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[Abstract]

Adopting a Vygotskian view of language and cognition, this study raises the
following issues: how is the repair mechanism constructed in pre-service English
teacher interactions; what are the cognitive functions of the repair sequences; and
lastly, is there any correlation between the use of pre-service teachers’ self-repair and
their mock-teaching proficiency. Three sets of fifteen-minute video recorded
mock-teaching data were transcribed and sorted by the types of repair. We found that
the recurrent types of repair in mock-teaching data were other-initiated self-repair
(OSR: teacher-initiated student-repair), self-initiated self-repair with repetition (SSR:
teacher-initiated teacher-repair), and SSR without repetition (teacher-initiated
teacher-repair). More interestingly it seemed that there is a correlation between the
proficiency of mock-teaching and occurrence of SSR. Considering the unique features
of mock-teaching, it was concluded that the utmost crucial function of repair found

in the data was cognitive function, i.e., self-regulation and self-monitoring effects.
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1. Introduction

Drawing upon Vygotsky’s statement that learning is increasingly being recognized as
a fundamentally social process, classroom interaction has been studied in various
ways for decades. Although the studies of L2 classroom interaction have focused on
interactions among professional teachers and students, it is hard to find classroom
interactions describing L2 pre-service teachers’ talk. Pre-service English teachers are
learning to become teachers though they still make mistakes and errors in their
teaching and in their L2 use. Therefore, it is quite meaningful to look at their
mock-teaching—a practice teaching performance—to understand their L2 learning and
teaching processes.

One commonly known way of analyzing classroom interaction is discourse
analysis (DA). In terms of pre-determined structure of discourse analysis, two of the
most common and important features of classroom interaction are called IRF and IRE
sequences comprising three parts: a teacher initiation, a student response, and a
teacher feedback or evaluation. This three-part structure was first put forward by
Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) and is known as the IRF exchange structure. Following
Vygotsky’s (1978) and Schegloff’s (1991) claims that cognition is socially
distributed, Markee (2000) and Seedhouse (2004) take a conversation analysis (CA)
approach in their second language acquisition (SLA) studies. Markee (2000)
demonstrates how CA contributes to SLA research. He analyzes L2 classroom

interaction based on features of turn-taking organization, such as repair, the
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relationship of power difference and the speech exchange system, and collaborative
learning. Seedhouse (2004) focuses on the organization of turn-taking and sequence
in four different types of institutional settings. As in such studies, the CA approach
has been applied in second language acquisition (SLA) studies in emic perspective to
uncover the moment-to-moment actions of talk-in-interaction and provided detailed
analyses of how action sequences are generated in classroom interaction.

Assuming the importance of pre-service teacher’s talk in the classroom and
adopting the emic perspective of CA, my analysis of the repair mechanism of
pre-service English teachers’ talk in classroom interactions raises two main and one

minor research questions underpinning the analysis of repair sequences as follows:

1. How is the repair mechanism constructed in pre-service English teacher discourse?

2. What are the cognitive functions of each type of repair sequence in the frame
work of Vygotskian sociocultural theory?

3. Is there any correlation between the use of teachers’ self-repair in mock-teaching

and the proficiency of their mock-teaching performance?

2. Analytic Rationales

2.1 Sociocultural Theory

Sociocultural theory developed by Vygotskians and neo-Vygotskians refers to several
related traditions in psychology and education research. According to Vygotsky’s
theory, learning is the development of human mental activity. Development is

revealed on two levels in the sociocultural setting: first, on the social level, and later,
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on the individual level. That is, first, between people (interpsychological) and then
inside the individual learners’ heads (intrapsychological) (Vygotsky, 1978). Therefore,
successful learning involves a shift from inter-mental activity to intra-mental activity.
In this process of human development, language is considered to be a critical tool
that mediates the world and one’s thoughts. In such a manner, Vygotsky viewed the
introduction of a psychological tool (language) into a mental function (like memory)
as causing a fundamental transformation of mental functioning. He asserted that
individuals have access to psychological tools by virtue of being part of a social
milieu—individuals ‘appropriate’ such mediational means.

In his discussion of the child developmental process, Vygotsky (1978) proposed
that all developmental functions, such as regulation, arise first on the social or
interpsychological plane and then on the individual or intrapsychological plane, as
noted earlier. Regulation refers to control over the self. According to Vygotsky, the
child is guided by adults or other experts through goal-directed activities, which is
termed other-regulation. At this level, the child is responsive to the direction of other
people. Then, the child eventually becomes independent in problem-solving and
capable of internalizing thinking skills to resolve difficulties. This highest
developmental level is termed the self-regulation stage.

CA studies of L2 classroom interaction (Markee, 2000; Seedhouse, 2004) also
state the point of learning as a combination of social and cognitive procedures in
interaction. Similar to the Vygotskian aspect of language, Levelt (1983) analyzes the
relevance between self-monitoring and repair in speech, adopting Schegloff’s
viewpoint on repair. Adopting the Vygotskian aspect of language, Lee (2018)
indicates that repair sequences in both interpersonal interaction (talk-in-interaction)
and intrapersonal interaction (self-talk, so called private speech) contribute to the

cognitive process as interactional and psychological mediation. This aspect of the
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repair mechanism in intrapersonal interaction is relevant to the Vygotskian notion of
self-regulation. Agreeing with these existing studies, my argument of repair also takes
the Vygotskian view of language as a interactional and cognitive mediational means

in the process of regulation.

2.2 Repair Mechanism

According to Schegloff, Jefferson, and Sacks (1977), repair is defined as “a
sequential phenomenon involving repair segments in the course of ongoing talk”
(365). They suggest that repair involves not only error-corrections but also the search
for a word and the use of hesitation pauses; lexical, quasi-lexical, or non-lexical
pause fillers; immediate lexical changes; false starts; and instantaneous repetitions.
Repair consists of three components: trouble source, repair initiation, and the
repairing segment (Schegloff, Jefferson, & Sacks, 1977). Repair can be found in
many different sequential positions: (1) within the same turn as the trouble source
(same turn repair); (2) in the transition space following the turn containing the
trouble source (transition space repair); and (3) in the turn following the trouble
source (next position repair).

Assuming this, four types of repair can be defined as follows:

1. Self-initiated self-repair: one that is both initiated and carried out by the speaker
of the trouble source turn

2. Other-initiated self-repair: one that is carried out by the speaker of the trouble
source turn but initiated by the recipient
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3. Self-initiated other-repair: whereby the speaker of the trouble source may try to
get the recipient to repair the trouble source, for instance if a name is proving
troublesome to remember

4. Other-initiated other-repair: whereby the recipient of a trouble source turn both
initiates and carries out the repair-this is closest to what is conventionally

understood as ‘correction’

Within the current literature on repair organization a number of issues predominate,
including the question of self (over) other-repair (Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks,
1977); the interdependence of repair organization and turn-organization (Schegloff,
1982, 1991, 1992); non-native speaker repair/correction practices (Wong, 2000, 2005);
exposed versus embedded correction (Jefferson, 1987); and the relationship between

intersubjectivity and repair organization (Schegloff, 1992).

2.2.1 Self-Repair

Self-initiation of repair is one in which a speaker identifies a trouble in his or her
own talk and initiates a repair procedure to resolve it, such as replacing an incorrect
word with a correct one. Sparks (1994) states that self-initiated repair can be viewed
as self-interruption, as the speaker of the current turn cuts off his or her speech and
then he or she goes back to repair what has been said in the prior or same turn. The
evidence for a preference for self-initiated repair is: “the structural features of the
repair system are ‘skewed’ in favour of self-repair” (Hutchby & Wooffitt 66-67).
The self-initiated repair structures have been classified as expansion of the turn,
hesitation, repetition of the previous word(s), replacement of a word or structure,

abort and restart, abort and abandon, insert, delete, meta-repair and modify order.
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Repetition, deletion and insertion are the three basic repair operations; Sparks (87)
refers to them as ‘primitive operations,” as they may all be employed in the same
repair. Schegloff, et al. (1977) observe that opportunities for self-initiation of repair
come before other-initiation, speakers tend to take up same-turn and transition
relevance place (TRP) for self-initiation of repair, and the trajectory of same-turn
repairs leads them to be more successful.

Besides first language studies, second language research has also deal with the
practices of repetition and repair. Research in SLA frequently treats self-repair as a
process that a learner performs automatically as a result of monitoring and
error-detection, partly due to the tendency for L2 speakers themselves to attend more

to errors than L1 speakers (Temple, 1992).

2.2,.2 Repetition

Tannen (1987) claims that the functions of repetition in conversation can be
subsumed under four categories: production, comprehension, connection and
interaction. All of which contribute to the creation of meaning in conversation as

follows:

(1) Repetition enables a speaker to produce language in a more efficient
manner, because repetition allows a speaker to set up a paradigm in new
information—where the frame for the new information stands ready. (2)
The automatic nature of repetition and variation facilitates comprehension
by providing semantically less dense discourse. This redundancy in spoken
discourse allows a hearer to receive information at roughly the rate the
speaker is producing it. (3) Repetition of sentences, phrases, and words
shows how new utterances are linked to earlier discourse, and how ideas

presented in the discourse are related to each other. (4) Repetition not only
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ties discourse to other parts as discussed, but ties participants to the
discourse and to each other, linking individual speakers in a conversation—

e.g., showing listenership, getting or keeping the floor, etc. (581-83)

As the above, Tannen argues that repetition plays various roles in communication
such as ensuring participation in multi-party conversation, ratifying listenership,
humor, and expansion, thereby yielding a cohesive tie in a discourse process by
linking certain parts of an utterance to others. However, Tannen does not make clear
the distinction between same or other-speaker repetition. Schegloff (1996, 1997) deals
with next-speaker repetition. His interest here lies in the expansion of the repetition
phenomenon in conversation, mostly in terms of initiating repair and confirming
allusions. Sparks (1994), Wong (2000), and Rieger (2003) also point out that
repetition is one of the three basic repair operations. In agreement of these studies,
the repetition data in the current study of pre-service teacher talk shows a similar
pattern in that speakers initiate repair involving repeats of a trouble source in a prior

or the same turn.

3. Method

3.1 The Focal Participants and Data Corpus

Among forty-five students, three participants were randomly chosen from a group of
college students taking a teacher-training course at a school of education in Seoul,
Korea. The pseudonyms of the three participants are Jeong, Yang, and Lee. Each of

the three participants gave a fifteen-minute-long mock-teaching performance, which
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was video recorded, as part of the students’ term project in their course work for
‘EFL teaching in practice.” The pre-service English teachers’ mock-teaching was
conducted as a part of course requirements in preparation for their teaching practicum
and the national teachers’ examination to be secondary school teachers in Korea. In
order to observe the correlation between teaching proficiency and the use of ‘repair
sequences,” each participant was chosen from one of three different teaching
proficiency groups: high, intermediate, and low. The levels were scored considering
reviews from peer evaluators and the professor at the end of the semester, and the
score criteria of the performance is based on the national teachers’ examination for
secondary school teachers. All of the conversation data were transcribed adopting CA

transcription conventions (see appendix).

3.2 Pre-Planned and Improvisatory Natures of Teacher
Talk in Mock-Teaching Context

Although the data in this study are from authentic classroom mock-teaching
discourses, teaching English through English (TETE) mock-teaching performance in
EFL situations is recognized as a tough task by the Korean pre-service teachers. For
this reason, the TETE mock-teaching interactions and the teacher-talk in the data are
based on pre-written English scripts, and thus they are quasi-naturally occurring
classroom interactions. However, they also involved improvisatory and authentic
features of naturally occurring talk in the sense that the pre-service teachers often did
not follow their pre-written scripts. Thus, quite an amount of discrepancy was found
between the transcribed data and pre-service teachers’ pre-written scripts, thereby

revealing the improvisatory nature of teacher talk in mock-teaching.
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4. Analysis

Given the potential ambiguity over the question of a repair in mock-teaching data,
the following analysis aims at identifying and exploring the nature of repair and
cognition with sequence organization of repair mechanisms. For better understanding

of the excerpts, the CA transcription convention is given in the appendix.

4.1 Other-Initiated Self-Repair (OSR) and IRF

Sequences of other-initiated repair were observed in a typical IRF structure. Repair in
an IRF structure specifically locates a source of trouble in a prior turn, and this
trouble source is characterized in the data as one of ‘linguistic accuracy.” Extracts 1
and 2 exemplify this structure. A description of the repair is noted in the left column
of transcript, and for the convenience of CA analysis, acronyms are used in
describing OSR sequences: “T” stands for trouble source; ‘OI’ for other-initiation; and
‘SR’ for self-repair.

Excerpt 1 shows a very good example of other-initiated self-repair sequences, i.e.,
the teacher-initiated student’s-repair completion. In line 2, Lee indicates a trouble
source in the student’s incorrect answer “let’s do swimming together.” Then she
initiates a repair by repeating the student’s answer as a type of feedback with louder
volume to emphasize the incorrect part, “DO,” in line 3, “oh, let’s DO swimming
together.” By Lee’s repetition of the student’s answer, a repair was initiated. As
Tannen (1987) notes, repetitions are resources for maintaining collaborative
meaning-making actions in talk and repair sequences.

Interestingly enough, we can also easily recognize IRF patterns—I (initiation of

interaction), R (response), and F (feedback or follow-up)—in excerpt 1. This
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other-initiated self-repair sequence occurs in typical types of IRF: firstly, a teacher
initiates (I) the interaction; secondly, a student responds (R) to the teacher’s
initiation, and finally the teacher gives feedback (F) on the student’s response. Here
in excerpt 1, utterances from line 1 to line 7 display IRF sequence marked in

squared brackets at the end of the sentences.

Excerpt 1. Lee: Repetition of student’s response

| T: who wants to try number two? okay Joomi? 1]
2T — S let’s do swimming together. R]
3 0l = T: oh, let’s DO swimming together? [F]
4 can you think about it again? (asking nicely)

5 let’s DO swimming together?

6 SR — S: mhm (0.4) let’s GO? [R]
7 — T: great job. let’s GO swimming together. [F]

8 we should use GO with swimming. okay? alright.

One more point that catches our eyes is the use of repetition, especially a teacher’s
repetition of the student’s response as in lines 3 and 7. The teacher’s repetition in
line 3, “let’s DO swimming together,” becomes an other-initiation pair part in repair,
and the other repetition in line 7, “let’s GO swimming,” emphasizes the student’s
success in self-repair completion. This makes repetition special in repair sequences in
classroom interaction, as noted in Seedhouse (2004).

In excerpt 2 below, two different sets of repair are noted. One is other-initiated
self-repair by the student and the other is self-initiated self-repair by the teacher

named Jeong. Let us now look at the detailed pattern.
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Excerpt 2. Jeong

1 T: what is the answer?

2TlI — S: this is..

30— T: oh good job, but look at the sentence in detail.

4 the question mark is at the at the a- end of the sentence, right?
5 then what is the answer?
6 or It () This is your pencil?

7 SRl = S: is this your pencil.
8 T: oh: good job.

In excerpt 2, the other-initiated self-repair sequence is beginning from line 2 the
student’s utterance. The student’s turn in line 2 is an incorrect answer to the
teacher’s question. The correct answer in line 2 should be an interrogative sentence,
such as, provided in line 7. Therefore, line 2 becomes a trouble source (T)—the
student’s wrong answer for the teacher’s question. Indicating the student’s problem,
the teacher, Jeong prompts repair initiation (I) in line 3 by providing a turn
beginning with feedback to encourage the student, “oh, good job, but look at the
sentence in detail.” Then from line 4 to line 6, Jeong continues her initiation by
re-asking the question and giving a hint, “the question mark is at the at the a- end
of the sentence, right? then what is the answer? or it (.) this is your pencil?” The
student’s next turn in line 7 is a completion of repair sequence 1 (SR1). Therefore,
this becomes a typical example of other (the teacher) initiated self (the student) repair
leading again to IRF as well.

The next repair is Jeong’s self-initiated self-repair. In line 4, noted as T2, Jeong
uses repetition of “at the” as a filler to complete her utterance of “at the end of the
sentence.” Here the trouble source is not even uttered before repetition resulting in so

called same turn repair. A similar pattern was noted in Schegloff’s (1977) data as in
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excerpt 3 below. A more detailed description of this type of self-initiated self-repair

will continue in the following section.

Excerpt 3. Example of same turn repair
Schegloff, et al. (366)
1 Deb: Kin you wait til get home? We’ll be home in five mi
2 Anne: Even less th'n that.
3 SSR — Naomi:  But ¢’d we- ¢’d I stay w:p?

4.2 Self-Initiated Self-Repair (SSR) with Repetition

Most SSR, with or without repetition, in our pre-service teacher data appeared in the
pattern of same-turn repair. As mentioned earlier, repetition in conversation initiates
repair and confirms allusions. Wong (2000) provides evidence for the existence of
same-turn repair with repetition accompanying turn-medial ‘yeah’ as well as other
same-turn repair cases in non-native English conversation. Rieger (2003) notes that
repetition is a self-repair strategy in English and German conversations. He claims
that repetition of one or several lexical items is part of the self-repair organization
when its function is to gain linguistic and/or cognitive planning time for the speaker,
or when used to postpone the possible TRP. Bada (2009) also finds repetitions were
made (1) as vocalized fillers and (2) as self-repairs.

The same turn repair was observed in our pre-service teachers’ talk as shown
below. Same turn repair with repetition comes with repetition of syllable(s), word(s),
and phrase(s) at the possible TRP as shown in our pre-service teachers’ excerpts 4,
5, and 6. Although transcribed on separate lines to distinguish the pair parts in each

excerpt, all sequences of SSR are examples of same-turn repair.
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Excerpt 4. Yang: Repetition of a phrase for a word substitution

1 T: yes, we are going to look at this two aims.

2 okay, so let’s take a look with the first aim ‘should.’
3 Does anyone know what should means? No?

4 S: ((silence))

5 T: okay, then I'll give you a hint.

6 T, SI = 1It’s very similar with (0.4)

7 SR — similar to ‘must.’

In line 6 in excerpt 4 above, Yang, the teacher, uses repetition as a trouble source,
initiation, and repair all at the same time in the same turn. She repeats “similar” and
prepositions in line 6 by uttering “similar with” and “similar to” after a 0.4 second
pause, thereby making the self-initiated self-repair successful. SSR here can be a

repetition of a phrase or a word substitution.

Excerpt 5. Lee

1. T: so::, our first activity is a pair activity.
2. okay, I'll tell you how to do this and listen carefully.
3 I have two papers here.

4, — T: so, here’s student, oh, ((changing the handout))
5. SR — T: here’s a paper,
6. SR —  here’s student ei’s paper, and here’s student bi’s paper

Slightly different from excerpt 4, Lee in excerpt 5 recognizes the trouble source in
line 4 with the non-verbal cue of “changing the handout,” which means that she
realizes that she is distributing the wrong handout. Then line 5, “here’s a paper,”

becomes her immediate attempt of SR with repetition, but again appears to be
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another trouble source at the same time. She finally proceeds to a successful second

SR, “here’s student ei(A)’s paper,” in line 6 and completes the SSR same-turn repair.

Excerpt 6. Jeong

1. SSR — T: ther- there are many pictures on the paper.

2. These pictures are words that we learned today, okay?
3. (SSR) — and corre- ah write down correct answer

4. (SSR) — they, which matched this picture on this picture okay?

5. T: for example, look at the number one.

Jeong’s first SSR among three series of SSR in excerpt 6 begins with repetition of
a syllable in line 1. Again all three sequences are same-turn SSRs. One peculiar
point here is that Jeong uses abrupt cut-offs with or without repetition in line 1 and
line 3. Then one more interesting point in Jeong’s utterance is that a tentative
candidate for a trouble source, “the number one,” was not even noticed by Jeong,
herself. She got a very poor mock-teaching score, and quite an amount of
uncorrected grammar errors were indicated in her utterance, which may reflect the
relationship between the proficiency of mock-teaching and tendency of SSR

sequences.

4.3 Self-Initiated Self-Repair (SSR) without Repetition

The sequences of SSR without repetition in the data tend to occur with pauses,
hesitations, restarts, and fillers, just as Schegloff, Jefferson, and Sacks (1977) stated.
SSR without repetition occurs more in low scored mock-teaching, thereby leading our

curiosity and careful conclusion as to the relevance of the frequency of SSR to the
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proficiency of mock-teaching. Let us explore the examples first before moving on to

the overall discussion.

Excerpt 7. Jeong: Pause and hesitation

1 SSR1 — T: then, huh? whe- (.) when you pick up a (.) one’s missing item,
how can you find its owner? you can find its owner by
asking some questions. how can you make (.) the question
sentence? does anybody know it? nobody?

SSR2 — T: I will explain the sent.. how can you make the sentence in
today’s class. ok? Then before the class let’s check today’s aim.

T —  let’s read together. and, and, good job. Then now before we- (.)

SR3 — learn about the question sentence, we will learn about (.) the

O o0 9 N W B W

SSR4 — vocabulary first. there are many words on the s- screen.

Like the characteristics of Jeong’s tendency for SSR, excerpt 7 displays lots of
pauses and abrupt cut-offs with SSR. Of course, there are similar patterns of SSR by

two other pre-service teachers, but much less frequency was found.

4.4 Quantification of Repair in Frequency

The repair mechanism can be summarized as the quantification of the total data in
table 1. As aforementioned, all occurrences of SSR were teacher-initiated
teacher-repair patterns, which elicited the teachers’ monitoring of their own utterances

as well as teaching procedures.
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Table 1. Quantification of types of repair sequences

Name of Participants Lee Yang Jeong
Smleoﬂ\bd\_teuhmg ...................................... HIO] Mld LO“ ........
Total utterances 236 254 130
Total IRF sequences 43 28 12
OSR in IRF 22 9 2
Repetition of Student’s Response 13 9 2
SSR with Repetition 7 16 15
SSR without Repetition 6 21 29

In table 1, Lee, who got a high score, shows a high frequency of OSR (22), whereas

Yang, mid score, deploys a relatively low frequency (9), and Jeong, low score, shows

even a lower frequency (2) than Yang in her use of OSR that can be treated as a

part of teacher’s scaffolding process. As shown in table 1, therefore, more frequent

occurrences of SSR were observed in the low level pre-service teacher. Given this

result, it was surmised that there is an asymmetric correlation between the

proficiency of mock-teaching and the occurrence of SSR. As such, higher frequency

of occurrence in lower level students led to the assumption that a lack of

mock-teaching practice and low-level English proficiency may cause more frequent

SSR. It is, however, still necessary to investigate a larger dataset to generalize this

result.
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5. Summary and Conclusion

We examined the repair sequences in mock-teaching data in order to investigate three
issues: (1) the way repair mechanisms are constructed in pre-service English teacher
interactions; (2) the cognitive functions of the repair sequences; and (3) any
possibility of correlation between the use of pre-service teachers’ self-repair and their
mock-teaching proficiency. Considering the first issue, this analysis can be
summarized as follows. The recurrent types of repair in the mock-teaching data were
other-initiated  self-repair (teacher-initiated student-repair), self-initiated —self-repair
(teacher-initiated teacher-repair) with repetition, and SSR (teacher-initiated teacher-
repair) without repetition. The most commonly occurring self-repair operation was
repair with repetition, and minor operations were initiated by pauses, abrupt cut-offs,
hesitations and fillers, which may be employed together within the repairing segment.

In regards to the second research issue, we can argue that the function of
self-repair in terms of Vygotskian sociocultural theory is mainly regulation and
monitoring. Most of the self-repair occurrences were SSR with or without repetition.
Similar cases of SSR were found in Levelt’s (1983) study of self-repair. In cognitive
perspective, Levelt studied the relevance between monitoring and self-repair in
speech, adopting Schegloff’s viewpoint on repair. In cognition, he claims that
monitoring one’s own or an interlocutor’s speech may provide the speaker with
structural constraints to be implemented in the next utterance, a repair. That is,
“self-correction in speech results from a complicated interplay of perceptual and
productive processes. In order to make a repair, the speaker must, firstly, notice some
trouble and interrupt his or her flow of speech, and, secondly, create a new utterance,
which takes care of the trouble and its potential consequences for the listener” (45).

In this process, Levelt explains that repairing speech involves a perceptual loop as
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follows:

The self-produced inner or overt speech is perceived, parsed and checked with
respect to intentional and contextual appropriateness, agreement of intended and
delivered message, and linguistic correctness. When trouble is detected, central
corrective action is taken. This action is based on the character of the trouble,
the still available parsing results (such as wording and constituent structure of

the original utterance), and the estimated consequences for the listener. (50)

In Levelt’s model of repair and monitoring in speech, the notion of a perceptual loop
is applied in analyzing intrapersonal interaction. This perceptual loop refers to how
the self monitors his/her own speech. In intrapersonal interaction, the phenomenon of
self-initiated self-repair can furnish evidence of how individuals monitor their own
speech intrapsychologically. Lee’s (2018) study supported this aspect of self-repair in
her analysis of intrapersonal talk by ten L2 speakers.

The function of self-regulation was also found in Choi’s (2002) study of
repetition. Embracing Vygotsky’s socio-cognitive perspective, Choi (2002) observed
functions of repetition in the talk of EFL learners at a computer. She claims that
repetition has a number of communicative functions, namely involvement, pointing
out the answer, and manipulation of English expression. She also explains that it has
two major cognitive functions. The cognitive functions are: (1) practice and
memorization—when the students practice English words and phrases and try to
memorize them, they use repetition; and (2) scaffolding—when they externalized their
understanding and knowledge related to the problems at hand, they often repeat
words or phrases to find answers. These functions of repetition can be considered as
serving the intrapsychological plan in one’s cognitive work. Therefore, repetition

mediates students’ interactions both within (intrapsychological phase) and between
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individuals (intepsychological phase). The same result was found in our
mock-teaching data. Being a speaker and a listener at the same time, the three
pre-service teachers were monitoring their own language during their rehearsals of
mock-teaching. Therefore, we can conclude that the main function of self-repair in
mock-teaching i3 regulation: other-regulatory function in OSR, and teachers’
self-regulatory function in SSR.

Answering the third research question, it was also meaningful to compare the
tendency of repair and the proficiency level of the participant’s mock-teaching.
Although it may not be firm enough to generalize due to the limited data corpus,
there was quite a difference among each of three participants’ use of repair. The
lower-scoring participants in mock-teaching showed more frequent use of SSR. To
carefully infer the causes, it may be due to a couple of reasons, such as their lack
of mock-teaching practice or poor English proficiency in the performance of a TETE
lesson. However, for a more in-depth understanding of repair organization and
generalization of a quantitative result, a larger corpus of mock-teaching data should

be collected for future research.
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Appendix

CA Transcription conventions

DO’
()

1t-

Capitalized letters stand for louder in volume.
A hearable silence less than two-tenths of a second.
A dash in the English transcript indicates an abruptly cut-off of the
prior word or sound.
Punctuation marks are not used to indicate grammar, but are instead used
to indicate the nuclear tone on a pitch unit.

Falling tone indicating the end of a sentence.
, A slight rise or level tone indicating continuing intonation.
? A noticeable rise tone indicating rising intonation.
The prolongation or stretching of the preceding sound. More colons
indicate a longer sound.
Something was said but that the transcriber cannot recognize what
it was.
The non-verbal description of the speakers, e.g.) gesture, facial
expressions, etc.

Specific parts of an extract discussed in the text.
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EFL O[4I ZAS) $2AA| 20 Hof
2% AL A7

O %1 Of (&%

o
=

ol GoiwALe] Qlof= oFEZIA] SLARORME o] ThEORIA] gFe Frl=AM, &
AToME dHlaAte] oAb, 53] wAtiglold &3] #E:
A(repair sequence)’ 2= FAE Vygotsky?] doje} Qlx|gk= #H9
sl dighEAe o8t Arz AN ofuldt FxE WA

g 7158 AL AeAt BAERIG. dolHEEs Al BY oRlwAte] 77
15EmE] +QMAE HigoR mARoR EAER a4 AEA E4 Zdd
(1) IRFE Eulgt Rulold IAKERZH Alzksk sho] &b7] 25 (other-initiated
self-repair[OSR]); (2) ¥HE-& B WAHRRDZE AJRRSE ARl Rp7]A
(self-initiated self-repair with repetition[SSR]), 122l (3) ¥FE-& THlIR] ¥ w
AZE AERE JAke] RE7]4R(SSR - without repetition) S0] IHAE|QITE o]
AA] R AIEAY QXE T)so2E Vygotskyd  A|RUE(self
monitoring) 111 A}7)EA|(self-regulation)d] 7EE0] ALE 4 =t o=
TRNTELE AR Adkoto] AR Level(1983)9] Aete fARE 2
2o wolth T3 sl AEAE @Al AIAY AT 299 4
Y% (proficiency)9te] 1T A] TAEQET, AFZE o T&dE © W
toJEE v o ke HHAQl YRl gEE EAoT

(‘3

o

FAS] : A7, BRI, W, EA, EFLoju|aAl, +UAA
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