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Abstract
Social repair encompasses the crucial strategies
individuals employ to maintain and restore so-
cial relationships and interpersonal harmony
when interactions go awry. While existing re-
search on repair has often prioritized commu-
nicative and informational aspects, the social
and relational dimensions have received less
focused attention. This paper addresses this
gap by developing a formal representation of
social repair centered on the dynamic coordi-
nation of social beliefs between interlocutors.
Drawing insights from social theories of inter-
action, Type Theory with Records within Di-
alogue Game Board (DGB) theory, we define
social repair and specify its key components,
including an agent’s social beliefs. We then
delineate the interactional dynamics through
which social misalignments are perceived and
addressed. These dynamics can lead to distinct
reactive strategies by an interlocutor who recog-
nizes a potential issue: accommodation to the
other’s social belief, an attempt to calibrate the
other’s interpretation, or ignoring the perceived
misstep. This framework provides a system-
atic approach to understanding and modeling
the nuanced processes of social repair, offer-
ing important implications for developing more
socially aware agents.

1 Introduction

Effective communication and social interaction are
essential for building and maintaining relationships
(Duck, 1994), achieving common goals (Pentland,
2012), and navigating complex social situations
(Forgas and Jones, 1985). However, even with
the best intentions, individuals may encounter mo-
ments where their actions, words, or behaviors are
misaligned with the social expectations or beliefs
of others (Goffman, 1967). In such cases, social
repair becomes crucial for restoring harmony, pre-
venting further damage to the relationship, and en-
suring that the interaction remains productive and
“connective”.

This paper investigates the concept of social re-
pair, which encompasses a range of actions that
individuals use to address and resolve social mis-
steps or conflicts. Despite the significant advances
in our understanding of repair, much of the existing
research has focused primarily on the communica-
tive and informational aspects of repair, with less
attention paid to its social and relational dimen-
sions. While some studies have touched on the role
of politeness and face management (Brown and
Levinson, 1987; Domenici and Littlejohn, 2006),
the broader social functions and implications of re-
pair have often been overlooked. This is where the
concept of social repair comes in. As introduced
by Abulimiti et al. (2021), social repair refers to
the processes and strategies that individuals use to
maintain and restore social relationships and inter-
personal harmony in the face of interactional trou-
bles or breaches. While their work first identified
and named this crucial concept, the present paper
builds upon this foundation by proposing a formal
model that specifies the underlying cognitive and
interactional mechanisms of social repair. Specifi-
cally, our work models social repair as a reactive
phenomenon, triggered by a perceived problematic
utterance or a demonstrated incompatibility of so-
cial beliefs. Through this formalization, we aim to
bridge the gap between the study of communicative
repair and the broader social theories of interaction.

To illustrate the importance of social repair, con-
sider the following constructed example of a doctor-
patient interaction:

DOCTOR: Good morning, Mrs. Johnson.
How have you been feeling since your
last visit?

PATIENT: To be honest, Doctor, I’ve been
feeling worse. The medication you pre-
scribed doesn’t seem to be helping.

DOCTOR: [frowning] That’s not good. Are you
sure you’ve been taking the medication
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as directed?
PATIENT: [defensively] Of course, I have! Doc-

tor! I know how to follow instructions.
DOCTOR: [realizing the misstep] I didn’t mean

that... Let’s take a closer look at your
symptoms and see if we can find a better
solution together.

PATIENT: [relaxing slightly] Thank you, Doctor.

In this example, the doctor’s initial response to
the patient’s concerns about the medication’s ef-
fectiveness comes across as accusatory, suggesting
that the patient may not be following the prescribed
instructions. The patient, feeling defensive and dis-
respected, responds with a sharp comment. Recog-
nizing the potential damage to the doctor-patient
relationship and the need to maintain trust and open
communication, the doctor engages in social repair.
By apologizing for the unintended implication, ac-
knowledging the patient’s concerns, and proposing
a collaborative approach to finding a solution, the
doctor demonstrates their commitment to repairing
the social misstep and maintaining a positive, pro-
ductive interaction. By understanding and applying
social repair, individuals can effectively address
misunderstandings, mitigate conflicts, and foster
stronger, more resilient relationships.

2 Related Work

2.1 Communicative Repair

Communicative repair is defined that participants
to take the actions in a conversation to identify
and resolve problems in understanding or com-
munication breakdowns. Schegloff et al. (1977)
first identified the basic mechanisms and patterns
of repair in talk-in-interaction, distinguishing be-
tween self-initiated and other-initiated repair, as
well as self-repair and other-repair. Building on
this foundational work, researchers have explored
the various forms and functions of repair in differ-
ent contexts and settings (Levelt, 1983; Clark and
Schaefer, 1989). More recently, the study of repair
has been further advanced by the work of Ginzburg
(2012) and colleagues, who have developed a com-
prehensive framework for modeling dialogue and
interaction, known as the KoS (Ginzburg, 2012).
This framework provides a formal account of the
interactional dynamics of repair, including the role
of clarification questions and feedback in resolving
misunderstandings (Ginzburg et al., 2003; Purver
et al., 2018).

Dingemanse and Enfield (2024) highlight that
communicative repair, crucial for information ro-
bustness, also organizes social accountability, form-
ing a foundation for human language.

Researchers such as Traum (1994) and Hee-
man and Allen (1999) developed computational
models of repair that aimed to capture the com-
plex interactional dynamics of human conversation.
These models were based on the idea that repair
is a fundamental mechanism for maintaining com-
mon ground and ensuring mutual understanding
between interlocutors. More recently, researchers
have explored the role of non-verbal cues and em-
bodied signals in coordinating repair and main-
taining mutual understanding in human-robot in-
teraction (Gross et al., 2017). Overall, while these
and other computational models have addressed
various facets of communication repair, dedicated
computational models specifically for social repair,
as conceptualized in this work (i.e., focusing on the
alignment of social beliefs and relational mainte-
nance), appear to be less prevalent or represent an
important avenue for future research.

2.2 Social Theories of Interaction
The study of social repair in dialogue and interac-
tion is deeply rooted in various social theories that
attempt to explain the dynamics of human com-
munication and relationships. One of the most
influential social theories related to the study of
social repair is Goffman’s (1959) study of face and
self-presentation in everyday life. Goffman argues
that individuals apply different strategies to pre-
serve their face and manage the impressions they
convey to others, which may involve various forms
of remedial work. This inherent belief is formed
prior to the interaction and is referred to as “Front”.

Building on Goffman’s insights, Brown and
Levinson (1987) proposed a comprehensive the-
ory of politeness that explains how individuals use
language to manage face. Their framework has
been widely influential in the study of social in-
teraction and has informed many studies on the
role of politeness in repair and miscommunication
(e.g., Domenici and Littlejohn, 2006; Oetzel et al.,
2001).

Another one of the key theoretical perspectives
that have influenced the study of social repair
is the concept of rapport, which was developed
by Tickle-Degnen and Rosenthal (1990); Spencer-
Oatey (2005) and Zhao et al. (2014). Rapport is de-
fined as a positive, harmonious and smooth feeling
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between interlocutors. Maintaining and restoring
rapport is one of the key functions of social re-
pair in interactions, as it helps to ensure the overall
quality and effectiveness of ongoing interactions.

The study of social repair also draws on the the-
ories of empathy and perspective taking, which
emphasize the importance of understanding and
responding to the thoughts, feelings and needs of
others in social interactions. As noted by Decety
and Jackson (2004) and others (Davis, 1983; Hoff-
man, 1996; Eisenberg, 2000), empathy plays a cru-
cial role in facilitating effective communication,
cooperation and conflict resolution, all of which
are central to the process of social repair. And this
proactive behavior may be effective in triggering
repair before conflicts (or the demonstration of con-
flicts). We are referred to in section 3 as social
self-repair.

3 Formal Representation

3.1 Defining Social Repair and Social Beliefs

Social repair involves maintaining and restoring a
social relationship. Fundamentally, social repair is
a dynamic process of coordinating social beliefs.
Drawing an analogy to Clark’s concept of common
ground (Clark and Brennan, 1991; Clark, 1996),
where interactants give each other evidence that
their contributions are understood sufficiently for
current purposes, social repair involves interactants
working towards a mutual recognition that their
social beliefs about the interaction and each other
are aligned, or are being actively managed towards
alignment, to a degree that sustains their ongoing
relationship and interactional goals.

Improved social relations are often the result of
achieving and maintaining this coordinated under-
standing of social beliefs. Specifically, in its core
mechanism, social repair is the process by which an
individual, referred to as A, deliberately attempts
to align their beliefs or perceptions with those of
another individual, B, regarding their interaction.
This alignment process typically occurs after A has
presented their beliefs (or the clues of beliefs) in a
manner that is inconsistent or misaligned with B’s
beliefs. In this context, the term “beliefs” specif-
ically refers to those pertaining to the social dy-
namics of the interaction (i.e., “social beliefs”), as
opposed to a broader range of beliefs. For example,
in a dyadic interaction, A believes that B thinks A
is friendly. While this core mechanism is often il-
lustrated with two participants (A and B) for clarity,

the principles of social repair extend to multi-party
dialogues where the alignment of social beliefs is
negotiated among several participants. Moreover,
the presence of overhearers (Traum, 2003) (or even
the awareness that an interaction is being recorded)
can significantly influence the dynamics and goals
of social repair, for instance, by heightening the im-
portance of face-saving maneuvers or altering the
perceived need for explicit alignment depending on
the audience.

Social repair can be considered a specific type of
content repair, which addresses problems or misun-
derstandings in the content or meaning of a socially
interpreted utterance (Schegloff et al., 1977; Sche-
gloff, 1992). While content repair focuses on the
informational content of an utterance, social repair
deals with the social beliefs and interpretations of
the interactants within a dialogical context.

3.2 Theoretical Foundations
A robust formalization of social repair necessitates
grounding in established theories of agency, infor-
mation representation, and dialogue dynamics. The
core of social repair lies in the coordination of so-
cial beliefs concerning the social interpretation of
a dialogue event.

Our model posits that social repair is triggered
by social belief incompatibility, a choice grounded
in established cognitive frameworks (Georgeff and
Rao, 1991). While social expectations are modeled
here as beliefs, constructs like goals and values can
potentially be modeled in a similar fashion.

To capture the dialogue context with the neces-
sary precision and structural integrity, our formal
model uses Type Theory with Records (Cooper and
Ginzburg, 2015) along with Ginzburg’s Dialogue
Game Board (DGB) theory (Ginzburg, 2012). This
framework offers a powerful and flexible means
to define the rich, feature-based information struc-
tures that constitute an agent’s cognitive state (such
as a private knowledge of an individual encom-
passing social beliefs) and the shared interactional
context. The use of typed feature structures ensures
that our representations are well-defined for a for-
mal analysis, which is essential for developing a
computationally explicit theory of social repair.

The total information state (see the representa-
tion 1) contains the shared information that can be
derived from publicized interaction and also pri-
vate information that includes private beliefs, plans.
The shared information state, at least, monitors
the shared assumptions, dialogue content said by
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the interlocutors, and also the focus of the current
dialogue interaction (i.e., Questions Under Discus-
sion).

3.3 Social Interpretation Function
The notion that individuals engage in “self-
interpretation of the observed behaviors” of others
is strongly supported by research in social cogni-
tion, with Theory of Mind (ToM) being a particu-
larly crucial cognitive capacity. ToM refers to the
ability to attribute mental states—such as beliefs,
desires, intentions, emotions, and knowledge—to
oneself and to others, and to understand that these
mental states can differ and are what often drive be-
havior (Wellman, 2018; Call and Tomasello, 2008;
Van Overwalle, 2009). In essence, when we ob-
serve someone’s actions or expressions, we are not
merely registering the physical movements; we are
actively trying to infer the underlying mental state
that produced them. This inference is an act of
interpretation.

Social cognition, as a broader field, encompasses
ToM and investigates the cognitive processes we
use to understand, store, and apply information
about other people and social situations (Van Over-
walle, 2009). It fundamentally involves making
social inferences about these implicit dialogue
states, which are not directly observable but are de-
duced from a pattern of verbal and nonverbal cues
(Adolphs, 2009; Van Overwalle, 2009). This means
that during face-to-face interactions, individuals are
constantly engaged in a process of decoding and
making sense of the myriad social signals being
emitted by their interaction partners—from facial
expressions and vocal prosody to body language
and gaze (Hamilton and Holler, 2023; Vinciarelli
et al., 2009; Ekman and Rosenberg, 1997).

This interpretive mechanism is not a passive,
one-off event but a continuous and dynamic pro-
cess. As individuals interpret the behavior of others,
these interpretations directly inform and shape their
own subsequent responses (Redcay et al., 2010;
Hömke et al., 2025). For example, perceiving an
eyebrow furrow as a sign of confusion (an inter-
pretation of a mental state) might lead a speaker
to elaborate on their point (a responsive behavior)
(Hömke et al., 2025). This creates a feedback loop
where one person’s interpreted behavior and sub-
sequent response become a new social signal for
the other person to interpret, highlighting the in-
herently interactive and reciprocal nature of social
understanding (Hamilton and Holler, 2023; Redcay

et al., 2010; Jiang et al., 2021).

Therefore, ToM and the broader mechanisms
of social cognition provide compelling evidence
that humans are equipped with, and constantly uti-
lize, a sophisticated function for interpreting the
behaviors of others. This ongoing interpretation
allows individuals to predict actions, understand in-
tentions, empathize with emotions, and ultimately,
to navigate the complexities of social interactions
by responding in a contingent and socially appro-
priate manner.

3.4 Formal Model of Social Repair

To formally represent the social repair mechanism,
we extend the Private state of an individual (as
described in the representaton 2) to include a set
of social beliefs (SocialBel) and a repair set (Re-
pairSet). We also draw upon Ginzburg’s Dialogue
Gameboard theory (Ginzburg, 2012), which pro-
vides a framework for modeling the interactive na-
ture of dialogue and the grounding of information
in a shared context.

We divide the parts of the SocialBel into those
that the individual has before the interaction, and
those that are generated and adapted during the
interaction. Therefore, the SocialBel consists of
the individual’s “Front”, as defined by Goffman
(1959), and containing a set of social interpreta-
tions (ϵ(p)) of the facts (p) in the shared context.
Here, the social interpretation function maps the
observable behaviors and actions of interlocutors
to the underlying social meanings and intentions.

The “Front” represents the individual’s public
persona that one possesses before the interaction,
while the social interpretations capture how the in-
dividual perceives and interprets the social facts
of the interaction. The RepairSet contains a set
of repair plans (Λ) that the individual can use to
address inconsistencies in social beliefs. These re-
pair plans are derived from the individual’s past
experiences and knowledge of social norms and
conventions, as well as the grounding process de-
scribed in Ginzburg’s DGB theory.

(1) a. Total Information State =def[
dialoguegameboard : DGBtype
private : Private

]
b. DGBType =def
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

spkr: Ind turn
addr: Ind owner-
utt-time: Time ship
c-utt: addressing(spkr, addr, utt-time)
Facts: Set(Prop) shared assumptions

VisSit:
[

InAttention : Ind
]

visual field

Pending: list (LocProp) ungrounded utts
Moves: list (IlocProp) grounded utts
QUD: poset (Question) qs under discus
Mood: Appraisal face



(2) Private =def

Agenda:OpenQueue(Action)
Plan: OpenStack(PlanConstruct)

BEL:
[
SocialBel=Φ: Set(ϵ(p))

]
Goals:

[
GoalsSet: List(Prop)
GoalsIpt = Ω: List(Float)

]
RepairSet: Set(Plan)=Λ



3.5 Social Repair Dynamics
The social repair mechanism unfolds through a se-
quence of interactions and interpretations, which
necessitates extending the Private state. The pro-
cess can be characterized as follows:

First, individual A possesses a set of social be-
liefs (ϕ ∈ Φ), which includes their “Front” and on-
going social interpretations. An interaction occurs
where individual B performs an action or makes
an utterance, denoted as p1. A then interprets this
action through their social interpretation function,
ϵa(p1). This interpretation by A might reveal an
incompatibility (denoted as ⊥⊥) with one of A’s
existing social beliefs, ϕ. For instance, p1 could be
perceived by A as a violation of a social norm A
upholds, or as an implication of a status dynamic
inconsistent with A’s “Front”. This perceived mis-
match is formally ϵa(p1) ⊥⊥ ϕ.

In response to this perceived incompatibility, A
produces a subsequent action or utterance, p2. This
response, p2, serves as an observable protest or sig-
nal of misalignment from A’s perspective1. B, in
turn, observes p2 and interprets it using their own
social interpretation function, ϵb(p2). Through this
interpretation, B becomes aware that A perceives
an issue related to A’s social belief ϕ; essentially,
B recognizes A’s protest and its connection to ϕ, as
in ϵb(p2) → (A perceives issue with ϕ due to p1).
The timing and accuracy of B’s discovery of A’s

1The observability of p2 is crucial, as a non-observable
internal protest would not be functionally available to B for
initiating repair.

protest are contingent upon B’s interpretive capa-
bilities (ϵb) and the broader conversational setting
or context.

Once B recognizes A’s protest, B faces a critical
choice point regarding social repair. B has several
strategic options:

1. Repair by Accommodation (Aligning with
A’s Social Belief ϕ): B can select a repair
action aα from their RepairSet (Λ) that aims
to accommodate A’s perspective and restore
alignment with A’s protested social belief ϕ.
This involves B acknowledging the validity
of A’s concern (implicitly or explicitly) and
modifying their stance, clarifying their origi-
nal intentions behind p1 in a conciliatory way,
or committing to future actions that are com-
patible with ϕ. For example, if A interpreted
B’s joke p1 as disrespectful (where ϕ is an
expectation of respect), B might apologize for
p1 or clarify that no disrespect was intended,
thereby respecting A’s belief ϕ.

2. Repair by Calibration (Attempting to Shift
A’s Interpretation or Belief): Alternatively,
B can choose a repair action aα ∈ Λ that at-
tempts to “calibrate” A’s understanding. This
means B seeks to modify A’s initial interpreta-
tion ϵa(p1) of B’s action p1 (e.g., by explain-
ing, “That wasn’t my intention when I did p1,
I meant it as...”) or even to negotiate the ap-
plicability or substance of A’s social belief ϕ
in the current context (e.g., “In this informal
setting, isn’t it usually okay to...? Perhaps ϕ
is a bit strict here?”). This approach is more
of a negotiation, where B tries to bring A’s
perspective closer to their own, rather than
simply conforming to A’s existing belief.

3. Ignore the Protest: B may choose, either
intentionally (e.g., maintaining power rela-
tionship, Guilfoyle, 2003) or unintentionally
(e.g., due to misinterpretation or distraction),
to disregard A’s protest p2. This course of
action typically leaves the social belief incom-
patibility unresolved and may lead to further
interactional trouble or damage to the social
relationship.

The chosen repair action aα is then enacted by B.
The success of this repair attempt in resolving the
incompatibility and restoring social coordination
will depend on A’s subsequent interpretation of aα
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and whether it sufficiently addresses the initial per-
ceived misalignment concerning ϕ. This can lead to
a new state of mutual understanding, further rounds
of repair, or a persistent state of misalignment.

4 Examples

This section illustrates each of the three aforemen-
tioned reaction types (accommodation, calibration,
and ignoring) with an example.

4.1 Accomodation

The first type of social repair reaction, accommoda-
tion, is illustrated by a social interaction commonly
observed in France. In this scenario, if an indi-
vidual directly requests assistance without offering
a prior greeting, the request may not be immedi-
ately addressed. Instead, the person from whom
help is sought might first respond with “Bonjour”
and a smile, anticipating a reciprocal greeting. It
is typically only after this customary exchange of
greetings that the initial request will be politely
handled. To provide a concrete illustration of this
accommodative dynamic, a constructed example
set in a bakery is presented below.

(3) constructed example

A: Deux croissants et une baguette, s’il vous
plait. [1]
(two crossitants and one bread, please.)

BAKER: Bonjour. [smile] [silence] [2]
(Good morning.)

A: Bonjour. [3]
(Good morning.)

BAKER: Voilà, trois euros s’il vous plait. [4]
(Here you are, three euros please.)

In this example, A had a request for food at the
bakery first with utterance [1]. However, this direct
request is not handled directly by the baker with
possible following utterances and actions, as the
opposite, baker responds with [2] “Bonjour”, a con-
ventional and respectful greeting phrase commonly
used in the French society. In this context, where A
is the customer and Baker is the service provider, a
“Bonjour” is more likely to represent the respect to
another interlocutor. Thus, Baker initiated this con-
ventional process with [2] “Bonjour” and waited
for mutual greeting with standing in the silence.
When A realized this, immediate mutual “Bonjour“

is responded, as a consequence, Baker executed the
process to handle A’s demand with [4].2

Now we come closer to the example and an-
alyze this example with our formal model. The
interpreted A’s initiation [1] (ϵb(p1))3 is actually in-
compatible with the Baker’s social belief, ϕ might
be in baker’s social front. This social belief could
be: “customer should greet me”, and a more elabo-
rative social belief could be: “client should show
their respect to the baker in a not-hurry situation”.
ϵb(p1) is the baker’s interpretation of p1 which
could be: “A asked baker’s directly for food with-
out “Bonjour” is a sign of disrespect. In a word,
ϵa(p1) ⊥⊥ (ϕ ∈ Φ). As follows, Baker shows
their “protest” with [2] “Bonjour”(p2). A’s received
baker’s utterance [2] (and also silence) and inter-
preted as ϵb(p2), this could be: “A’s direct demand
is impolite or disrespectable”. A’s [3] “Bonjour”
actually socially repairs the situation. As Baker
received [3] “Bonjour” and interpreted as a re-
spectable signal where ϵb(p3) || (ϕ ∈ Φ), the di-
alogue continues with Baker’s action and proper
response [4].

Figure 1 visually schematizes this interaction
and the underlying social repair process detailed
in the bakery example. (1) The customer’s ini-
tial “Request” [1] on the dialogue layer is inter-
preted by the baker, leading to an “Incompatibility
Demonstration” on the social layer, as the request
is misaligned with the baker’s social belief. (2)
The baker’s responsive “Greeting” (“Bonjour” [2])
on the dialogue layer then functions as a ’Protest’
on the social layer against this perceived violation
of social expectations. (3) Subsequently, the cus-
tomer’s reciprocal “Greeting” (“Bonjour” [3]) on
the dialogue layer constitutes the “Accommodation”
on the social layer, thereby repairing the social mis-
alignment. (4) This successful repair is acknowl-
edged as the baker proceeds with the “Action” [4]
of serving the customer on the dialogue layer, al-
lowing the interaction to “Continue” smoothly on
the social layer.

4.2 Calibration
The second type of social repair reaction discussed
is calibration. To illustrate this, a real-world ex-
ample (Example 4) is presented from the British

2This example resembles the example given by Dinge-
manse and Enfield (2024) (cited from Drew, 1997, example
22) as an illustration of using repair to jointly manage social
accountability. We thank our anonymous reviewer for bringing
this to our attention.

3baker’s interpretation on p1
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Figure 1: Scheme of “Bonjour” example

National Corpus (BNC). The context for this exam-
ple is a recorded discussion where the interlocutors
are examining potential socio-economic reasons
for drug use in deprived areas and the differing
perspectives this can elicit.

(4) BNC: J8J (lines 281-294)

ANON 1: Well I just wonder you, there has
got to be some kind of <pause> relation-
ship between the fact that most people
who take drugs live in really run down
deprived areas... You don’t think that? ...
it’s got something to do with the fact that
<pause> people have got nothing to do in
those areas, and no cha, no prospects, no
chance of getting a job and it’s actually
quite a purposeful way of spending your
time [1]

ANON 2: I think that’s really patronizing!
[2]

ANON 1: You’re saying that <unclear> No,
but I don’t mean to be patronizing. [3]

ANON 2: if I help with addict that they need
to compensate for for <pause> er, things
missing in their lives, perhaps they just
like it. [4]

ANNO 1: Yes. Yeah! Well maybe. I mean
there’s nothing wrong with <pause> I
mean people do just like. <unclear> [5]

In this example, let Anon 1 be A and Anon 2 be
B. The social repair dynamic unfolds as follows:

First, Anon A performs an action, an utterance
p1, in turn [1] by stating their perspective on drug
use in deprived areas. Anon B then interprets
this p1 through their social interpretation function,
ϵb(p1). This interpretation by B reveals an incom-
patibility with one of B’s existing social beliefs,
ϕ (e.g., a belief that such generalizations are de-
meaning, an expectation of respectful discourse, or
a desire not to be spoken to in a way perceived as
patronizing). This perceived mismatch is formally

ϵb(p1) ⊥⊥ ϕ. In response to this perceived incom-
patibility, B produces a subsequent p2, in turn [2]:
“I think that’s really patronizing!” This response,
p2, serves as an observable protest or signal of mis-
alignment from B’s perspective.

A, in turn, observes p2 and interprets it using
their own social interpretation function, ϵa(p2).
Through this interpretation, A becomes aware that
B perceives an issue related to B’s social belief ϕ;
essentially, A recognizes B’s protest and its connec-
tion to ϕ. A then chooses a repair action aα ∈ Λ
aimed at calibration. This is evident in turn [3]
where A responds: “You’re saying that <unclear>
No, but I don’t mean to be patronizing.” This
repair action aα attempts to modify B’s initial in-
terpretation ϵb(p1) of A’s action p1. Specifically, A
denies the patronizing intent, trying to shift B’s un-
derstanding of the original statement’s meaning or
A’s underlying intention, rather than immediately
accommodating B’s interpretation by apologizing
for being patronizing. B’s subsequent turn [4] (“if
I help with addict that they need to compensate
for for <pause> er, things missing in their lives,
perhaps they just like it.”) elaborates on their per-
spective, suggesting the calibration attempt in turn
[3] hasn’t fully resolved the issue. The interac-
tion continues with A in turn [5] showing some ac-
knowledgment (“Yes. Yeah! Well maybe.”), which
might be a further, softer calibration or a move to-
wards accommodation, though the primary calibra-
tion move remains the direct denial of patronizing
intent in turn [3].

4.3 Ignoring

The “ignore” reaction is demonstrated in the subse-
quent medical consultation example (Example 5),
which is also drawn from the BNC corpus:

(5) BNC: G48 (lines 8-21)

DOCTOR: For who? [1]
PATIENT: Patrick. [2]
DOCTOR: <unclear> getting these prescrip-

tions for? Patrick? You’re daft. [3]
PATIENT: It was for Patrick. Er, <pause>

see <unclear> give her something the
wee’uns, he’s got two wee <pause> [4]

DOCTOR: Has he been bad to that poor wee,
wee’un again? [5]

PATIENT: thingummy, abscesses in his er in
his tooth. She can nae take him in to the
dentists till she gets rid of them. [6]
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DOCTOR: <laugh> She’s a bad woman. You
tell her I said it’s just pure neglect.
<pause/> Tell her I said that will you?
[7]

PATIENT: Mhm. [8]
DOCTOR: And she’ll belt you. <pause> Now

then <pause> [9]

In this interaction, we consider the Patient as
individual A and the Doctor as individual B. The
sequence demonstrating the “Ignore the Protest”
dynamic unfolds as follows:

The dynamic is initiated when the Doctor (B)
makes an utterance, p1, in turn [1], stating: “<un-
clear> getting these prescriptions for? Patrick?
You’re daft.” Upon hearing this, the Patient (A)
processes this statement through their social inter-
pretation function, ϵa(p1). This interpretation, par-
ticularly the direct assertion “You’re daft,” likely
generates an incompatibility with the patient’s (A’s)
social belief, ϕ—which might involve their self-
perception of sound judgment, an expectation of
professional respect, or the desire to maintain
face. This perceived incongruity is represented
as ϵa(p1) ⊥⊥ ϕ. Consequently, the patient (A) of-
fers a response, p2, in turn [2]: “It was for Patrick.
Er, <pause> see <unclear> give her something the
wee’uns, he’s got two wee <pause>” This utter-
ance, p2, functions as an observable, though in-
direct, protest from A’s viewpoint, as it seeks to
provide a rationale for the action that prompted the
Doctor’s (B’s) critical remark, thereby implicitly
challenging the negative evaluation.

Subsequently, the doctor (B) perceives the pa-
tient’s (A’s) utterance p2 and interprets it via their
own social interpretation function, ϵb(p2). Through
this, B would likely register A’s attempt at justifica-
tion and the implicit contestation of the "daft" label,
thereby recognizing that A has signaled an issue
concerning their social belief ϕ. Despite this, the
doctor (B) opts to “Ignore the Protest.” This choice
is manifested in the doctor’s ensuing contributions.
In turn [3], the Doctor inquires, “Has he been bad
to that poor wee, wee’un again?” and further in
turn [4], remarks, “<laugh> She’s a bad woman.
You tell her I said it’s just pure neglect. <pause/>
Tell her I said that will you?” These statements
from the doctor (B) sidestep any acknowledgment
of the patient’s (A’s) protest regarding the “daft”
comment. Rather than addressing A’s justification
or the challenge to their competence, the doctor

redirects the conversation, introducing new lines of
criticism aimed at third parties. By failing to en-
gage with the patient’s implicit protest or the initial
social belief incompatibility related to ϕ, the doctor
effectively disregards it, thereby perpetuating the
social misalignment from the patient’s standpoint.

5 Conclusion

This paper has advanced the understanding of so-
cial repair, which is crucial for maintaining inter-
personal harmony, by proposing a formal repre-
sentation centered on the coordination of social
beliefs between individuals. Our approach inte-
grates insights from foundational social theories of
interaction, principles of social cognition, and es-
tablished computational frameworks to define core
components (e.g., SocialBel, Social interpretation
function) and the underlying processes of social
repair. We delineated key interactional dynamics
where perceived misalignments in social beliefs can
trigger observable protests, leading to distinct re-
active strategies by interlocutors—namely accom-
modation, calibration, or ignoring the issue —as
illustrated through diverse examples. This frame-
work offers a systematic approach to the social and
relational dimensions of repair, providing crucial
insights for both dialogue study and the develop-
ment of more socially intelligent computational
agents.

6 Future Work

Building on this paper’s insights into strategies for
addressing social missteps and maintaining social
relationships, future research should extend this
foundation in several key directions. These include
a deeper investigation into the role of multimodal
interactivity in social repair, examining how non-
verbal cues such as facial expressions, gestures, and
intonation dynamically interact with verbal repair
strategies; exploring the longitudinal aspects of so-
cial repair to understand the evolution of strategies
and their long-term relational impacts; and ana-
lyzing cultural and contextual variations to grasp
how individuals adapt repair mechanisms across
diverse social settings. Furthermore, extending the
current dyadic focus to develop models of social
repair within more complex multiparty dialogues,
a domain where the principles of social repair also
apply, is crucial. Finally, developing a more fine-
grained taxonomy of social repair types—whether
by adapting established distinctions from commu-
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nicative repair (such as self-initiated versus other-
initiated repair (Schegloff, 1992)) or by establish-
ing new taxonomy based on the nature of social
beliefs being repaired or the relational goals be-
ing pursued—will significantly enhance both the
theoretical understanding and the computational
modeling of these nuanced social processes. Incor-
porating uncertainty is crucial, as strategic ambi-
guity and plausible deniability are key features of
sophisticated social interaction (Pinker et al., 2008),
which can be formally achieved by extending our
TTR-based model with a probabilistic formulation
(Cooper et al., 2015; Noble et al., 2020).
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