages. that is

09 baromi hendikeppel hogy hogy hogy olyan amilyen
enormous handicaps that that that kindiom.sG kindNOM.SG

with an enormous handicdipat that that he is like that’

M: | am so happy about that (the rapper’s sucdessause | think he starts with huge

disadvantages. that is with an enormous handitapthat that he is like that

In the extract, repair initiation occurs tacitlyitmout any explicit indication (cf. Kitzinger
2013: 239). At the moment of repair initiation, Msir returns to an earlier point of the
TCU, and produces the same item again. Since iexhmple the conjunctiomogy ‘that’

is recycled twice, these steps are repeated, tharcdiresumes the talk that she has
suspended. | argue that recycling suspends thergusigity of the current turn in two
respects. On the one hand, returning to an egrbert of the TCU means that from a
technological point of view the repair operatiomagrospective. The worgchnologicalis

of great importance here, because in terms oklisythg function recycling is prospective,
it operates on upcoming talk when, for examplés iised in a word search (cf. Fox et al.
2009: 74). On the other hand, producing the saeme for the second or third time (when
it does not express stress or emphasis) meansattietugh the speaker articulates
something which moves the turn forward phoneticalys part of speech has the same

role in the progression of the action as the fosturrence of the item at issue. The
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progression of the action is similar to when a rdaweedle gets stuck and just plays the
same passage over and over again. In this sertsenlyun this sense, i.e., from the point

of view of progressivity, the second or third ocemce of the same item is redundant.
However, since it facilitates attending to possip®blems in speaking, hearing, or

understanding the talk or merely altering the turrsome interactionally consequential

way, producing the same item for the second ordthime as a repair operation is

necessary in accomplishing the action. One colkldvdsy it is necessary to differentiate

between retrospectivity and redundancy when isadtiem as the features contributing to
halting progressivity in the case of recycling. ifh@les in the phenomenon might be

understood better if we consider cases in whiclunddnt elements prevent the action
from progression by themselves, without involving aetrospective steps. For example,
when the speaker uses fillers or hesitation mayk#he does not go back, but the action
still ‘gets stuck’ (see Extract (28) repeated ag&ott (58)).

(58) (bea004f003: 200)
01 E: arra gondoltunk Marta(.)val hogy6:
thatsus thoughtDEF.1PL Martacom that u:h

‘Me and Méarta have been thinking abotit

02 szeretnénk Ont megkérdezni hogy a _ ra&sonyt
like.INDEF.COND.1IPL YOUACC.SG askINF that the Christmascc

asking You how (.)

03 azt  (.) hogyan toltotte On? meg hogyan
thatAcc how Spenber.3sG YOUNOM.SG and  how

did You spend Christmas time? and how

04 szokott Ma-  Onoknél zajlani? ) az egesz
usually doNDEF.3SG YO-  YOUADE.PL happennF the  whole

Is it celebrated ato- Your place? (.) the whole

05 @) unnep?
holidayNom
(.) Christmas holiday?
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(2.0)

06 T: na jo.
now alright
now it’s alright.
(2.0)

07 T: akkor kezdjék Maguk!
then begimEFIMP.3PL  YOUNOM.PL
but You should begin?

E: Me and Marta have been thinking abath asking You how (.) did You spend
Christmas time? and how is it celebratedYat Your place? (.) the whole (.)
Christmas holiday?

(1.0)
T: now it’s alright.
(2.0)
T: but You should begin!

In line 01, Enik stretches), which is a non-lexical pause filler in Hungaridoth this
stretching and the sequential environment of thenpmenon suggest that it serves as a
turn-constructional delaying strategy in the extrdet us recall that Enék a young
student, uses the filler before she addresses,Tit®old man for the first time. Analyzing
the example in Section 5.1, | have assumed that tisea formal and hierarchical social
relationship between them, which is supported leyréplacement employed later, i.e., the
less formal form of addredglagukndl‘at Your place’ is replaced by the more formal
Onoknél‘at Your place’. Since using occurs just before the first time Tibor is addegss
(at the end of line 01), it is likely to be thestisign of Enik’s insecurity in addressing the
man. In Section 5.2, | have argued that if recygctin practices such at(m), y’knowand
silence (and in Hungarian) are employed solely to delay the n&th due so that the
speaker can attend to possible trouble in speakiegring, or understanding the talk or
merely alter the turn in some interactionally capsntial way, then we should interpret
them as repair and repair operations. Since itrsaltee turn in some interactionally

consequential way, producirdg in the example should be interpreted as repairuketee
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how it prevents the action from progressing to fmssompletion. This time the speaker
does not go back but articulates a new elementoffih this new element carries the turn
forward phonetically, as in the case of recyclimgloes not contribute to the progression
of the action. In this sense, but again, only is #ense, we can say that although they are
necessary for carrying out the action, elementsdilare redundant from the point of view

of progressivity.

7.2.2 Halting the progressivity of the turn by empbying replacement

Now let us explore how replacement overrides tleéepence for progressivity. In Extract
(58), Enil6 starts the articulation dflaguknal,but cuts it off half-way and replaces it with
the other formal Hungarian form of addreSsi6knél.How is the turn being suspended in
this case? What are the similarities and/or diffees relative to recycling?

At the moment of repair initiation the speaker alstrns to an earlier point of the
TCU (the repair is initiated by a cut-off in theagmple); therefore, like recycling, from a
technological point of view replacement is retragpe. Since in terms of its function
replacement changes the preceding talk, we cartheayit is retrospective both from a
technological and a functional point of view. HoweMn this case Enékdoes not produce
the same item again, but substitutes the part eédp between repair initiation and the
earlier point she has returned to with a new it&milarly to producing the same item
again, producing an item instead of another oradsis redundant from the point of view of
progressivity: the new item plays the same roléha TCU as the replaced segment; the
action gets stucf Nonetheless, unlike a record needle which plagsstime passage over
and over again, this time the action is ‘on themgrtrack’. That is, it is not enough that it
does not progress to possible completion, it hase do an inappropriate direction. | will
call this third feature of halting progressivityappropriateness.

Consequently, while recycling is assumed to overrithe preference for
progressivity in two respects (retrospectivity, usdancy), replacement prevents the turn
from progressing to possible completion in threeetr@spectivity, redundancy,
inappropriateness). As halting the progressivityhaf ongoing turn is an inherent property
of each repair operation, it seems to be an idasislbon which any two repair operations

can be described relative to each other. This assom makes the extension of the

2 Here again, redundant does not mean unnecessary.
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research to further repair operations well-motigatelow | add insertion and aborting to

the operations examined.

7.2.3 Halting the progressivity of the turn by empbying insertion

Let us consider the insertion in Extract (47), edpd here as Extract (59).

(59) (SZTEPSZI2: 790)

01A: a média nem foltétlenil () a () csak a
the mediavoM not  necessarily the only the
‘the media is not necessarily (.) guidad(.) only by

02  joindulat v:ezeérli. hogy majd tehetséget faragunk
goodwillNoM guidesDEF  that then talenmicc creataNDEF.1PL

goodwill. the intention of making a talented person

03 bels[le
she/heliELA

of somebo[dy

A: the media is not necessarily (.) guideg (.) only by goodwill. the intention of

making a talented person of somebo[dy

In the extract, Agi tries to find out what the lasgl ethical principle of the Hungarian
media is. After the definite article she goes baokl insertscsak‘only’ into the TCU,

which creates a concessive form: goodwill can be ohthe leading principles of the
Hungarian media. Of the three repair operationsm@xad so far it is here that the
retrospectivity feature appears most obviously.rEtree description of insertion given by
Wilkinson and Weatherall (2011) contains the regisasive step: “speakers halt their talk-
in-progress to go back and add something elsetlimtdurn before resuming” (Wilkinson—
Weatherall 2011: 65). Insertion thus changes th& B¢ adding extra elements into it.
Since the speaker goes back but does not changeattieof speech between repair
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initiation and the earlier point she has returned resuming the talk that had been
suspended makes it necessary to have a repeatednptre TCU. Therefore, like

recycling, insertion bears the features of redungand retrospectivity when overriding

the preference for progressivity. The only diffarerbetween the technologies of the two
repair operations is that insertion adds extra eté(s) to the TCU. The progressivity of
the turn, however, would not be suspended onlydayra extra element(s) to it; the reason
for halting progressivity is that these extra elat(® are added afterwards, making it

necessary to have a repeated part in the TCU.

7.2.4 Halting the progressivity of the turn by empbying aborting

In aborting, the speaker casts off the ongoing T&di, starts the same action in a different
way, in a different form, with a different TCU (cLaakso—Sorjonen 2010: 1153). In
Extract (60), which is five lines from Extract (49)inda quotes her acquaintances’

opinions on the effects of marijuana.

(60) (SZTEPSZI8: 1067)
01L: hdt nekem akik 0 ismeiseim mondtak
well .DAT whoNOM.PL uh acquaintancesss1sG.NOM told DEF.3pPL

‘well my acquaintances who have told me

02 ok nem nem ezt mondtak hanem inkabb
theyNOMm not not thisacc told DEF.3PL  but rather
they didn't didn’t tell me that but rather

03 azt hogy vagy tdbb () olyat hallottam
thatacc that or several kindcc.sG heardNDEF.1SG

that- or | have heard several (.) opinions like
04 hogy mondjuk szar volt vagy vagy

that so to say shitom WasINDEF.3SG or or

So to say it felt like shit or or
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05 rossz volt [utdna]
bad wasNDEF.3sG afterro0ss3sG
it felt bad [after it]

L: well my acquaintances who have told me they didn'tidn’t tell me that but
rather that- or | have heard several (.) opinions likeso to say it felt like shit or
or it felt bad [after it]

In line 01, Linda refers to all of her acquaintasosho have told her about their
experiences with using marijuana. However, dfiggy ‘that’ in line 03, she casts off the
ongoing TCU (this is indicated by a cut-off in tletract), and starts the same action in a
different form, restricting the category of refeieto ‘several opinions’. At the moment of
repair initiation she returns to the beginning loé fTCU (retrospectivity), and substitutes
the part of speech between repair initiation amedethrlier point she has returned to, i.e., the
whole TCU-so-far with a new TCU which is to implembdhe same action as the one
substituted. As far as the progressivity of thaoacts concerned, producing a new TCU
instead of another one is redundant: the new TCplaments the same action as the
replaced TCU had been to implement. Consequentliy, thhe speaker resumes the talk
that has been suspended because of the repaprdageession of the activity gets stu€k.
Moreover, as in the case of replacement, it isemaiugh that the action does not progress
to possible completion; it has gone in an inappeaterdirection. Since aborting can be
regarded as replacing a TCU with another TCU, feotachnological point of view it does
not differ from replacement: it suspends the prsgikaty of the turn in three respects

(retrospectivity, redundancy, inappropriateness).
7.3 The preference hierarchy of repair operations
Table 17 displays the respects in which recyclieglacement, insertion, and aborting halt

the progressivity of the turn. Although the foupaé operations are diverse regarding their

possible functions, | have assumed that recycling msertion, and replacement and

3 Again it is important to emphasize that redundhgs not mean unnecessary.
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aborting override the preference for progressiuitithe same respects. While recycling
and insertion violate the preference for progressin the respects of redundancy and
retrospectivity (two respects), replacement and rtalgp contain redundantand
inappropriate element(s) besides the retrospestee in their technologies, and therefore
override the preference for progressivity in thepexts of redundancy, retrospectivity, and
inappropriateness (in three respects).

Table 17

The respects in which recycling, replacement, ti@rand aborting suspend the progressivity ofttine

Recycling Insertion Replacement Aborting
Redundancy + + + T
Retrospectivity + + + T
Inappropriateness - - + T

The starting point of the argumentation of the pnésection has been the assumption that
speakers tend to avoid replacement because they tenavoid the production of
inappropriate segments, and producing inapproprsggments is less preferred than
employing recycling. The exploration of recyclingdareplacement in terms of the way
they override the preference for progressivity seémoffer a theoretical basis for this
assumption. Producing inappropriate segments ampthaieg them with new items
suspends the progressivity of the turn, i.e., ogtesr the preference for progressivity in
more respects than employing recycling. | suppbatthe more respects in which a repair
operation overrides the preference for progressittie less preferred it will be in the
repair mechanism. Since employing replacement pisvehe turn from progressing to
possible completion in three respects, accordingnydypothesis it is less preferred than
recycling, which suspends progressivity in only t@epects.

To sum up, | assume a preference hierammpng repair operations. Relying on
Sacks’s (1995b) principle of ordering reconstrudbgdBilmes (1988: 163), | claim that if
X, Y, and Z are repair operations, and X overrittess preference for progressivity from
one, Y from two, and Z in three respects, then leprsawill not interrupt the progressivity
of the ongoing turn unless they have reason toodanswhich case, they will employ X
unless they have reason not to, in which case,whiégmploy Y unless they have reason
not to, in which case, they will employ Z.
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This hypothesis, which offers a possible explamatior the cross-linguistic
difference assumed between the frequency of rewydnd replacement, influences the
interpretation of the relationship between the @gle of intersubjectivity and the principle
of progressivity in talk-in-interaction. We have ese that the maintenance of
intersubjectivity is built into the procedural orgzation of interaction (Schegloff 1992:
1299) because the maintenance of the ongoing gcisvpossible only if there is a world
which the interactants know and hold in common €gtbif 1992: 1296) (see Section 3.2).
We have also seen that there is a preference famtanm@ng the progressivity of the
ongoing activity in talk-in-interaction (Sacks 19871973]; Stivers—Robinson 2006;
Schegloff 2007, 2013; Kitzinger 2013). In repale fprinciple of progressivity comes into
conflict with the principle of intersubjectivity fcHeritage 2007). In order to restore
intersubjectivity, speakers have to override thefgrence for progressivity when they use
the procedural infrastructure of the repair mecsran{Schegloff 1992). These statements
imply that there is a one-way relationship betwtenprinciple of intersubjectivity and the
principle of progressivity, namely, intersubjectyvhas an impact on progressivity when
the necessity of its restoration makes speakergidgethe preference for progressivity.
The preference hierarchy hypothesis, however, siggen the one hand, that speakers
tend to make an effort not to violate the prefeesfor progressivity, and, on the other, that
before using a repair operation it is possibletf@m to consider the way it suspends the
progressivity of the ongoing turn. That is, althbudifferent repair operations aim to solve
different problems in interaction, the act of chagsamong them is also sensitive to how
they override the preference for progressivity.sTisi possible only if we propose a two-
way relationship between intersubjectivity and pesgivity: the principle of progressivity
also has its impact on that of intersubjectivityuridg turn-design, speakers will tend to
make an effort to violate the preference for pregnaty in the fewest possible respects,
which will influence their maintenance of intersadfjvity. They will also tend to make an
effort to avoid problems which potentially requiepair, and problems which potentially
require repair operations overriding the prefereiocgrogressivity in several respects. In
speakers’ choices of repair operations, then, Wirassthe interaction of the principle of
intersubjectivity manifesting itself in the funati® of repair operations and the principle of
progressivity manifesting itself in the way thegpeand the progressivity of the turn.
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7.4 Testing the preference hierarchy hypothesis

At first sight, counting the occurrences of theticatar repair operations in the corpus
seems to be a reliable empirical test for the Hyggis. Since insertion, like recycling, is
assumed to be more preferred than aborting andaemlent, it is also expected to be more
frequent in the corpus. The corpus used in thergkpbase of the research (see Chapter 4)
contains 790 recycling repairs, 171 replacemenairep 146 aborting repairs, and 139
insertion repairs. This does not meet our prevexectations. However, considering the
hypothesis again, we will realize that it does moply that the insertion—aborting ratio
should be the same as the recycling—replacemeat ifathe corpus simply contained more
repair operations which override the preferencepfogressivity in only two respects, and
fewer repair operations preventing the turn froragpessing in three respects, it would
already support our previous assumption. In orderarry out this examination, however,
we should take into account not only four, butrefair operation types in the corpus. That
is to say, on the one hand, we do not know howater six repair operation types
described by Schegloff (2013) override the prefeeefor progressivity, and, on the other
hand, we do not know how the turn is being suspgndleen speakers employ repair
operations which have not yet been recognized asdribed in the conversation analytic
literature (Schegloff 2013: 68). From this it folls that we have to find another method to
test the hypothesis.

Schegloff (2007: 15) notes that if something inger@s between an element and the
next one due, i.e., qualifies the progressivitytioé¢ talk, it will be examined for its
importance, in other words, will influence the uredanding of the talk. Drew et al. (2013:
92) point out that self-repair affords us accesthéwork of turn-design, i.e., to speakers’
orientations as to how they should construct the tiie best to make it appropriate for its
sequential environment, for the action they intérid do, and for the recipient to whom it
is addressed. Self-repair thus shows us the atteensersions of the turn, the version
which is initially selected and then rejected, dimel subsequent version in favor of which
the previous one is rejected. This means that sel¢inepair changes the turn in some way.
Whereas the initially selected and then rejectedion of the turn constitutes the input, the
subsequent version in favor of which the previone @ rejected can be regarded as the
output of the self-repair. The input of a replacatrepair in this way is the turn-version
which contains the replaced segment but does miaicothe segment substituting for the

old one, while its output is the turn-version whimtntains the new segment but does not
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contain the old one which is substituted. Similanythe case of aborting, the input is the
turn-version which contains the replaced TCU-sokiar does not contain the new TCU
substituting for the old one, while its output e tturn-version which contains the new
TCU but does not contain the old one which is stiistl. The input of insertion repair is
the turn-version without the inserted segment, asdutput is the turn-version which
contains the inserted material as well. Considemanycling, it seems to be obvious that its
input is the turn-version containing only the ficgtcurrence of the repeated segment. In
order to find out how it changes the turn, in othverds, what its output will be, as in the
case of the other repair operations, we have tmmeahow the turn is constructed in a
better way if the speaker employs it. That is tp, $he output of every repair operation is
the turn-version which is more appropriate forsiégjuential environment, for the action it
is designed to perform, and for the recipient toomhit is addressed. We know that
recycling may change the turn at the emergencevefiapping talk to deal with possible
problems caused by simultaneous talk (Schegloff320&. Schegloff 1987), at the
emergence of inattentiveness in order to eliciegaam recipients (Goodwin 1980), or as
a device for delaying the next item due e.g. whHen dpeaker needs time to select the
appropriate next word or choose between altermafivex et al. 2009; Jefferson 1974). In
these cases, the turn-version which is more apjattepior its sequential environment, for
the action it is designed to perform, and for thapient to whom it is addressed is the one
which helps the speaker in accomplishing the aisted above. That is to say, the output
of recycling repair is the turn-version which 1)able to treat problems caused by the
possibly compromised hearing of the talk (cf. Sébkd009: 386), and/or 2) is able to
elicit gaze from recipients, and/or 3) is able taing extra time for the speaker.
Consequently, the output of recycling repair is then-version which contains each
subsequent occurrence of the repeated segment.

Hence | argue that each self-repair phenomenongesathe turn in some way to
make it more appropriate for its sequential enviment, and/or the action it is designed to
perform, and/or the recipient to whom it is addeelssLet us see what happens if the
speaker employs more than one self-repair in thees@rn when carrying out the same
action. In Extract (61), the self-repairs employstile carrying out the same action
address the same problem. This phenomenon is catieliple self-repair in the
conversation analytic literature (Schegloff 19798 In the extract, Agi tells Zsuzsi and
Marcsi that once she met and talked to the starldfingarian reality show in a pub. This

man belongs to the gypsy ethnic minority, whiclalisays recognizable in his manner of
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speaking in the show. In the pub, where there wwereameras, he gave himself away: he

revealed that the events of his reality show aeampanged.

(61) (SZTEPSZI2: 803)
01 A: és akkor elkezdett veluink beszélgetni, és akkor

02

03

04

05

06

and then startediDEF.35G weCcom talk.INF and then

‘and then he started talking to us, and then

elmondta hogy °jaj nehogy azt higgyétek
told.DEE.3sG that oh no thatcc believeDEF.IMP.2PL

he told us that °oh, you shouldn’t believe it &t al

ma. meg van tervezve az egész. fel fogok
atall pPvB iSINDEF prearranged the  wholeve  will.INDEF.1SG

the whole show is prearranged. | will have a

borulni februarban autdval izé.c de hogy ilyen
over turniNF  FebruaryNE cariNs and so on but that like

car accident in February, and so dout like

egész normtehat hogy 0 ) nem: hm: nem: hasz-
quite norm- thatis that uh not u:mm not use-

quite norm- that is, uh (.) he didn’t u:mm didn’t use-

nem volt akcentusa:
not WAaSINDEF.3SG accenPoSss3sSG.NOM

didn’'t have an accent

and then he started talking to us, and therolteus that °oh, you shouldn’t believe
it at all. the whole show is prearranged. | wilvbaa car accident in February, and
so on.°but like quite norm- that is, uh (.) he didn’'t u:mm didn’t use- didn’t

have an accent
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When Agi tells the others about the deception ki:tie reality show, she lowers her voice
(her quieter talk is between degree signs in 1B#2904), which suggests that she is giving
them some secret, inside information. In line @& Breaks offde hogy ilyen egész norm-
‘but like quite norm-’). After the cut-off, she sta anew with the explainéehat‘that is’,
which supports the analysis of this phenomenorbasgiag repair: Agi starts another TCU
but does the same actiolfat hogy 6 (.) nem: hm: nem: hasz- nem volt dksan‘that

is, uh (.) he didn’t u:mm didn’t use- didn’t have accent’). The new TCU, which contains
several hesitancy markers and a recyclmgn{: hm: nem:didn’t u:mm didn't’), is closed
by a replacement: Agi breaks off again, and regldbe segmentem: hasz:didn’t use-*
with the segmentem volt akcentusaidn’t have an accent’. Why does Agi employ this
multiple self-repair when designing this TCU? Ider to find a potential answer to this
question, we should examine the action the TCU émgints. Agi tells the others that the
famous man in the pub did not speak in the way $wally does in the show; in other
words, his manner of speaking (e.g., his pronuimciadid not show that he was a gypsy.
As she has to distinguish between the gypsies’ eraohspeaking and the non-gypsies’
manner of speaking, Agi may disprefer and triesatmid discriminative, offensive
language, which makes her employ multiple selfdrepée first turn-version she selects
SO as to refer to the man’s manner of speakingiioff at the beginning of line 05. It is
very likely that the cut-off is in the wondormalis (‘normal’).** As this adjective is quite
offensive, Agi may not want to take responsibifity it, and tries to find another solution,
which will be the output of an aborting repair. §time she selects a negative construction
(tehat hogy 0 (.) nemnithat is, uh (.) he didn't’), then repeats the atdge flem: m: nem:
‘didn’t u:mm didn’t’). The output of the abortingpair thus will be the input of another
repair operation, namely, a recycling repair. Adoog to the argumentation presented
above, the output of recycling contains each sulmsgoccurrence of the repeated
segment, which means that the output of the reoyaimployed by Agi isehat hogy 6 (.)
nem: m: nem: haszthat is, uh (.) he didn’t uumm didn’t use-’. Wercaee that even this
turn-version is cut off: Agi replacesem: hasz-didn’t use-" with nem volt akcentusa:
‘didn’t have an accent’. Hence the output of theyating is the input of a replacement,
which is the last repair operation in Agi’'s mulépself-repairits output is the final turn-
version {ehat hogy 6 (.) nem: hm: nem vakcentusa:that is, uh (.) he didn’'t u:mm

“ The only other Hungarian words starting witbrm- and not being the derivations nérma‘norm’ are
normann‘Norman’ andNormandia‘Normandy’. Neither of these fit into the sequehgavironment of the
extract.
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didn’t have an accent’). This extract indicatest thborting, recycling, and replacement
may fulfil one and the same task in one and theesarm and thus one and the same
action: all repair operations used by Agi are toidwffensive language when she refers to
the man’s manner of speaking in the pub.

As each repair operation employed in a multipld-gdair changes the turn in
some way to bring it closer to the most approprtata-design, we can assume that the
repair operations following one another in a misdtipelf-repair are not independent of one
another because the different turn-versions thexgee will be interconnected: the output
of the first repair operation will be the input thie second one, the output of the second
one will be the input of the third one, the outpfithe third one will be the input of the
fourth one, and so on until the speaker designfiiagturn-version.

If every self-repair changes the turn in some veamake it more appropriate for its
sequential environment, for the action it is des@yo perform, and for the recipient to
whom it is addressed, it does not matter whetherobrthey address the same trouble. If
more than one self-repair is employed while cagyout the same action, the repair
operations following one another will not be indegent of one another; the different turn-
versions they generate will be interconnected & same way as in the case of multiple
self-repairs explicated above. Extract (13) in B&cB.1 has represented how turns are
fashioned out of turn-constructional units and hbese turn-constructional units embody
actions. Now let us consider the analysis of a liees from the same extract (as Extract
(62)) from another point of view. Extract (62) deys different repair operations which
are employed while carrying out the same action,vihich address different problems.
Cili and Anna talk about Christmas. Anna is raisthg question of when a couple who
have been going out with each other for some tilmeulsl decide to spend Christmas

together.

(62) (beaO03n001)
01 C: bgvl a csalad még jobban.
bigger becomesIiDEF the  familyNoM even more

‘the family becomes even bigger.

(0.3)
02 A: hat igen. de ez is olyan nehéz hogy igazabol
well yes but thisiom also so difficult that actually

well yes. but actually it is also so difficult (tzcide)
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03

04

05

06

amikor mar valaki: hosszabb ideje egyutt
when already somebodym longer timeaBL together

when somebody: has been going out with somebady lienger time

van valakivel hogy hogy mikor jon az
ISINDEF somebodyom that that when comesDEF that

that that when the time

a el az a pont amikor mar egyutt
the pPve that the timenoM when already together

comes that they

is kardcsonyoznak
also  Christmas spemdbEF.3PL

also spend Christmas together’

the family becomes even bigger.
(0.3)

well yes. but actually it is also so difficulto( decide) when somebody: has been
going out with somebody for a longer tirtteat that when the time comes that they

also spend Christmas together

The first action in the extract istalling in line 01 by Cili (cf. Schegloff 2007: 7). The

second action is Anna’s response in line 02, winehstitutes the first TCU of her turn.

The second unit in Anna’s turn implements a probtarsing (as we have seen in Extract
(13) in Section 3.1). She is wondering when theetioomes for a couple to spend
Christmas together. The TCU implementing this actgextended twice and contains two

self-repairs which orient towards different probgerkirst, in line 04, Anna recycles the

conjunctionhogy ‘that’. This is a function word occurring at thedoening of clauses in

Hungarian (cf. Lerch 2007: 127). As the recyclirfgconjunctions and relative pronouns
may indicate a clause search process in Hungase $ection 6.3), it is well-motivated to

analyze this phenomenon as the repair operatioaaytling (see Section 5.2). While the
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input of this recycling isle ez is olyan nehéz hogy igazabdl amikor mér vatalsszabb
ideje egyutt van valakivel hoghut actually it is also so difficult (to decide)hen
somebody: has been going out with somebody fongdotime that’, its output ide ez is
olyan nehéz hogy igazabdl amikor mar valaki: holsbziaeje egyutt van valakivel hogy
hogy ‘but actually it is also so difficult (to decide)hen somebody: has been going out
with somebody for a longer time that that’. Thepaitof the recycling will be the input of
another repair operation, namely, an insertioniréapaAnna’s turn. With the conjunction
hogy‘that’ she starts a subordinate clausegy mikor jon az ghogy ‘that’ mikor ‘when’

jon ‘comes’ az ‘that (demonstrative determinera ‘the’). After the demonstrative
determineraz ‘that’ and the definite articla ‘the’ which introduce a noun phrase in
Hungarian, she interrupts the progressivity oftima and inserts the verbal pregkinto

it. The verbal prefix, which is usually written ttper with the verb as a prefix+verb unit,
is a subtype of verb modifiers in Hungarian (E.2002: 57). The difference betwgén
‘come’ and eljon ‘come’ is thateljon ‘come’ carries an additional meaning: its agent is
expected to come. In the present case, it emplsasiaethe time when a couple decides to
spend Christmas together does not come unexpechedlys an ordinary event in a
developing relationship. Since interrogative phsasave an inherent [+focus] feature (E.
Kiss 2002: 90), and the focus and the verb areiredjuo be adjacent in the Hungarian
sentence (E. Kiss 2002: 84), in the clause Annsstdne prefixel should come after the
verb which it modifies rfikor jon el az a pontwhen the time (which is to be expected)
comes’). However, since Anna has already pronouniceddemonstrative determinar
‘that” and the definite articla ‘the’ introducing the noun phrasez a pontthe time’, she
has to go back and insert the prefix afterwdrdShe output of this insertion repair is
thereforede ez is olyan nehéz hogy igazabdl amikor mar vahasszabb ideje egyltt van
valakivel hogy hogy mikor jon el azlaut actually it is also so difficult (to decide)hen
somebody: has been going out with somebody fongdotime that that when the (time)
comes’.

The analysis of Extract (62) also makes it plaestbht if more than one self-repair
is employed while carrying out the same action, tepair operations following one
another will not be independent of one another:difierent turn-versions they generate
will be interconnected. If the output of the firspair operation is the input of the second

* This case suggests that the possibilities for Ingahe initiation of insertion repair in the TClémkend on
the morpho-syntactic structure of the language lirach The exploration of this interesting issueuiees
further studies.
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one, that is, the second repair operation chartgesurn which has been changed by the
first one, and so on till the end of the actiorerthf more than one repair operation is
employed while carrying out the same action, edwice of repair operation will have an
effect on the next choice. In speakers’ choicesephir operations | have assumed the
interaction of the principle of intersubjectivityamifesting itself in the functions of repair
operations and the principle of progressivity mestihg itself in the way they suspend the
progressivity of the turn, i.e., a two-way relasbip between intersubjectivity and
progressivity. | have assumed that when desigrhieg turns, speakers will tend to make
an effort to violate the preference for progresgiun the fewest possible respects, which
will influence their maintenance of intersubjediwiThey will also tend to make an effort
to avoid problems which potentially require repamd problems which potentially require
repair operations overriding the preference forgpeesivity in several respects. In the
speakers’ choices of repair operations, then, bthgsize the following tendencies in the
order of repair operations employed while carryaog the same action:

[1] [a] They tend to violate the preference for gnessivity in at least as many respects as
the immediately previous repair operation in thioac

[1] [b] They tend to violate the preference for gmessivity in at most as many respects as
the immediately next repair operation in the acffon

[2] [a] If [1] is satisfied, of two repair operatie violating the preference for progressivity
in different number of respects, the next one ater repair operations tends to be
the one which violates the preference for progvysn fewer respects.

[2] [b] If [1] is satisfied, of two repair operatis violating the preference for progressivity
in different number of respects, the previous ogfte any repair operations tends

to be the one which violates the preference fogmssivity in more respects.

As we can see, it is assumed that speakers teseldct first the repair operations violating
the preference for progressivity in fewer respetsTable 17 has shown, while recycling
and insertion violate the preference for progragsiv the respects of redundancy and
retrospectivity (two respects), replacement and rtalgp contain redundantand

inappropriate element(s) besides the retrospedtep in their technologies, therefore

override the preference for progressivity in thepexts of redundancy, retrospectivity, and

“511] [b] is the inverse restatement of [1] [a] witie purpose of making it easier to test.
“7[2] [b] is the inverse restatement of [2] [a] witie purpose of making it easier to test.
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inappropriateness (in three respects). [1] meaausithactions where more than one repair
operation is employed, a repair operation is mikely to be followed by an operation
which violates the preference for progressivitythe same or higher number of respects,
than by an operation which violates the prefereatdesue in fewer respects. For example,
[1] means that a recycling/insertion is more likedybe followed by a recycling/insertion
or a replacement/aborting than an operation whiglates the preference for progressivity
in only one respeét [2] means that if [1] is satisfied, a repair oftienais more likely to
be followed by a repair operation which violates freference for progressivity in the
same number of respects, than by a repair operatinich violates the preference at issue
in more respects. For example, a recycling/insert® more likely to be followed by
another recycling/insertion than by a replaceméotting.

On the basis of this argumentation, the hypothesishe preference hierarchy of
repair operations becomes testable taking intoideregion only the four repair operation
types under investigation. We have to examine afles in the corpus which meet the
following criteria: 1) more than one repair opevatis employed while carrying out the
same action, and 2) these repair operations ayelneg(s), replacement(s), insertion(s), or
aborting(s), or any combination of these, and 8ydhare no other repair operation types
employed while carrying out the action.

In order to test [1] and [2], we should consider tiiders of repair operations in the
actions which satisfy 1), 2), and 3). | will do ghlby considering the repair operations
following one another in twos, that is, for exampfewe find an insertion> aborting—
replacement order in an action, | will take intc@mt the following pairs: insertien
aborting, aborting> replacement.

Now we have two repair operation categories, namelg one involving the
operations which violate the preference for progjkéty in two respects (redundancy,
retrospectivity) and the one involving the openasiavhich violate the preference at issue
in three respects (redundancy, retrospectivityppnapriateness). While recycling and
insertion belong to the first category (C1), replaent and aborting belong to the second
(C2). For these two categories, [1] means thattmas satisfying 1), 2), and 3), a repair
operation violating the preference for progresgiuit three respects is more likely to be
followed by a repair operation which also violaties preference at issue in three respects,

“8 Although | have not examined repair operations fiis, in Section 7.2.1 | have referred to a pdesib
analysis of the fillers such a@s as repair operations violating the preference fagpessivity in only one
respect, namely, the respectretiundancy(see Extract (58)). This classification, howevequires further
studies.
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than by an operation which violates it only in tvaspects. That is, a replacement or an
aborting (C2) is more likely to be followed by ahet replacement or aborting (C2) than
by a recycling or an insertion (C1). Similarly four two categories, [2] means that if [1] is
satisfied, a repair operation violating the prefieee for progressivity in two respects is
more likely to be followed by a repair operationigfhalso violates the preference at issue
in two respects, than by an operation which vialdtén three respects. That is, a recycling
or an insertion (C1) is more likely to be followegt another recycling or insertion (C1)
than by a replacement or an aborting (C2).

Table 18 shows the pairs of repair operations itledtin the corpus following the
criteria established above. Since both recyclindg ersertion violate the preference for
progressivity in two respects, and both replaceraadtaborting do so in three, | treat the
four repair operations as two categories: recytlingertion: C1; replacement/ aborting:
c2.

Table 18
Repair operation pairs in the actioseisfying criteria 1), 2), and 3)

1. recycling/ insertion— recycling/ insertion CH C1 262
2. recycling/ insertion— replacement/ aborting c1C2 73
3. replacement/ aborting> replacement/ aborting c2C2 35
4. replacement/ aborting> recycling/ insertion C2C1 46

Total 416

To be sure that these values do not come fromdlagive frequencies of the four repair
operations in the corpus, we have to consider ¢lalts in relation to the whole corpus.
However, even without taking into account the ocences of the two categories in the
whole corpus as well, we can already get usablanmition when we compaf@l— C2
(recycling/ insertion— replacement/ aborting) (line 2 in Table 18) and—<Z1
(replacement/ aborting> recycling/ insertion) (line 4 in Table 18). It calready be seen
that while there are 73 recycling/ insertienreplacement/ aborting pairs in the actions
satisfying 1), 2), and 3), the number of replacethaborting— recycling/ insertion pairs
in these actions is only 46. This means that in@e probable that a repair operation
overriding the preference for progressivity in tvespects is followed by a repair operation

overriding the preference for progressivity in thréhan vice versa. Since ©1C2 satifies
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the tendency assumed in hypothesis [1] but0C21 does not, this observation suggests
that hypothesis [1] may be plausible. In orderdquare more reliable data, we should take
into consideration the occurrences of the two aaieg (C1 and C2) in the whole corpus

as well.

To consider the results in relation to the wholgas, | compare two fractions. The
numerator and denominator of the first fractiomdca minimal pair with each other, and
show the repair operation pairs belonging to thevemt categories in the actions which
satisfy 1), 2), and 3) (e.g., (A) in Figure 1). Tkecond fraction contains all the
occurrences of the repair operations under invastigy belonging to the relevant
categories in the corpus (not only in the actiatssging 1), 2), and 3) (e.g., (B) in Figure
1).

Figure 1
A method for testing the preference hierarchy hiypsis

(A) Cil-C1 B) cC1

Cl-C2 C2

If we want to know which category (Cl (recyclingisertion) or C2 (replacement/
aborting)) follows more frequently after a certaategory (e.g., C1 (recycling/ insertion))
in the actions satisfying 1), 2), and 3), we haveansider the ratio represented by the
fraction in (A). While the numerator of this framti contains the number of the repair
operation pairs both members of which belong tofitis¢ category (C1), its denominator
shows the number of the repair operation pairdfiteemember of which belongs to C1,
and the second member of which belongs to C2.elfvildue of (A) is greater than 1 (the
degree of the numerator is greater than the degr® denominator), then this means that
in the actions satisfying 1), 2), and 3), a repgoeration belonging to C1 (recycling or
insertion) is more frequently followed by anothapair operation belonging to C1
(recycling or insertion) than one which belongsG® (replacement or aborting). If the
value of (A) is smaller than 1 (the degree of thenarator is smaller than the degree of the
denominator), then this means that in the actiatisfging 1), 2), and 3), a repair operation
belonging to C1 (recycling or insertion) is moreduently followed by an operation
belonging to C2 (replacement or aborting) than whéch belongs to C1 (recycling or
insertion). In order to consider the value of (A)relation to the whole corpus, we should
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compare the ratio in (A) with the ratio in (B). Whas the numerator of (B) contains all
the occurrences of the repair operations understigegion belonging to C1 in the corpus
(not only in the actions satisfying the criteria 2), and 3)), the denominator of (B)

contains all the occurrences of the relevant repagrations belonging to C2 in the corpus
(not only in the actions satisfying the criterig 2), and 3)). If the value of (B) is greater
than 1, then the corpus contains more instancdseatkepair operations under investigation

belonging to C1 than ones belonging to C2. If, dgample, C1:-C1 > C1—C2 (rec./ins.

— rec./ins.> rec./ins.— repl./ab. (i.e. the value of (A) is greater thgnand (A)> (B),

then we can say that in the actions satifying L)a8d 3), a repair operation belonging to
C1 (recycling or insertion) is more frequently émled by another repair operation
belonging to C1 (recycling or insertion) than onkich belongs to C2 (replacement or
aborting), and this does not come from the frequeri¢heir occurrences in the corpus.

Table 19 includes all the possible minimal pairstitey [1] and [2] in the way

described above (left side), and the fractionsrgttg to them which contain the relevant
repair operations belonging to C1 and C2 in theu®r(right side). Table 20 shows the

values belonging to Table 19.

Table 19
The patterns testing the preference hierarchy tgsig
[1][a] | C1=>C1 C1
C2-C1 Cc2

[1][b] | C2=C1 C1
C2—C2 c2

[2][a] | C1>C1 C1
C1-C2 c2

[2][b] | C1>C2 C1
C2-C2 c2

Table 20
The values belonging to Table 19

[1][a] | rec./ ins.C1)— rec./ ins.C1) 262| 5.69] rec./ ins.C1) 929 | 2.93
repl./ ab.C2)— rec./ ins.C1) 46 repl./ ab.C2) 317

[1][b] | repl./ab.C2)—rec./ ins.C1) 46| 1.31}rec./ins.C1) 929 | 2.93
repl./ab.C2)—repl./ ab.C2) 35 repl./ ab.C2) 317

[2][a] | rec./ ins.C1)— rec./ ins.C1) 262| 3.58]rec./ins.C1) 929 | 2.93
rec./ ins.C1)— repl./ ab.C2) 73 repl./ ab.C2) 317
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[2][b] | rec./ins.C1)—repl./ ab.C2) 73| 2.09f rec./ins.C1) 929 | 2.93
repl./ab.C2)—repl./ ab.C2) 35 repl./ ab.C2) 317

To make the figures on the left and the right sidmparable, the ratios have been turned
into decimals. On the left side of [1] [a], we cse® that a recycling or an insertion is much
more frequently preceded by another recycling seiition than by a replacement or an
aborting: there are 5.69 times more recycling/ rinee@— recycling/ insertion pairs than
replacement/ abortirg recycling/ insertion pairs in the actions satisyil), 2), and 3).
We can find only 2.93 times more recycling/ ins@rtrepairs than replacement/ aborting
repairs in the corpus, that is, the occurrencabefelevant repair operations in the corpus
do not warrant such a great difference betweenrd#uogcling/ insertior> recycling/
insertion pairs and the replacement/ abortngecycling/ insertion pairs in the actions at
issue. Therefore, a recycling or an insertion isranitkely to be preceded by another
recycling or insertion than by a replacement oahbarting, and this does not follow from
their frequencies in the corpus. According to [b], [however, the pattern previously
supposed to be less probable (replacement/ abestingcycling/ insertion) is more
frequent than the pattern assumed to be more pi®babplacement/ aborting-
replacement/ aborting). A replacement or an abgrignmore likely to be followed by a
recycling or an insertion than by another replacgnw aborting. Nevertheless, if we
compare this result with the numbers of the relevapair operations in the corpus, we
will realize that the difference between the ocences of recycling/ insertion and
replacement/ aborting in the corpus would warrantugh greater difference between the
numerator and denominator of [1] [b]. Whereas thare 2.93 times more recycling/
insertion repairs than replacement/ aborting repairthe corpus, we can find only 1.31
times as many replacement/ abortimgrecycling/ insertion pairs than replacement/
aborting— replacement/ aborting pairs in the actions satigfyl), 2), and 3).
Consequently, the values in [1] [b] are not agaihsethypothesis, in other words, they do
not make it implausible. As seen in [2][a], there .58 times more recycling/ insertion
recycling/ insertion pairs than recycling/ insemtio replacement/ aborting pairs in the
relevant actions. Comparing this result with theustences of the repair operations under
investigation in the corpus, we realize that thepue does not warrant the difference
between the recycling/ insertienrecycling/ insertion pairs and the recycling/ nis&—
replacement/ aborting pairs in the actions at isuecycling or an insertion is thus more

likely to be followed by another recycling or insen than by a replacement or an
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aborting, and this does not follow from their fregaies in the corpus. As in the case of
testing [1] [b], in [2] [b], the pattern supposexilie less probable (recycling/ insertion
replacement/ aborting) is more frequent than thitepa assumed to be more probable
(replacement/ aborting> replacement/ aborting). A replacement or an abgris thus
more likely to be preceded by a recycling or areitisn than by another replacement or
aborting. However, if we compare this result witte thumbers of the relevant repair
operations in the corpus again, we will also realthat the difference between the
occurrences of recycling/ insertion and replacemambrting in the corpus would warrant
a greater difference between the numerator andndieator of [2] [b]. While there are
2.93 times more recycling/ insertion repairs thaplacement/ aborting repairs in the
corpus, we can find only 2.09 times more recyclimgertion—~ replacement/ aborting
pairs than replacement/ abortiagreplacement/ aborting pairs in the actions satigfy),

2), and 3). Consequently, like in the case of bl) fve can say that the values in [2] [b] do
not make the preference hierarchy hypothesis direperations implausible.

7.5 Sub-conclusion — Hypothesis on the preferencéeharchy of repair operations

My argumentation in Chapter 6, which led to thetisgtup of a preference hierarchy
among recycling initiated after recognizable cortipte restarting, and replacement, has
taken us closer to finding a potential explanafienthe research question of the thesis,
namely, why there is a cross-linguistic differebetween the frequencies of recycling and
replacement. The starting point of Chapter 7 hanlibe finding that speakers tend to
avoid replacement because they tend to avoid phoglucappropriate segments, and
therefore, producing inappropriate segments is pesferred than employing the repair
operation of recycling.

In order to find an answer to the question whysitless preferred to produce
inappropriate segments than to employ recycling;hapter 7 | have added insertion and
aborting to the repair operations under investigatand examined the four operations in a
larger corpus (see Chapter 4). The focus of thiglogation has been on the ways
recycling, replacement, insertion, and abortingpsud the progressivity of the ongoing
action and thus violate the preference for progvegsIn other words, in order to move
forwards in my argumentation, | have found it neeeg to use new data sources and new
methodological norms. For this reason, | have ald@drthe p-context of the research, and

started a new argumentation cycle, during whictavehexamined the repair operations
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from a different perspective (Kertész—Rakosi 20124-153, 2014: 32-34; this thesis:
Section 2.3.1). Since the conceptual apparatuo¥arsation analysis has proved to be
insufficient by itself to describe the ways the rfaapair operations halt progressivity, |
have introduced retrospectivity, redundancy, amgmopriateness as the respects in which
the four repair operations violate the preferemme pgrogressivity. On the basis of this
examination, | have proposed a model which canrtescepair operations relative to each
other. | have argued that the fewer respects tu&rén which a repair operation overrides
the preference for progressivity, the more preteiravill be in the repair mechanism.

The preference hierarchy hypothesis has made iessacy to reconsider the
relationship between intersubjectivity and progregs In Section 7.3, claiming that the
principle of maintaining progressivity also hasiampact on the principle of maintaining
intersubjectivity (and not only vice versa), | hgweposed a two-way relationship between
intersubjectivity and progressivity. | have supmbgbat when they design their turns,
speakers tend to make an effort to violate theepeeice for progressivity in the fewest
possible respects, and this influences their maantee of intersubjectivity. They also tend
to make an effort to avoid problems which potehtia¢quire repair, and problems which
potentially require repair operations overriding threference for progressivity in several
respects.

On the basis of data from previous research (Soffeg979, 1987, 2007, 2009,
2013; Drew et al. 2013; Goodwin 1980; Fox et alD20Jefferson 1974), the qualitative
analysis of extracts from the Hungarian corpusifduwhich | have also used statements
from previous research), and my intuition, | haypdthesized that in a case where more
than one self-repair is employed while carrying thé same action, the repair operations
following one another will not be independent oeanother, but the preference hierarchy
assumed among them influences their order. Duhirggargumentation cycle, then, | have
developed the original hypothesis on the preferdmeearchy of repair operations into
another, already testable hypothesis. | have wodkedhe testing method, then applied it
to the Hungarian corpus. The quantitative analgsihe possible orders of the four repair

operations within the actions has supported thethgsis.

8 Conclusion — The results of the research and futa directions

In this thesis | have attempted to find a poterdigllanation for the difference between the

frequency of recycling and replacement, which se&mbe cross-linguistic (Fox et al.
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2009; Fox et al. 2010). The general aims of thsithikeave been as follows: 1) to examine

recycling and replacement repairs relative to eatbler in Hungarian conversations, and

make a comparison with the languages so far irgegsi in this respect, and t®)propose

a model able to describe repair operations relativeeach other. | have reached my

proposed explanation for the difference between fitegjuencies of recycling and

replacement by setting up a preference hierarchgiemdescribing recycling, insertion,

replacement, and aborting relative to each othleave worked out this model by applying
Kertész and Rakosi’s p-model of plausible argumentgKertész—Rakosi 2012, 2014). |

have built the metatheoretical issues into my dijeeoretical discussion, which has made

my object theoretical results more reliable for fibléowing reasons:

1.

| have relied on a wide spectrum of data (statem@miginating from direct
sources) as well as statements obtained as thdéusarts of plausible inferences
(statements originating from indirect sources).Sehdirect and indirect sources can
be divided into two main groups. The first groupates to previous studies, and
involves their qualitative, quantitative, and stttial analyses based on the corpora
of their languages examined, as well as the intmenthey made and the
conclusions they drew on the basis of their ingasibns. | have also obtained data
from previous studies by finding connections betwseme pieces of their data
which they left uncovered. The second group of sesii have used is comprised
of my own qualitative, quantitative, and statistieamalyses carried out on the
Hungarian corpus, and the inferences | have madetla® conclusions | have
drawn on the basis of these analyses. | have used types of statistical analyses
the results of which have reinforced each otheralfy, | have used my intuition as
well. These sources have been consciously intejmatie course of the research.
This metatheoretical approach has also made mylgmobolving more effective.
When | have faced p-inconsistency (informationakroetermination), | have
retrospectively re-evaluated the p-context (ilee, previously accepted hypotheses,
data, data sources, and methodological norms) fidfarent perspectives, and
treated the p-problems with the help of the probsaiving strategies offered by
the p-model. Setting up the preference hierarctpothesis of repair operations in
this way has not been linear, but cyclic and prigtnayclic, because the p-context
has been retrospectively re-evaluated again anikh,agad prismatic, because this

re-evaluation has been carried out from differespectives. From this it follows

137



that my argumentation has left open the possibditymore alternative solutions
and further argumentation cycles.

My object theoretical findings which | have obtadnia the way described above are the

following:

1. I have found it plausible that repair operatiors iarthe domain of same-turn self-
repair.

2. | have defined repair operatioas practices whereby a co-interactant interrupts
her/his ongoing turn-at-talk to attend to possitoteible in speaking, hearing, or
understanding the talk or merely to alter the tunn some interactionally
consequential way without any problems fixed in it.

3. | have argued for the repair operation status ofaieng when it is employed solely
to delay the next item due so that the speakerat@md to possible trouble in
speaking, hearing, or understanding the talk @r afte turn in some interactionally
consequential way without any problems fixed i(Fibx et al. 2009: 75).

4. | have proposed that if the practices suchuagm), y’know,and silence are
employed solely to delay the next item due so that speaker can attend to
possible trouble in speaking, hearing, or undedstenthe talk or alter the turn in
some interactionally consequential way without prngblems fixed in it, then they
should be regarded as repair operations.

5. | have found that the speakers of the Hungariapusotend to recycle back to
monosyllabic function words, and in the recyclirgairs of the corpus syntactic
class plays a more important role than word length.

6. My results concerning function word recycling infjiarian support the prediction
of Fox et al. (2010: 2504), who suggest that laggsawith function words
preceding their respective content words will steopreference for recycling back
to function words rather than content words.

7. |1 have found that the speakers of the Hungariapusotend to employ replacement
repair in multisyllabic content words, and in tleplacement repairs of the corpus
word length plays a more important role than syitadass. This may be due to
the rich system of inflectional and derivationalnutmwlogy of the language.

8. With respect to site of initiation, Hungarian fitee patterns suggested as universal

by Fox et al. (2009): while recycling tends to betiated after recognizable
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completion, replacement is generally initiated befthe word is recognizably
complete. As speakers initiate repair mainly in psyflabic words, they tend
towards initiation after recognizable completiont they show no preference for
site of initiation in bisyllabic words, where rediag repairs contribute to early
repair initiations in the Hungarian corpus.

9. | have assumed that in the languages where spetdmisto use function word
recycling to delay the next content word due arglacement repair to replace
content words, the function of recycling repair ahe function of replacement
repair may not be independent of each other. Regych these languages may
serve as a device for avoiding the repair operaifaeplacement. The study of Fox
et al. (2010) and my result regarding Hungarianehswpported this assumption.
Fox et al. (2010) have found that the speakers@f three languages tend to use
function word recycling to delay the next contertrdvdue and replacement repair
to replace content words. Since in the replacemegdirs of the Hungarian corpus
word length plays a more important role than syitagtass, my finding that most
of the function word recyclings in the Hungarianrmes happen before
multisyllabic words, has also made the hypothelsiagible.

10.According to my assumption, both restarting re@aid recycling repair initiated
after recognizable completion may be employed tevemt the speaker from
producing inappropriate segments, and thus bothesh may be employed to help
the speaker in avoiding replacement. The only diffee is that while recycling
initiated after recognizable completion is usedobefthe problematic word,
restarting is initiated when the problematic words halready begun. This is
supported by the finding that restarting and regiaent tend to affect the same
word length and syntactic class categories indhguages examined so far.

11.1 have assumed a preference hierarchy among ragyiciitiated after recognizable
completion, restarting, and replacement: if speakannot use recycling initiated
after recognizable completion where they need ekitree, they will tend to
substitute it with a restarting repair just to a/aoeplacement. This hypothesis
offers a possible explanation not only for the pgagsuniversal preference for
recycling over replacement, but for the possiblyersally constant recycling —
replacement ratio as welDn the basis of the results of Fox et al. (2009 €&t al.
(2010), and the examination of Hungarian, | assthmethe ratio of early and late

initiations in recycling repairs depends on thedgporders of function and content
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words in the languages, i.e., the exploitabilitytted delaying function of function

word recycling. This is in accordance with the poeg studies which have

described how the methods of repair are shapedhéylimguistic resources of

languages, and argued in this way for the relatignbetween grammar and repair
(see, e.g., Fox et al. 1996; Rieger 2003; Lerch726@x et al. 2009; Fox et al.

2010).

12.1 have introduced retrospectivity, redundancy, exagppropriateness as the respects
in which the repair operations of recycling, replaent, insertion, and aborting
may violate the preference for progressivity, arfthve proposed a model which
can describe repair operations relative to eachrothhave argued that the fewer
respects in which a repair operation overridesptfederence for progressivity, the
more preferred it will be in the repair mechanism.

13.Since the preference hierarchy hypothesis of repparations offers a possible
explanation for the cross-linguistic difference ased between the frequency of
recycling and replacement, it proposes a candidassver for the main research
question of the thesis. It also influences the rprigation of the relationship
between the principle of intersubjectivity and frenciple of progressivity in talk-
in-interaction. Saying that the principle of maintag progressivity also has an
impact on the principle of maintaining intersubjety (not only vice versa), it
supposes a two-way relationship between interstibjigcand progressivity.

14.1 have elaborated a testing method for the hyp@hedich was based on the sub-
hypothesis that in a case in which more than offeresgair is employed while
carrying out the same action, the repair operatfollswing one another will not
be independent of one another. The analysis ofHimegarian corpus with this
method has made the hypothesis on the preferemcartiy of repair operations
plausible.

Summarizing the object theoretical results of tesis, we can conclude that the
speakers’ possible choices of repair operatiorsting to self-repair depend on at least
three factorsthe function of repair operations, the number ofpects in which they
override the preference for progressivitgnd the morpho-syntactic structure of the
language usedby the speaker. This is in accordance with theipus studies illuminating

the strong relationship between grammar and répag, e.g., Schegloff 1979; Fox et al.
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1996; Rieger 2003; Lerch 2007; Fox et al. 2009; €bal. 2010), and further supports the
research highlighting the interaction between gramamd pragmatics.

The features of redundancy, retrospectivity, armgbpmopriateness do not belong to
the four repair operations per se but to the ptgpmErhalting the progressivity of the turn.
Therefore, in order to test the hypothesis in adiway, i.e., to see the frequencies of the
different categories in the corpus, and to see hdrethere are more categories (more
respects in which the preference for progressisétly be violated), we should examine the
other six repair operations as well (deleting, cleiaig, parenthesizing, sequence-jumping,
reformatting, and reordering) (see Schegloff 20113)is could be the next step of the
study. Moreover, in order to see even more clearé/sould take into consideration all the
phenomena halting the progressivity of the turn.tHis way, it would be possible to
recognize new repair operations which have not luEstribed in the literature yet (cf.
Schegloff 2013: 68), and also phenomena where ribgr@ssivity of the turn is suspended
without repair occurring. Furthermore, since thpare operations of deleting, searching,
parenthesizing, sequence-jumping, reformatting, r@eddering has not been investigated
in Hungarian so far, the analysis should be expddehe interactional import of the six
repair operations, the techniqgues employed accsiiply them, as well as the potential
relationship between the structure of the languagktheir usage.
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Appendix

Transcription conventions (Jefferson 2004)

Falling terminal contour
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, Continuing contour (incomplete)

? Strongly rising terminal contour

- Abrupt halt

[1] Overlapping speech

=  Latching (contiguous stretches of talk)

(0.7) Pause measured in tenths of a second

() Pause timed less than 0.2 seconds

____ Stress on the word/syllable/sound
Lengthening of previous sound

CAPS Increase in volume

°° Decrease in volume

11 Significant rise or fall in intonation

> < Faster than surrounding talk

<> Slower than surrounding talk

.hhh Audible inhalation

() Unintelligible speech

(()) Comments, e.g., quality of speech

Glossary
1 first person
2 second person

3 third person
ABL ablative
ACC accusative
ADE adessive
ADER affix deriving an adjective
ALL allative
CAUS causative
COM comitative
COND conditional
DAT dative

DEF definite
DEL delative
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ELA elative

GEN genitive

ILL illative

IMP  imperative

INE inessive

INF infinitive

INS instrumental

NDER suffix deriving a noun
NEG negation, negative
NOM nominative

PL plural

POSS possessive

PTCP participle

PVB preverb (verbal prefix)
SG  singular

SUB sublative

SUP superessive

TERM terminative
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