ENiz 2

=

B ERLSEBESE. 40, 223 - 232, 2016

fran

£
=

324 - 2 hUREIC & (S AR EE R OITE ST 5
— KD MFEB LOIEBITEIORIFEZED —

JE

FOBIRT - HE BT EE BRI AR R - B st
AWgETlE, 23 2= —3 3 Yl (communication breakdown, AT CB) Bt
BT BEEROMEH T 5311E /74 (repair strategy, LAFRS) ##MFI54Z L% H
e L, HMEDDHLABB A%, 5MBSHETNRE L HWTCdHizo T,
SATWIZEDO RS 38 % [#R0E L] ] TE# ) NS T2of] o 5 HE IR
L7ze £7. REFFOFHETRSGHEEZ v CBY MBI B GIEORIE% 5%
M l7z0 KIS, FEEFHRTHOEENS [FoM] (o sz ISIZ oW THR L,
T, RSTIE2HCT [ZoM] ICHFTNETHETIICI L2 00 L.
S L7z, NGB OMH LRSI [0 T#oaL ] MEsR] [RE] OIHc%
W2 EAERE S Nz [Z O] IS NBUS 220 TH D D b, FEETETH)

MIAETH o7 26 14 EORIG % RSGIHTHH LR8I 251 [T, [

Bl HR2BET, [Zof] 2X1ETHo72, TOMEI L, MEREREACB 2B

TAHK, EFFEATEHLMEHT A Z LA
B LBEPEHTRIE STz,

F¥— - 7—F ! CBM

I. BEOMREEL B

HLFEPESOMmERER M EFIT) £
AbNwnE &, F-E3HEFIFELFORE
B IELCHMTERWEE, O3a=2F—
va yOWHr (communication breakdown, ELT .
CB) 74 U A (Konefal & Fokes, 1984) o & D,
FLFORFTIINTA2HEFOMEELACB
DA TRTEFELD, FLFEE X
TRDIEFETCB 218189 5 (Konefal & Fokes,
1984) o

BELFNCBEBETABICMHT 2 K%

IR JEERR

Sk MRS AR SR
B TION R
e TP INES

R b

i, Stk IEFRRITHI R SATICIY A

D

FTIE )55 (repair strategy, LLF. RS) & w9
(Konefal & Fokes, 1984) . fit2DEATHIZE T,
RS DHHIIIZEIC & o TG o T 275, Hoil
DOHFEE LT, TR T T
WHEF 5B (Erber & Green, 1973; Brinton, Fujiki
& Winkler, 1986; Wang, 1997, Coioci & Baran, 1998,
Most, 2002; Dincer & Erbas, 2010)o F7/- T X3 D
RSIEF &L OGRS 51200, &)
BMEC e B Z DG I EN TS (Wilcox
& Webster, 1980; Konefal & Fokes, 1984), [ (%
EWRIZ, WREICX 233227 —2 3 YO
WA E RS 222 B4 BEER VD vz,
HEORSZ#MMT A & HEHEETH D (Most,
2003) &V IEMASH H—75 T, fRIENR & [E Rk
DHETCBDIEEIZR D&, RS & LTCB
181835 Z & (Coiocci & Baran, 1998) b #iis
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ENTWh,

LRO LT, T E TRSIZET A58
WL OPIThNT WD L DD, RSO F4
THbizH, MEICL o THOLNAKBRDLRE
%o TWwhs BZIE, Coiocci and Baran (1998)
13 4-7 ORI E | Hughes and James (1985)
3 5-8 MOMEBEER L IR E L, WRIELR
B A M, EEREAEHIMICH ERL & L.
HHEEDORS 242 L CTHeFT LT A, Coiocci and
Baran (1998) X 6 3 H O RS % W T4 #H L.
PEEpEE R [HEf] 22 MHTAZ L2
# L Twh, —7F. Hughes and James (1985) i
SHHORSE AV, 85209 b [k
Z 8HBEOTFMEEIZHTTH L. TNEREE
Vs T 22 (AL TWE25 FORR
LT TREEO M) oz —ELw
FREMELTVE, 2OZENL, RSOH
FIHE AW L o TRR B0, TNHDH
HOMEP O BT L RAMEEL L
. RSOSIFHEIZODWTHE T 2 4LENDH
LEEZLND,

=77 WEREEEOMM 5 HRSIZE T 50
e, BEERCTFEN L CEBRNTIHOmE SR
95 b D%\ Gallagher (1977) XM & F D
BlEE L3 LT, WHREPMORIES B S %
WIBERHRO L WIER T AEE, [HESUE ]
W28 L Twvw b, —75. Givens and Greenfiled
(1981) {3 Gallagher (1977) O 8T
WAHRSTIEDHEIZHKDE, HIRD EHFRE
W ZIEE RTINS A - iR A T
E R EBORSIZOWVWTHRE LTWA, 20
K%, Gallagher (1977) ®RSHGHOHEIZL o
T MERUS | 2SN KIED 9 B, 50%7%
EEEEDLLZVEBIRVICIAKIETHEZ LN
MR, COFFELY, WEEEBICB
FIEET AL, EEHABLAEHL T B
CENEZLND, Ll WHEEEROIES
FEFTEIZ D\ T o411, Givens and Greenfiled
(1981) DigE» bz A LT Ty, %
D7z, IhE CHEEREROFTHEITIIOAIL
B HLTWBEITHI%ETld. Gallagher (1977) @

% - SR M RE

LI FEFETETTDNEEY RIS
WAL TW B REUNSH 5, EEREE RO
AT ARSEZMIEICHET 72012, ThET
DRSHFNC L T TS LI ER
JBIZ2WTh, METALENHLLEZILN
BHo T T THEUS] vy xR —7
L7, RSGFEIHULL2WRIEE LT, [£
D] TRk L7z,

ERART 2, AR CBHMICBITAH
BoMEELIZHT o ERBEEROMEHATS
RSIZCOWTHFTAZ EZHAWE L, 7
FATWIE & RO FEE2 v, WHEICBE
BETHEE, EOLD BRSEMET 5002
DWTIRE L7z Z0%, [Tolfll) 58S
NS EILD 2, 10 O RIBICIEEEAT
e EhshEddh, EDXD RIEERETH
MEENTHEH, 2, GINLESTHETD
BEDRS HGHUIFEYS T BT DV TIRE L 72,

I. Bk

1. MRRE

AFFRIZCRE R (BB WHEMICTRIE L
T4 EsmEss, stz xf
RELZD, CBORRENAL N 2D o751
5%, WHoHH OO EFNEIIH00dBLLTF
DPR L ZZ R ORNRPORI LTz, £D72
B, 4R 4%, 5EIBS /. 7% (FhE
NA~TIRELZ) PEREL o7 HRED
. JUEEGH]. WETERERS & BEEJI % Table 1
R L7ce B, ARFRICESR (TERREE)
T, BELAWEBFEICHERDFC L - TfT
bt Tw b,

2. F—ANINR

1) EF4 7 — & QRS RT & IR
VP4 57— 7 ORI A BTSSR
M) ZHEROE T bNIz, 4B T A
LSBT AREFENEFN2S SATH Y., B
4753 ATHo70

BB LW BRIRAE AN ORI AT
7ralazr—a ryEIUET A0, UG
MELTEHLAEVIERZIY LiF7z. LSRR
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Table1 HRBoOTT7 14—

o oo W s WERE  BEES (B
S

AB 4 SERM HA cI 101 /
B & 4 R CI / /
c & 4 SERM HA HA 100 103
D & 4 FERME HA HA 114 114
E 5 5  HERPE HA CI 114 /
F % 5  fhRM: Cl CI / /
G 3 5  HERME HA HA 90 110
H & 5 R HA CI 97 /
1 % 5 SERME HA HA 94 95

¥ CI X AN LW E, HA X BERR & 8 &

Table2 7 V4 X‘ﬂ] 0){:[1 \/\@’}‘%’f)l,ﬁj]: Fﬂ =j }ﬁ

- e il s (30
4 A ——
77 () e A e
A 119 (20.0%)
sppim L 1330 594 246 (41.3%) B 86 (14.5%)
e C 143 (24.1%)
2% 3399 1795 835 (46.5%) D 220 (12.3%)
o E 69 (12.9%)
4 5 4 o
T4 1302 533 221 (41.5%) B " 6 29%)
5m I G 243 (12.4%)
241 4802 1953 831 (42.5%) H 418 (21.4%)
I 325 (16.6%)
*AEHME, BAROCETOYHR O RETEKOE G
FHBEMOFEMK T, BHEFRICBT SHBORBROE 5 E
ko B OFEIMANIGT., A RBEFRICBT IR RO BOE & F
3% 7 5 200 HMBECH T K77 A SONY#HDR — CX370VH 2 &) % ki L 726

mLAw@ﬁb 3 BLEVORRE, BERE
TO M, O ORE L SEROEEAE T
TWwA2, KFETIEFELEoRE (BT,
Eid L/‘b‘) I L. SN HRE LTz, %2 T
DFE LAV ORI, A & IRIEOIER

%US: Table 2127~ L 720
2) FoEkEEE

Y5 d 7 — 7 OUERIEFIEIZ 4 7 5 ATIT»
720 EEEDBIZIE. B2 5 ATLA, fH4BD
¥4 7 45 (SONY#:DCR = SR3007% 2 £,

ﬁﬁ&ﬂ%%W%@%W®ﬁ%*ﬁﬁﬁééi
I, EFFARATERE

- L

7] V2RI

L7

3. MAFE

T SR A& LI

L7ze RIZ, #E
FELT, #HEVPHRIED

ZEE L. BHEDOH

LTHREHARREDT I 2
Zr—=varilonwT I Y A2 YT b EEK

B &R L & 7213 o X
32z —varoEEITECBYME L.
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CBWHID FNT Y A7) 7 befith L7z, 20
HBe NI UAZ YT MIEDE, HEFOME
LT B R BOSHTHRIFEHTE 2
CBHIHICBITAMREORIEE LT, kD2
DB D 2T o720

ORSHHHIZDWT

T OB HTo T, T ETVNHT
HAWT B RSTHEEIEM L, Table 31278 L 720
FD%, RSTHEEH W, MEFoOMEELIC
532 0 SR D IUE % 5007 U720 X GUR D IG
DFFNZDWT, RUFGEICHED & 2 VIR R E
WRHE 2 HRT HRFERAE 1 BICE - THERL
2ETORHE, F—FZOTo L D—
AR BN,

FATIIFETH VTV A RSO H 72
D, R - BB L UCHEELTR - F2 04 e
L7-CBIZB ¥ 5564738 (Erber & Green, 1973;
Brinton, Fujiki, & Winkler, 1986; Tye-Murray, Witt,
Schum, & Sobaski, 1994; Wang, 1997; Coioci &
Baran, 1998; Most, 2002; Comeau, Genesee, &
Mendelson, 2007; Dincer & Erbas, 2010) #* 5.
RSIZBIT 2 43HE D2 M L 720 RIZ,
TR ORSHHEOERI 2 BE I L/ LT,
CNHA3HE DO Z KITEI & o TERA L
72 THLDBEHUIE R L ERERAE
THBTHRERE LA BR 1AL T
bh, 3%0) b, 28U LOEEERAZL
THiHEE L7z, BIHL/C43HAOSHER®
W, LB LR T EDRSHFITEEH
L72hiZonT, 3 1ITR L7,

@ o] 2o sh UsIconT

MEOSHETICL ZRSHGHICL T [#
O] WZHEI NS EARD) B Fhso
OBCIFERB/ITWAET IR T L0 E D 2,
ED L) RIFEHITHVEETN TV E0ITDON
THH L7ze HHTOBIZIE. P - FY - ik
(1995) #Z#EIZL, WRWOEFSTHEL T,
BT A 2 BEAEE L. HIRY XN,
Wiz ERRTBMUNAOL ORI EEETEE L
726

[ - gk REHE - B WA

I. #EREEE

CBHi & %Al L2#R, 25[@TH -7z, CB
BEIZBITA2HBEOMERLIINTAHRED
IS IE 65| Tdh - 70

1. BITIHREDLE

RS ¥ % W TR RUIB O BUS % 5781 L 724
R, [RSEEHA ] 25450 T, [Zofl] 2520
Tdholzo [RSEMAA] A S NI45H DK
oS B, M) ofaRKiE21 T, o
UG D iRbE D o7z, TIRE] OB KIE
5HEHT. L %role ZOREEFig. 112
RL72

FHRIE DM L 7-RS O 5 # #  1& Hughes
and James (1985) <° Konefal and Fokes (1984) &
—HLTwd, [P AT 2B HH
FLloTEDL ) BIERPARL T E0%
M 208055 (Hughes & James, 1985)
Gallagher (1977) 3B ORS #MEI L. S5k
Aol E &bz, [#Ei] ofFE L7
iAo, Tl kb, [ER] 24T 28
i, HHESNEZEHENLVEMTH B & EE
LTwh, 2617, [ER] 2MHT A8,
FFEPHUFEZ CoMmiPRkd b, B0E
AP EEINLLZELERIA TS
(Most, 2002) o & D 728 KAFFED R R I D4
(M) 26EH$ 2 FFHIAHITONT S 05,
LB (] 2T 52 EAVE R
THhHIENEZ LN,

NEE] Z5ETH, HHERES D> &
B ipoize M EFH0 &S H o 7565 7 L
B0 LFORFEEERL THEELET
Ba. LFN IRE] 24 fHT6ZL
DM ENT WS (Tye-Murray, Witt, & Schum,
1995), AT, HAVPHRREORFTE, S
ML 2o THEEL =T 584 (F:
C:7—NIZAD L, T: &2 C:fHL) %,
HRBOHETO—HAEEL CHEELET A
Wity (B C IR o To BAME-TETK
WZhbe T:EH? CLEHL) AABNT,

LR EB D, FTWIEI - CTERITENC
EB L CHEBORG % 5 L 724558, TRSfE
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B BT AR E T OFTIE W IC M3 205

Table 3 X FOH X W29 B X BB O FUS D753
A%y 3R BArEE EHE 35 431
WoEL  apormo-wErma 0 RAREHST
apetiti P T R
(Repetition) AxFlZ& 0, C R R E - T,
I spyormcLegg O HETEABY S
RS {1 A (hddition) &)J“/uoo CMTOFEENHAL T,
o B 5 OFRFHO—HE 1213 C: diptoosin ez fEd)
(sm)s{{fﬁuon) AR R 97)\ HrLw T: HRT=OAF 2 (BNEHET)
) TR M2 70, C: BEIAOHT (FEIEY)
s mFomsELIxLT,  SPRETTTMIAS L
(Feedback) AT OE M4 54, A
C: DA
e S g e C 0 BIEIT R BN OT,
Z 0O (Other) ;;,gknrﬂféfaw 3 DT b 72.’?:_
° C: (mE)
N DI I CHWx g . T 2»n % Ea %+

AL oRusE Tl T#y &L, Tl
[IEE] OMICHAR 2 w2 &R s
to~%f‘%mﬁJL“ﬁéhtJ®#%
BTy, C B ANRBOLETHIK
50 30.8% % a@\ 7Lmﬂ & RERICERRITE
@ﬁﬁ@&?iﬁﬁf%&#ototﬁu
Givens and Greenfiled (1981) @ X 92, [ Z o]
WO SN RIS ICIEE RTINS $ 15 7
W23 D, K TENSDRIGE IR L 72

2. [20Of] (C9BShERICOBKRE
[Z0MB] T B SN USIZIESETHA
BEINTVWEhES D, Tl ) RIESiE
TEAEENT LRI DOWTHE T 4700

Ei
[ E]

it

MR - T - fE (1995) ABEIZLTHTE
Tole TOMKE, EXN ST, HEIEALC
EN3MET, FBELALIET, BT % 1\T®
A1 BT, WA ] | C, Frl4m o IEE T
A s, ’{ﬁf@}iﬁf\?@)&%ﬂf:#ot@f}‘
BITH - 720

Givens and Greenfeld (1982) (IR %
'EuajilFiW EARERIC OV, BiRD L EWEIEE
FETEN & L'C FHT L. BIRYD OFESHEFEIK
HEIZ33%HE., BHIZ2B%HETH 5 E:’?[H—T
LTwa, %7z, Ciocci and Baran (1998)
IR0 LRE, FWEZIESHEATDICOEL, F/E
FTEASIEFTETEIANY OB B EA23%
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BEMRINL, MEBERIZTHETHICL- T
HOOER EFmETELRVWEE, EFHE
THERWTRALZEATRBENT VD, K
WrgECid, 14m O IEFFHITENIC X 5 IS A5
BEN, CBBHMOETORIED215%% 5,
WRIBHIESTEITE 2 F v T CB D51 % A
TWB I ERNMH SN, FOLD, HEROF
FCE BMEBEROZTHTHOAIEET S
SR TIE. W SRR R o JEFRETENC
LARER R%E L TWAI LM sN, JF
ST OB ST HWUCE Y AN B LEEDE
Z 517,

k. ERICHR 3N 4E0IESFEATD
i, EORSHFIZH LT ADIT DT, Table
3ORSHH % B VTHHM Lize ZOMR, [
Ml o s 01T, [IRE] (253
SN0 120 T, [Zo] oS0
H1IETH o7, TNHI4EDOIEEETIIO
WIRB L UORSTHIC L o THM LR %
Table 4 127 L 720

CBEMBIET -0 RIBOW LA EIC
U CL SR DSHR T RE O SUS & 7R3 5 4A (B
SRIBOFUSIZR LT, #HEAD [FH 4] T/
T ro7:) Z3ETAHE). CBAMBIES
N7z Wi b, TabledDbah b e, [BE] @
B S B, WRIEEHED [FEBE] &2
WTHEE T B0DH o720 TOFIDOEE, 5
Wo TR ) iaf L, #ED TOR. Rk
T 7] Lo TOBICHEERHHATS
SRR D BEVHRBORWOIEE [OF
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— T, [Fofbe] o EAO%E. FHED
[, H] ORFINTIHEOMEEL [EF-
T, #bh 2 (HRBoOOZEET)] 25,
[H. ] ORFIZHBIZLELREHR LS
T CBABEIh LRI o7l L HEAS R
720

LR XIS, EEETE MG T BB,
FTETHTHOEXZEMIZL, FOHCB
WOk E=¥ T 2, FEHETEICE TN
EEREAMRTHIENTE, $7-, HEBO

k- Bk KK EE W%

Bl&E LS LT, NRBOMEERRDIEIN
LIFEHTEE RSMEHA] 2HWL. Wk
RILEREPEIN 2o FERNTDE [ £
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BN, S5, RSGHEHWCING 1400
DIEEFET B E S L. (R oo s s
DAL ET, IS ZofEsh/ -0 1208 T,
[FofB] (A ENT-ON1ETH AHERN
Bohl, DXy, BEBRERORS %S
THEE, EETHOATEL, EEADD
SRS B LBEMATR S N, F72. EEFETH
DG OBE, URE W F 2 7 M5 o 23
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AL 9 A DERBEER 4 & L 72D,
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SRVBORISH Lol lzo, SHENREH
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TAHCBYHAEOTHRATAILEREZ S
Nz AT AMBIT 2L, BEBERD
RS DIEH A E 5577 (Konefal & Fokes, 1984) %[
EFoMEBRLF (Tye-Murray, Witt, & Schum,
1995) & ORI OWTHARL TV DL DY
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Y B e
DEmphasis Special acoustic to oral/facial stress applied stress applied to all or a selected part of an utterance.
DRepetition Reiteration of all or oral/facial stress applied to all or a selected part of un utterance.

GRepetition This category was designed to capture instances where a subject repeated all or part of his/her original
L utterance in response to the request.
@Repetition HEER
Reneii ®Reduction ( key word) AL
epetition - o) > :
b @R petition 12 Subject repeated all or part of the original utterance. No information was added, and the utterance was
epe 2
- not restruetured.
ML — - - -

®Repetition The subject asked the conversational partner to repeat a part of an utterance.

®Key Word The subject asked the partner to speak one word, or the topic of the sentence.

©®Key Word Provides one important context word from utterance.

©®Repetition Repeats original utterance.

@DRepetition Repeating the initial utterance verbatim

®Repetition The student exactly repeats wikat s/he did or said in the previous communicative behaviors.

(DSupplementary Information Provision of additional cues or prompis within the context of an utterance,

®Additions This category included utterances in which the subject attemipted to repair by adding specific
information to the original uticrance.
This category deseribed instances in which subjects repaired by defining terms in the original

@Cue utterance. It also included repairs that offered background context that could precede the original
message. Frequently, all of these types of cues included added information. If meaning clements were
added as well as cue, the response was considered in the cue category.

Addition ©@Elaborate " MR

M @provide information HERC I
@Additions subject added speeific information to the vtierance.
@Cue Subject defined terms in the original utterance or provided background information
@Additions Adds specific information to utterance
@®Cue Provides additional background information, more cues to help focus on the sentence topic.
®Explanation Explains specific terms in original utterance.
®Addition The student adds cither vocal or gestural elements to hissher previous message, and in the meantime,
) also exactly repeats whatever s/he did or said in the preceding message.
(DSwructural Change Alteration of an utterance through manipulation of its vocabulary or syntax.
@Revision This category included responses in which semantic content was held constant although the uiterance
visior - . N X
form was altered; (without adding meaning)
®@Restructure
©@sign Language
- . Subjeet retained the meaning of the utterance, although the grammatical form of the utierance was
Substitution @Revision 10 altered
ik i64 - - - - -
@l:xpzmsmn 10 Two Expands senfence into two scrie
@Simplification Simplifics sentence by shortening, using fewer or more commonplace words or both.
©Revision (Rephrasing) Retains meaning of utterance but alters its grammatical form or uses other words,
@Rreformulation Rephrasing the initial utterance in some way, by adding, deleting or substituting elements.
®Recast Recast is changing the form of the previous communicative behaviors while keeping the content of
the message exactly the same.
Feedback - .
PSR @Feedback | s
bagE
N This category described instances in which subjects did not respond or comply with the request for
@lnappropriate P ‘
clarification.
®Confirmation A subject indicated what segment of an utterance was recognized by cither repeating or rephrasing it.
DInappropriate Subject provided unrelated utterances, failed to respond, or attempted to discontinue the sequence.

Other @Discussion 9 Subject tatked about the conversational repair itself.

Ol ®Non-specific Response They included non-specific verbal prompts. Also inchuded non-specific non-verbal promps.
©Oappropriate Provides unrclated utterances, fails o respond, or attemp(s 1o discontinue the sequence.
@Dlnappropriate Language R
@subject change Introducing a new topic of conversation or activity.
®No Response Ne response is defined as discontinuance of communication initiated by the student.
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The Study of Repair Strategy of Children with Hearing Impairments during
Communication Breakdown
— Including Analysis Deployed by Previous Researches
and Reactions Carried by Nonlinguistic Behavior —

Hkk

Caihuan LT, Kei TABARU™, Tsuneo HARASHIMA™,
Yoshitaka SUZUKI" and Akiyoshi KATADA™"

This study investigated the use of repair strategy by children with hearing impairments during
communication breakdown. Four 4 years old children and five S years old children with hearing
impairments participated in this study. Repair strategies which deployed by previous researches were
used to categorize subjects’ reactions into “Repetition” “Addition” “Substitution” “Feedback” and
“Other”. Firstly, subjects' reactions were discussed by the repair strategies. Secondly, categories of
communication mode were used to discuss whether there were nonlinguistic behavior contained in
“Other”. Finally, nonlinguistic behavior reactions were discussed by using the repair strategies. Results
showed that the use of repair strategy increased in the order of “Feedback™ “Substitution” “Repetition”
“Addition”. While, 20 reactions were categorized into “Other”, through the analysis of communication
mode, 14 nonlinguistic behavior were observed in the “Other” reactions. According to the analysis of
repair strategy, 1 reaction was categorized into “Addition™, 12 reactions were “Feedback”, 1 reaction
was “Other”. Therefore, subjects used nonlinguistic behavior to repair communication breakdown as
well. This result suggest that, in the further discussion on repair strategy of children with hearing
impairments, not only linguistic behavior, but nonlinguistic behavior should be discussed in

consideration.

Key words: communication breakdown, repair strategy, nonlinguistic behavior
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