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This study investigated specific patterns of a reactive 
approach to  form-focused instruction: namely, corrective 

feedback and its relationship to  error types and immediate 

learner repair. The database is drawn from transcripts of 
audio recordings made in four French immersion class- 
rooms at the elementary level, totaling 18.3 hours and 

including 921 error sequences. The 921 learner errors were 
coded as grammatical, lexical, or phonological, or as unso- 
licited uses of L1. Corrective feedback moves were coded 

as explicit correction, recast, or negotiation of form (i.e., 

elicitation, metalinguistic clues, clarification requests, or 
repetition of error). zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
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In contrast with previous studies of error treatment in 

L2 classrooms, which showed that teachers’ use of correc- 

tive feedback was relatively unsystematic, this study re- 
vealed a certain degree of systematicity in the teachers’ 
treatment of specific types of oral errors. First, the propor- 
tion of error types receiving corrective feedback from the 

teachers reflected the rate at which these various error 
types actually occurred. Second, the teachers tended to 
provide feedback on phonological and lexical errors with a 
certain amount of consistency (at rates of 70% and zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA80%, 
respectively); grammatical errors received corrective feed- 
back at  a lower rate, but accounted for the highest number 

of corrective feedback moves in the database nonetheless. 

Third, the teachers tended to select feedback types in 
accordance with error types: namely, recasts after gram- 
matical and phonological errors and negotiation of form 

after lexical errors. 
Overall, the negotiation of form proved to  be more 

effective at leading to immediate repair than recasts or 

explicit correction, particularly in the case of lexical errors 
and also in the case of grammatical errors and unsolicited 

uses of L1, but not in the case of phonological errors; the 
latter clearly benefit from recasts. This pattern suggests 

(a) that the teachers were on the right track in their 
decisions to recast phonological errors and to  negotiate 
lexical errors and (b) that perhaps teachers could draw 
more frequently on the negotiation of form in response to 

grammatical errors, because almost two thirds of all gram- 
matical repairs resulted from this type of feedback. zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAA 
preference for providing feedback in this way is supported 
by de Bot’s (1996) argument that language learners are 
likely to benefit more from being “pushed” (Swain, 1995) to 
retrieve target language forms than from merely hearing 

the forms in the input, because the retrieval and sub- 
sequent production stimulate the development of connec- 
tions in memory. 
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Corrective Feedback, Self-Repair; and Modified Output zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
Swain (1985) argued that learner production of modified 

output is necessary for second language zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA(L2) mastery and may 

result from ample opportunities for output and the provision of 

useful and consistent feedback from teachers and peers. More 

recently, Swain (1995) proposed that “modified, or reprocessed, 

output can be considered to represent the leading edge of a 

learner’s interlanguage” (p. 131). Pica (1988) and Pica, Holliday, 

Lewis, and Morgenthaler (1989) found that such modified output 

occurred most often when native speakers signaled an explicit 

need for clarification rather than provided a recast for confirma- 

tion. Although little experimental research has confirmed the 

effects of modified output, a study of the acquisition of past tense 

forms by six learners found at least short-term benefits for some 

learners receiving clarification requests (Nobuyoshi zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA& Ellis, 1993). 

Some of the earliest studies of error treatment led re- 

searchers such as Allwright (1975), Corder (1967), Hendrickson 

(1978) and Vigil and Oller (1976) to  propose that pushing learners 

in their output, rather than providing them with correct forms, 

could benefit their interlanguage development. More recently, van 

Lier (1988) argued that teachers should delay the use of corrective 

techniques that “deny the speaker the opportunity to do self- 

repair, probably an important learning activity” (p. 2111, and 

Chaudron (1988) suggested that instruction that emphasizes self- 

repair in this way was more likely to  improve learners’ ability to 

monitor their own target language speech. Allwright and Bailey 

(1991) recommended that L2 classroom learners be allowed “both 

time and opportunity . . . for self-repair, whether it is self- or 

other-initiated” (p. 1071, and Calv6 (1992) also recommended that 

teachers, rather than recasting, should give priority to peer- and 

self-repair and to techniques that provide learners with clues. 

Notwithstanding ample support for pushing learners to mod- 

ify their output during the treatment of oral errors, there is still 

considerable debate as to what exactly the modified output repre- 

sents in terms of L2 learning and whether it is indeed necessary. 
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For example, Schachter (1983) argued that neither imitation of 

correct forms nor the use of alternative forms following feedback 

provides conclusive evidence that learners take advantage of 

negative data. Similarly, Long (1977) cautioned against confusing 

the effects of corrective feedback on monitored linguistic perfor- 

mance with its usefulness in bringing about lasting modification 

of a learner’s interlanguage grammar. Gass (1988) argued against 

the assumption that learners, with mere presentation of either 

implicit or explicit language information, would convert it t o  

output; she also argued, however, that without direct or frequent 

negative evidence in the input, which would permit learners t o  

detect discrepancies between their learner language and the tar- 

get language, fossilization might occur. Gass and Varonis (1994) 

concluded from their study of dyadic interaction that interactional 

input provides the opportunities for learners to  detect such dis- 

crepancies and “that the awareness of the mismatch serves the 

function of triggering a modification of existing L2 knowledge, the 

results of which may show up at some later point in time” (p. 299). 

In communicatively oriented classrooms, however, where in- 

teractional exchanges are motivated by a variety of purposes and 

foci (e.g., classrooms where language is taught through content; 

see Harley, 1993; Swain, 1988), young L2 learners may not readily 

notice target-nontarget mismatches in the interactional input 

(Lyster, 1998). Providing learners in these contexts with signals 

that  facilitate peer- and self-repair may draw their attention 

to  target-nontarget mismatches more effectively than merely 

supplying target forms in the interactional input, That is, the 

retrieval of target language knowledge that results in self-repair 

following a teacher’s metalinguistic clue or elicitation move re- 

quires more attention to  the analysis of target-nontarget mis- 

matches than does repetition of a teacher’s recast or explicit 

correction. In this sense, different feedback types could have 

differential effects on learning, insofar as different types of repair 

entail varying degrees of attention. 
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Corrective Feedback and Degrees of Explicitness zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
Given the nature of communicative classroom discourse, 

many researchers have pointed to the need t o  draw classroom 

learners’ attention to  form by making certain language features 

more salient in the input (e.g., Harley, 1993, 1994; Spada zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA& 
Lightbown, 1993; Swain, 1988). However, the question of precisely 

how to do so, and with what degree of explicitness, remains the 

centre of much debate. From a conversation analysis perspective, 

Seedhouse (1997) argued that teachers’ preferences for implicit 

uses of corrective feedback mark linguistic errors as embarrassing 

and problematic, which in turn contradicts the pedagogical mes- 

sage “it’s OK to  make linguistic errors” (p. 567). He argued in favor 

of more direct and overt corrective feedback so that “pedagogy and 

interaction would then work in tandem” (p. zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA572). In a survey of 

more than 30 studies investigating the effects of form-focused 

instruction, including either direct teaching or corrective feed- 

back, Spada (1997) concluded that an explicit focus appeared to 

be particularly effective in communicatively based or content- 

based L2 classrooms. However, in another review of several stud- 

ies concerning the role of negative evidence in classroom L2 

learning, N. Ellis (1995) concluded that “provision of negative 

evidence, especially that which incorporates recasts . . . does in- 

deed facilitate the development of L2 syntactic ability” (p. 141; but 

see Lyster, 1998, for a different interpretation of these studies). 

Similarly, Long (1996) advocated the relatively implicit use of 

interactional moves, including, in addition to various input and 

conversational modifications, “denser than usual frequencies of 

semantically contingent speech of various kinds (i.e., . . . repeti- 

tions, extensions, reformulations, rephrasings, expansions and 

recasts), which immediately follow learner utterances and main- 

tain reference to  their meaning”(p. 452). According to the interac- 

tion hypothesis, such responses provide learners with negative 

evidence that in turn facilitates language development. 

Two controlled studies of the effects of recasts in laboratory 

situations have reported some short-term benefits for adult second 
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language acquisition (SLA). Long, Inagaki, and Ortega (in press) 

found short-term benefits for recasts over speech models (i.e., not 

contingent on learners’ utterances) among learners of Spanish on 

adverb placement and among learners of Japanese on required 

adjective order and a preferred locative construction. Mackey and 

Philp (in press) compared the effects of interaction with and 

without recasts on the production and development of question 

forms. They found that advanced learners benefited more from 

interaction with intensive recasts than from interaction without 

recasts. Recasts, however, have not fared as well when compared 

to more explicit forms of feedback in other laboratory studies with 

adults. Carroll and Swain zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA(1993) studied the effects of negative 

evidence on the learning of the dative alternation rule in English. 

The group receiving explicit metalinguistic feedback outper- 

formed all groups, including the recast group. 

It remains difficult, in any case, to  know how relevant labo- 

ratory studies with adult learners may be for error treatment in 

communicative classrooms with young learners. A descriptive 

study of the various types of recasts used by teachers in content- 

based classrooms (Lyster, 1998) concluded that young learners 

were unlikely to notice the majority of recasts in these contexts as 

negative evidence. The findings revealed that teachers used re- 

casts following ill-formed learner utterances in the same ways that 

they use noncorrective repetition following well-formed learner 

utterances: ways that kept learners’ attention focused on content 

primarily by providing confirmation or additional information 

related to the student’s message and, to a lesser degree, by seeking 

confirmation or additional information. These identical discourse 

functions were distributed equally across recasts and noncorrec- 

tive repetitions; thus, they appeared to override any corrective 

function that might have motivated the reformulations entailed 

in recasts. The corrective potential of recasts appeared to be 

further reduced by various signs of approval that teachers used to  

react to content, irrespective of well-formedness, revealing consid- 

erable ambiguity in communicative classroom discourse. 
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Some of the first descriptive studies of corrective discourse 

in L2 classrooms also revealed ambiguity in the treatment of oral 

errors (Allwright, 1975; Chaudron, 1977; Fanselow, 1977; Long, 

1977). Because recasts are used so frequently in these contexts 

(Calv6,1992; Doughty, 1994; Fanselow, 1977; Lyster zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA& Ranta, 1997; 

Roberts, 1995), the implicitness inherent in their functional prop- 

erties may account for much of the ambiguity (Lyster, 1998). 

Chaudron (1988) argued that such ambiguity constitutes one of 

the most noted problems with corrective feedback: teachers’ se- 

mantically contingent responses can serve several functions, of 

either a positive or negative nature (correcting, agreeing, appreci- 

ating, etc.), thus leading t o  a problem for L2 learners for whom 

“the modification may be imperceptible, or perceived as merely an  

alternative” (p. 145). 

Large-scale descriptive studies have also reported the obser- 

vation of ambiguous error treatment in L2 classrooms (Allen, 

Swain, Harley, & Cummins, 1990; Netten, 1991). Several other 

studies have provided evidence that, for corrective feedback to be 

effective (i.e., not ambiguous), relatively explicit signals were 

employed. For example, some studies have revealed in post hoc 

analyses of classroom interaction that effective corrective feed- 

back, which allowed learners’ attention to be drawn to their errors, 

was accompanied by explicit paralinguistic signals (Lightbown, 

1991; Lightbown & Spada, 1990) or entailed a reduction of the 

learner’s utterance with added stress for emphasis (Chaudron, 

1977). Still other studies have operationalized corrective feedback 

a priori as having a more explicit focus than recasts alone can 

provide. For example, in Doughty zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAand Varela’s (1998) study, the 

teacher’s repetition of the learner’s error preceded the recast so as 

to highlight the  target-nontarget mismatch. Similarly, in 

Tomasello and Herron’s (1988, 1989) studies, teachers provided 

recasts that  were, as Long (1996) argued, “delivered in the form of 

explicit correction” and “accompanied by opportunities for unhur- 

ried visual inspection and cognitive comparison’’ (p. 441). 
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Preceding Study zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
In Lyster and Ranta (1997), we presented an analysis of 

classroom interaction that allowed us t o  characterize various 

types of corrective feedback used by teachers in response to  

learner errors. We discerned six main feedback moves in the 

database: 

1. Explicit correction: teacher supplies the correct form and 

clearly indicates that what the student had said was incorrect; 

2. Recasts: teacher implicitly reformulates all or part of the 

student’s utterance; zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
3. Elicitation: teacher directly elicits a reformulation from 

students by asking questions such as “Comment qa s’appelle?“ 
or “How do zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAwe say that in French?” or  by pausing to  allow 

students to complete teacher’s utterance, or by asking stu- 

dents to reformulate their utterance; zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
4. Metalinguistic clues: teacher provides comments, informa- 

tion, or questions related to the well-formedness of the stu- 

dent’s utterance such as zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA“@ ne se dit  pas  en f ranp is ”  or “C‘est 
masculin?”; zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
5 .  Clarification requests: teacher uses phrases such as “Par- 
don?’? and “I don’t understand?’; 

6. Repetition: teacher repeats the student’s ill-formed utter- 

ance, adjusting intonation to highlight the error. 

The percentage distribution of the six feedback types was: recasts 

55%, elicitation 14%, clarification requests 11%, metalinguistic 

clues 8%, explicit correction 7%, and repetition of error 5%. Recasts 

were by far the most widely used technique, accounting for over 

half of all feedback moves. 

We examined not only the distribution of different feedback 

types but also the ways in which learners reacted to the different 

types of feedback in turns immediately following corrective feed- 

back. We referred t o  such reactions as learner uptake and coded 
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these utterances as either repaired or  still in need of repair. We 

borrowed the notion of uptake from speech act theory (Austin, zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
1962); it allowed us to account for a variety of learner reactions in 

response to  the teachers’ apparent intentions and also to  quantify 

the students’ productive role as participants in the corrective 

disc0urse.l 

The findings revealed that recasts resulted in the lowest rate 

of uptake-including the lowest rate of repair. More importantly, 

neither recasts nor explicit correction led to any peer- or self-repair 

because they already provide correct forms to  learners. In contrast, 

elicitation, metalinguistic clues, clarification requests, and repeti- 

tion of error not only led to higher rates of uptake but all were able 

to elicit peer- and self-repair. We thus regrouped these 4 interac- 

tional moves under the rubric of negotiation of form and distin- 

guished them from recasts and explicit correction in that they 

provide learners with signals that facilitate peer- and self-repair 

rather than with mere rephrasings of their utterances. 

We considered the term negotiation of form to capture more 

accurately than negotiation of meaning the ways in which teachers 

focused on form during meaningful interaction (see Lyster, 1994). 
In contrast to the latter’s primarily conversational function, aimed 

“to resolve communication breakdowns and to work toward mu- 

tual comprehension” (Pica et al., 1989, p. 651, we attributed to  the 

negotiation of form a more didactic function: namely, “the provision 

of corrective feedback that encourages self-repair involving accu- 

racy and precision and not merely comprehensibility” (Lyster zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA& 
Ranta, 1997, p. 42). We concluded that the negotiation of form 

provided learners with timely opportunities to  make important 

form-function links in the target language without interrupting 

the flow of communication and while maintaining the mutuality 

inherent in negotiation. That is, when teachers used either meta- 

linguistic clues, elicitation, repetition of error, or clarification re- 

quests, they returned the floor to students along with cues for the 

latter to draw on their own resources, thus allowing for negotiation 

to occur bilaterally. Conversely, there appeared to be little to 
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negotiate between teacher and student when the teacher provided 

either recasts or explicit corrections. 

We speculated that the negotiation of form, allowing for peer- 

and self-repair, might benefit L2 learning in at least two ways: 

(a) by providing opportunities for learners to  proceduralize target 

language knowledge already internalized in declarative form (cf, 

Hulstijn, 1990; McLaughlin, 1990; Nobuyoshi zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA& Ellis, 1993; Towell, 

Hawkins, & Bazergui, 1996) and (b) by drawing learners’ attention 

to  form during communicative interaction in ways that allowed 

them to re-analyze and modify their nontarget output as they 

tested new hypotheses about the target language (Picaet al., 1989; 

Swain, 1993,1995). 

Recasts and explicit correction are thus distinguishable from 

the negotiation of form in that the former supplies correct forms 

that learners may or may not repeat, whereas the latter provides 

signals to  facilitate peer- and self-repair. In terms of explicitness, 

whereas recasts are clearly distinguishable from explicit correc- 

tions, it remains difficult to  characterize the negotiation of form 

in this respect; to do so will require fbrther analysis of each of these 

moves in the database as well as experimentally designed studies. 

I t  is likely the case, for example, that  teachers’ metalinguistic 

clues or repetition of learner errors are relatively explicit in relation 

to clarification requests and that, overall, the four interactional 

moves comprising the negotiation of form are more explicit than 

most recasts and more implicit than explicit corrections. zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
Research Questions 

The present study compares the extent to which teachers use 

negotiation of form, recasts, and explicit correction to respond t o  

specific error types then examines which types of errors are 

immediately repaired as a result of each feedback type. The study 

was designed to describe these relationships as detected in tran- 

scripts of classroom interaction in four French immersion class- 

rooms at the elementary level. The study draws on the database 

and error treatment model presented by Lyster and Ranta (1997) 
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and aims to answer two research questions not examined in that 

study: 

1. What types of learner errors lead to  what types of corrective 

feedback? 

2. What types of corrective feedback lead to  the immediate 

repair of what types of learner errors? 

Method zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
Data base 

The database includes 27 lessons, totaling 1,100 minutes or 

18.3 hours, taught by zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA4 French immersion teachers at the Grade 

415 level. Teacher 3 (T3I2 teaches in an early total immersion 

program; Teachers 4,5, and zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA6 (T4, T5, T6) teach in a mid-immersion 

program beginning at  Grade 4. The data analyzed include 13 

French language arts lessons (7.8 hours) and 14 subject-matter 

lessons (10.5 hours) including lessons from science, social studies, 

and math. The breakdown of the 27 lessons across the 4 teachers, 

including the date, duration, and topic of each lesson, appears in 

Appendix A. 
The lessons we selected for analysis did not include formal 

grammar or spelling lessons; instead, they represented a more 

communicative orientation, occurring either during subject- 

matter classes or French language arts with a thematic focus. We 

had not instructed the 4 teachers to use any particular kinds 

of feedback nor t o  focus on any particular type of error. We 

asked them to  continue with their usual way of teaching as we 

observed and tape-recorded; they knew only that we were inter- 

ested in recording classroom interaction. They continued with 

their regular program while we made recordings and while one or  

more observers coded classroom activities using Part A of the 

Communicative Orientation to Language Teaching (COLT) coding 

scheme (Spada zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA& Frohlich, 1995), which we had adapted for use 

in immersion classrooms. The purpose of the COLT coding scheme 
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was twofold: first, to provide a breakdown of classroom activities 

and episodes, and second, t o  provide information concerning the 

overall communicative orientation of the zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA4 classrooms (these 

results are in Fazio zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA& Lyster, 1997). 

The recordings were transcribed by a native speaker (NS) or 

native-like speaker of French and then verified at least once by a 

second transcriber who was again either an NS or  native-like 

speaker of French. Following Doughty (19941, we imported the 

transcripts selected for analysis into COALA (Computer Aided 

Linguistic Analysis; Thornton & Pienemann, 1994) which allowed 

1 NS and 2 native-like speakers of French to code and quantify 

the data using our user-defined coding categories pertaining to 

error types, feedback types, and learner repair.3 

Data Analysis 

The analytic model used t o  code the interactional data, 

adapted from Lyster and Ranta (1997), appears in Figure 1. The 

sequence begins with a learner’s utterance containing at least one 

error. The nontarget utterance is followed either by the teacher’s 

corrective feedback or not; if not, then there is topic continuation. 

If corrective feedback is provided by the teacher, then it is either 

followed by uptake on the part of the student or not (no uptake 

entails topic continuation). If there is uptake, then the student’s 

nontarget utterance is either repaired or continues to  need repair 

in some way. If the utterance needs repair, then the teacher may 

again provide corrective feedback; if no further feedback is 

provided, then there is topic continuation. If and when there is 

repair, then it is followed either by topic continuation or by some 

repair-related sign of approval from the teacher.* Following ap- 

proval there is topic continuation. 

The model takes into account 4 main error types: grammati- 

cal, phonological, lexical, and unsolicited uses of the first language 

(Ll). The latter, of course, are not errors per se, but we were 

interested in examining, particularly in immersion classrooms, 

teachers’ reactions t o  uses of L1. Errors generally included 
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Figure 1. zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAError treatment sequence (From “Corrective Feedback and 

Learner Uptake: Negotiation of Form in Communicative Classrooms,” by 
R. Lyster and L. Ranta, 1997, Studies in Second Language Acquisition. 
Copyright 1997 by Cambridge University Press. Adapted with permission.) 
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nonnative-like uses of French, although we also took into account 

utterances which could zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAbe considered native-like for young chil- 

dren, but which teachers considered substandard in some way 

(e.g., lexically imprecise or sociolinguistically inappropriate). Be- 

cause of our research interest in focus-on-form, we did not analyze 

errors related to content. A description of the error types follows: 

Grammatical errors. 

1. Errors in the use of closed classes such as determiners, 

prepositions, and pronouns. 

2. Errors in grammatical gender (including wrong determin- 

ers and other noudadjective agreements). 

3. Errors in tense, verb morphology, auxiliaries (including 

avoir and &tre distinctions), and subjectherb agreement. zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
4. Errors in pluralization, negation, question formation, rela- 

tivization, and word order. 

Classification of some of the foregoing features as grammatical 

rested on our decision to  consider errors in closed classes as 

grammatical and errors in open classes as lexical; for example, we 

thus coded prepositions as grammatical. 

Lexical errors. 

1. Inaccurate, imprecise, or inappropriate choices of lexical 

items in open classes-namely, nouns, verbs, adverbs, and 

adjectives (e.g., adoption for adaptation, pancarte for carte, 
imaginatif for imaginaire, petite aile for aileron, de'odorant for 

malodorant, demander une question for poser une question, 
rapetissement for re'duction, coulisses for canaux, re'ussir for 

recevoir, grosseur for longueur, un petit bout de l'eau for une 
petite goutte d'eau, brisures for biscuits, rouge for roux, tomber 
for couler, mangeur for rongeur); 

2. Nontarget derivations of nouns, verbs, adverbs and adjec- 

tives, involving incorrect use of prefixes and suffixes (e.g., 
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odoreux zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAfor odorant, piques for piquants, le dkplace for le 
deplacement, un tonne for un tonneau). 

Phonological errors- 

1. Decoding errors as students read aloud (e.g., aussi for assis, 
livre for lidvre, ce sera for ce serait, final consonants pro- 

nounced in coup and bond); 

2. Mispronunciations resulting from particularities of the 

French sound system (e.g., the “u” in grue pronounced as zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA/d, 
son pronounced as sans); zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
3. Absence of obligatory elision (e.g., le eldphant, le autre, de 
un demi tour); zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
4. Absence of obligatory liaison (e.g., en /ondes); 

5. Pronunciation of silent letters (e.g., the zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA“f” in oeufs, the zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA“s” 

in uers); 

6. Addition of other elements (mktdro for mktko, rkalisastrice 
for realisatrice) or omission of obligatory ones (e.g., jadis pro- 

nounced without the final consonant, la fuit for la fuite, 
meteologie for mdte‘orologie). 

Unsolicited uses of Ll .  

1. Instances where students used English when French would 

have been more appropriate and expected; we excluded from 

this category, of course, uses of L1 solicited by the teacher (e.g., 

“Comment dit-on ‘marmotte’en anglais?”) or students’ framing 

their use of L1 metalinguistically (“Comment dit-on ‘computer’ 
en franqais?”). 

In Lyster and Ranta (1997) we also used the category multi- 
ple for coding student turns containing more than one type of error. 

However, for the present study, I deleted this category and recoded 

the 14% of student turns containing more than one error type so 

as to reflect the most prominent error type or, in cases where 

corrective feedback was provided, to reflect the error type on which 
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the teacher’s feedback focused. Although classifying learners’ er- 

rors is at best a flawed procedure, the above definitions provided 

the zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA3 coders with guidelines sufficiently clear to allow them to  

discuss ambiguous cases until they agreed. zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAA fourth researcher, a 

French NS who had learned the foregoing coding criteria, coded a 

subset of 15% of the data, including 140 randomly selected error 

sequences; a post hoc test of interrater reliability yielded a .84 level 

of agreement. 

The present study examined the zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA4 error types in relation to 

the 3 main feedback types (i.e., negotiation of form, recasts, and 

explicit correction) and in relation t o  learner repair. As in Lyster 

and Ranta’s (1997) study, repair here refers t o  the correct refor- 

mulation of an error as uttered in a single student turn, not to the 

sequence of turns resulting in the correct reformulation; nor does 

it refer to self-initiated repair. We did not analyze unprompted 

self-corrections; instead, we analyzed only prompted re- 

pairs-what Schegloff, Jefferson, and Sacks (1977) called “other- 

initiated” repair. We found 4 types of other-initiated repair, 

including the student’s (a) repetition or (b) incorporation of the 

teacher’s reformulation, or  student-generated repairs in the form 

of (c) peer- and (d) self-repair. The needs-repair category included 

student utterances coded as acknowledgments (such as “yes” or 

“no” in response to teacher feedback), hesitations, same or differ- 

ent errors, partial repairs, or “off-target.” The needs-repair cate- 

gory could lead to additional feedback from the teacher and thus 

allowed for error treatment sequences to go beyond the third turn 

(as in example 2 in Appendix B). If there was no uptake following 

the teacher’s corrective feedback move (neither “repair” nor 

“needs-repair”), then either teacher or student initiated topic 

continuation. The 6 examples of error treatment sequences in 

Appendix B illustrate the various coding categories.5 

Results 

The analysis yielded a total of 921 error sequences, each 

initiated by a student turn containing at least one error coded as 
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grammatical, lexical, phonological, or  L1. Of these zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA921 turns with 

error or L1,558 (61%) were followed by a teacher’s turn containing 

corrective feedback coded as either negotiation of form, recast, or 

explicit correction. The remaining 363 (39%) student turns with 

error or L1 were immediately followed by topic-continuation 

moves. Of the 558 corrective feedback moves, 186 (33%) led to 

learner repair within the error treatment sequence. Of the 186 
repairs, 140 immediately followed the teacher’s initial feedback 

move; the remaining 46 were preceded by additional feedback that 

resulted from one or more student turns coded as needs-repair.6 

Table 1 presents the distribution of error types in the entire 

database: 50% were grammatical, 18% were lexical, 16% were 

phonological, and 16% were unsolicited uses of L1. Table 2 reveals 

the distribution of corrective feedback across the different error 

types: 46% of all feedback followed grammatical errors, 24% fol- 

lowed lexical errors, 19% followed phonological errors, and 11% 

followed uses of L1. Thus, as portrayed graphically in Figure 2, the 

proportion of error types receiving teachers’ corrective feedback 

Table 1 zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
Number and Percentage zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAof Errors (N zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA= 921) by Error Q p e  

Grammatical 
Lexical 
Phonological 
L1 

457 
167 
148 
149 

(50%) 
(18%) 
(16%) 
(16%) 

Table 2 

Number and Percentage of Feedback Moves (N = 558) per Error Type 

Grammatical 
Lexical 
Phonological 
L1 

257 
133 
104 
64 

(46%) 
(24%) 
(19%) 
(11%) 
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Figure zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA2. Percentage distribution of error types and feedback per error type 

reflects the rate a t  which these various error types occur in the 

database. 

Table 3 reveals the rate at which each error type received 

corrective feedback: 80% of lexical errors, 70% of phonological 

errors, 56% of grammatical errors, and only 43% of uses of L1. This 

analysis combined data from language arts and subject-matter 

lessons because similar patterns were apparent in these 2 types 

of lessons: In French language arts, corrective feedback followed 

78% of lexical errors, 74% of phonological errors, 58% of grammati- 

cal errors, and 53% of utterances in L1; in subject-matter classes, 

corrective feedback followed 81% of lexical errors, 63% of 

phonological errors, 55% of grammatical errors, and 40% of utter- 

ances in L1 (cf. Chaudron, 1986).7 

The 558 feedback moves following initial errors were distrib- 

uted across the 3 feedback types as follows: 334 (60%) were recasts, 

190 (34%) involved negotiation of form, and zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA34 (6%) were explicit 

corrections.* zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAA comparison of the distribution of these feedback 

types across different error types appears in Table 4 and Figure 3. 
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Table 3 

Rate zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAof Feedback per Error Type 

Lexical 1331167 zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA- 
Phonological 1041148 - 
Grammatical 2 5 7/45 7 - 
L1 641149 - 

80% 
70% 
56% 
43% 

- 
- 
- 
- 

Table 4 

Distribution of Errors Receiving Feedback (N = 558) Across 
Feedback o p e s  and Error Types 

Grammatical Lexical Phonological L1 
(n  = 257) (n  = 133) (n  = 104) (n  = 64) 

Explicit correction 3 (1%) 10 (7%) 13(13%) 8(12%) 
Recast 185 (72%) 50 (38%) 67 (64%) 32 (50%) 
Negotiation of form 69 (27%) 73 (55%) 24 (23%) 24 (38%) 

Figure 3. Percentage distribution of feedback types across error types 
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The majority of feedback moves following phonological and gram- 

matical errors were recasts zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA(64% and 72%, respectively); the 

majority following lexical errors involved negotiation of form zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
(55%). When corrective feedback followed use of L1 (recall the 

small number of unsolicited uses of L1 receiving feedback), 50% 
were translation equivalents (coded as recasts); another 38% were 

negotiated. 

A loglinear analysis of a 2 zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAx 4 contingency table (Table 5 )  
tested the effects of these cross-classified categorical data and 

their interaction (feedback type by error type). The analysis ex- 

cluded explicit corrections due to their rarity (6% of all feedback 

moves), resulting in a comparison of feedback type with 2 levels 

(recasts vs. negotiation of form) and error type with 4 levels. The 

main effect of feedback type was significant, zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAx2 (1, 524) = 38.54, 
p < .0001, as was the main effect of error type, x2 (3,524) = 152.25, 
p < .0001. The interaction between feedback type and error type 

was significant, x2(3, 524) = 4 1 . 5 3 , ~  < .0001, confirming that error 

type affected choice of feedback. Pairwise analyses of the 3 most 

frequent error types revealed tha t  the teachers’ choice of feed- 

back after lexical errors differed significantly from their choice 

of feedback after grammatical errors, x2 (1, 377) = 36.14, 
p < .0001, and after phonological errors, zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAx2 (1, 214) = 23.61, 
p < .0001; their feedback preferences did not differ after gram- 

matical and phonological errors, x2 (1,345) = .02. A comparison 

of feedback choice for each error type confirmed the different 

Table 5 

Contingency Table for Loglinear Analysis of Feedback Type 
by Error Type 

Grammatical Lexical Phonoloffical L1 Total 

Recast 185 50 67 32 334 
Negotiation of form 69 73 24 24 190 
Total 254 123 91 56 524 
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patterns: Negotiation of form was significantly more likely than 

recasts to follow lexical errors, zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAx2 (1, zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA123) zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA= 4 . 2 5 , ~  < zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA.05, whereas 

recasts were significantly more likely than negotiation of form to 

follow grammatical errors, x2 (1, 254) = 48.88, p < .0001, and 

phonological errors, x2 (1,91> = 1 8 . 6 2 , ~  < .0001. 
Table 6 gives the number and percentage of repairs per error 

type. Phonological errors had the highest rate of repair: 62% of the 

104 phonological errors receiving feedback were repaired. The 

next highest rate of repair was for lexical errors: Of the 133 lexical 

errors with feedback, 41% were repaired. Only 22% of the 257 
grammatical errors with feedback were repaired, and only 17% of 

the unsolicited uses of L1 with feedback were repaired. 

As can also be seen in Table 6, the 186 repairs in the database 

were distributed evenly across phonological, grammatical, and 

lexical errors: 64, 55, and 56, respectively; only 11 were for L1 

repairs. Examining the relationships among error type, feedback 

type, and repair, I excluded these negligible L1 repairs. These 

results are displayed in Table 7 and Figure 4. Of the grammatical 

repairs, 61% resulted from the negotiation of form and 34% from 

recasts, thus inversely reflecting the occurrence of these 2 feed- 

back types. That is, although the majority of the feedback following 

grammatical errors involved recasts, the majority of grammatical 

repairs followed the negotiation of form. Conversely, lexical and 

phonological repairs resulted, for the most part, from the different 

feedback types that these error types tended to invite. Thus 80% 

of lexical repairs were due to the negotiation of form and 61% of 

phonological repairs followed recasts. 

Table 6 

Number and Percentage of Repairs of Errors with Feedback 

Phonological (n = 104) 
Lexical (n = 133) 
Grammatical (n = 257) 
L1 (n = zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA64) 

64 (62%) 
55 (41%) 
56 (22%) 
11 (17%) 
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Table 7 

Distribution of Grammatical, Lexical, and Phonological Repairs 
Across Feedback Types 

Grammatical Lexical Phonological 
repairs repairs repairs 
(n zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA= zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA56) (n = 55) (n = 64) 

Explicit correction 3 (5%) 3 (5%) 10 (16%) 
Recast 19 (34%) 8 (15%) 39 (61%) 
Negotiation of form 34 (61%) 44 (80%) 15 (23%) zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA

Figure 4. Percentage distribution of grammatical, lexical, and phonological 

repairs across feedback types 

A loglinear analysis of a 2 x 3 contingency table (Table 8) 

tested the effects and interaction of feedback type (2 levels: recasts 

and negotiation of form) by repaired-error type (3 levels: gram- 

matical, lexical, and phonological). The analysis again excluded 

explicit corrections due to  their rarity. The main effect of feedback 
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Table 8 zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
Contingency Table for Loglinear Analysis of Repaired-Error Type 
by Feedback Type 

Grammatical Lexical Phonological 
repairs repairs repairs Total 

Recast zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA19 8 39 66 

Total 53 52 54 159 
Negotiation of form 34 44 15 93 

type was significant, x2 (1, 159) zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA= 4.54, p < .05, indicating that 

significantly more repairs overall resulted from the negotiation of 

form than from recasts. The main effect of repaired-error type was 

not significant, x2 (1, 159) = .04, reflecting the equal distribution 

of error types across repairs, although there was a significant 

interaction between feedback type and repaired-error type, x2 (2, 

159) = 3 8 . 1 8 , ~  < .0001. Comparisons of the two feedback types for 

each type of repaired error revealed the following significant 

differences: Negotiation of form was significantly more likely than 

recasts to precede lexical repairs, x2 (1,521 = 1 9 . 6 7 , ~  < .0001, and 

grammaticalrepairs,X2 (1,53) = 4 . 1 3 , ~  < .05, whereas recasts were 

significantly more likely than negotiation of form to precede 

phonological repairs, x2 (1,54) = 9 . 8 9 , ~  < .002. 

Discussion 

The foregoing results provide the following answers to the 

two research questions. 

1. What types of learner errors lead to what types of corrective 

feedback? Grammatical and phonological errors tended to 

invite recasts, whereas lexical errors tended to invite negotia- 

tion of form more often than recasts. 

2. What types of corrective feedback lead to the immediate 

repair of what types of learner errors? The majority of 
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phonological repairs were learner repetitions following recasts 

and the majority of grammatical and lexical repairs were peer- 

and self-repairs following negotiation of form. 

The findings suggest that the zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA4 teachers provided corrective 

feedback somewhat more consistently and less randomly than 

teachers observed in previous studies (e.g., Allen et al., 1990; 

Fanselow, 1977). In the present study, the teachers’ treatment of 

oral errors showed some degree of systematicity in at least zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA3 ways. 

First, the proportion of error types receiving corrective feedback 

from these teachers reflected the rate at  which these various error 

types occurred (cf Chaudron, 1988L9 Second, the teachers tended 

to provide corrective feedback on phonological and lexical errors 

with a certain degree of consistency-at rates of 70% and 80% 

respectively. lo Third, the teachers tended to select feedback types 

in accordance with error types: namely, recasts after grammatical 

and phonological errors and negotiation of form after lexical 

errors. 

The following discussion takes account of only 3 types of 

errors (grammatical, lexical, and phonological) and 2 types of 

corrective feedback (negotiation of form and recasts), thus exclud- 

ing learner utterances in L1 as well as feedback coded as explicit 

correction. The latter occurred only rarely in comparison to recasts 

and the negotiation of form.ll Similarly, it remains difficult to 

discern any pattern in uses of L1, because of the particularly low 

rate of feedback following them. When there was feedback, trans- 

lation equivalents, coded as recasts, tended t o  predominate. More 

noteworthy, and somewhat unexpected, was the teachers’ high 

tolerance for uses of L1 and low expectation that they should be 

“repaired.” This may be due, in part, t o  3 of the 4 classes being in 

only their first year of a mid-immersion program. 

About half of the phonological errors were decoding errors 

committed as students read aloud, thus reducing the potential 

that  students would perceive recasts ambiguously.12 A recast 

following a phonological error during a reading activity would be 

perceptually salient as well as unequivocal in terms of purpose; a 
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student probably could not perceive such a recast as an alternative 

yet equally correct variant. Other phonological errors entailed 

distinctive features of the French sound system. Such pronuncia- 

tion errors were perhaps not amenable to  negotiation and instead 

required correct models for learners to imitate. Indeed, the unusu- 

ally high rate of repair following teachers’ recasts of phonological 

errors suggested that students did indeed notice the corrective 

intentions underlying the teacher’s recast, in that they tended to 

repeat it and get it right. 

Teachers demonstrated a low tolerance for lexical errors and 

a preference to  react to  such errors by using negotiation of form to 

incite students to produce, on their own, the correct form. They 

may have done so because recasts of lexical errors, in contrast to  

recasts of phonological errors, risk being perceived by learners as 

alternative yet equally correct forms. Similar findings have been 

noted in L1 contexts. For example, Marcus (1993) argued that 

recasts do not indicate whether the corrective reformulation is 

simply a stylistic variant or synonym, or whether the learner’s 

utterance is unacceptable. Because L2 teachers frequently provide 

learners with synonyms as they strive to  provide rich and varied 

input, recasts of some lexical errors risk being ambiguously per- 

ceived by students as acceptable alternatives. Aware of such 

potential ambiguity in the case of lexical errors, the teachers may 

have tended to provide signals to  prompt students rather than 

provide them with correct forms. Furthermore, the teachers may 

have pushed students in their lexical development because they 

believed that students can in fact be pushed in this respect. Our 

own observations confirmed the teachers had first-hand experi- 

ence in observing students successfully self-repair lexical items 

and subsequently employ them as an intrinsic part of the same 

lesson. 

In contrast, grammatical errors were repaired at a lower rate 

than lexical errors and tended to recur within the same lesson in 

spite of corrective feedback, thus reflecting different degrees of 

complexity in the processing of lexical and grammatical repairs. 

That is, the cognitive processes involved in accessing and applying 
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the system-driven rules of grammar are more complex than those 

involved in the retrieval of lexical items. This may in turn explain 

why the teachers demonstrated a clear preference for recasting 

grammatical errors. They perhaps hesitated to use negotiation of 

form in response to grammatical errors, because grammatical 

knowledge involves complex system-driven rules that might not 

be easily retrievable, were perhaps not yet internalized, and were 

only rarely intrinsic to  the propositional content of the lesson, 

unlike lexical errors. The teachers may have suspected that recast- 

ing would be more appropriate, providing them with efficient ways 

of advancing the lesson by keeping students’ attention focused on 

content in spite of gaps in L2 proficiency. 

However, notwithstanding the teachers’ preference for re- 

casting grammatical errors, only about one-third of the grammati- 

cal repairs followed recasts; almost two-thirds were peer- and 

(mainly) self-repairs following the negotiation of form. Because it 

pushes them to modify their output themselves, the negotiation of 

form incites learners first to  notice their nontarget output and 

then, in Swain’s (1995) terms, to reprocess the nontarget output. 

Conversely, recasts may be less successful at drawing learners’ 

attention t o  their nontarget output-at least in content-based 

classrooms where recasts risk being perceived by young learners 

as alternative or identical forms fulfilling discourse functions 

other than corrective ones. Along with frequent noncorrective 

repetition in classroom discourse, recasts tend to  provide or seek 

confirmation or additional information related to the learner’s 

message (Lyster, 1998). Thus, recasts of grammatical errors prob- 

ably do not provide young classroom learners with negative evi- 

dence, in that they fail t o  convey what is unacceptable in the zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAL2. 
Instead, recasts may serve as positive evidence, in the same way 

that noncorrective repetitions do, in that they provide learners 

with exemplars of what is possible in the language. As Morgan, 

Bonamo, and Travis (1995) argued, recasts do not inform children 

how to formulate appropriate grammatical modifications any 

more than do other forms of positive evidence. 
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In summary, this study has described and sought to  explain 

at least 2 noteworthy patterns in the zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA4 classrooms examined: 

Pattern 1. Teachers tended t o  recast grammatical and 

phonological errors and to negotiate lexical errors. This overall 

pattern initially called into question the term negotiation of form, 

which seemed inappropriate if the negotiation was primarily 

about lexical items. However, Pattern 2 subsequently revealed 

some promising effects for the negotiation of form in response to 

grammatical errors. 

Pattern zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA2. Phonological repairs tended t o  follow recasts, 

whereas grammatical and lexical repairs tended to  follow the 

negotiation of form. This pattern suggests (a) that the teachers 

were on the right track in their decisions to recast phonological 

errors and to negotiate lexical errors and (b) that perhaps teachers 

could draw more frequently on the negotiation of form in response 

to grammatical errors, because almost two-thirds of all grammati- 

cal repairs resulted from this type of feedback. 

The effects of such interactional moves on L2 learning, how- 

ever, clearly require assessment in carefully designed, experimen- 

tal classroom studies before one can make claims for their 

effectiveness. The present findings may contribute to  the design 

of experimental studies intended to manipulate the corrective 

feedback types and related patterns described here. In addition to  

its distinguishing chararacterstic of eliciting peer- and self-repair, 

as proposed by Lyster and Ranta zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA(19971, the negotiation of form 

exhibited further distinctiveness in the present study by the types 

of errors it tends to follow (i.e., lexical) and by the types of errors 

that get repaired as a result of it (i.e., lexical and grammatical). 

These findings support the view that the negotiation of form 

constitutes a distinguishable set of feedback moves used by teach- 

ers and merits, therefore, further research to determine its effect 

on the development of target language accuracy. 
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Notes 

‘We used the term uptake very differently from other classroom SLA research 
where it has referred to what learners report having learned from a particular 
lesson (e.g., Allwright, 1984; R. Ellis, 1995; Slimani, 1992). From a discourse 

perspective, we prefer to  refer to  such explicit formulations of the effect or 
perlocutionary force of a speech event as upshot (e.g., Cook, 1989, p. 40). 

2Teachers 1 and 2, Grade 6 teachers, are not included in this part of the study. 

The labels T3, zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAT4, T5, and T6 are used in this paper to maintain consistency 
throughout other reports deriving from this study. 
3More detailed descriptions of the data collection procedures can be found in 

Lyster and Ranta (1997, pp. 42-43). 
4These moves included at  least one of 3 types of approval, occurring either 
alone or in various combinations: (1) simple affirmation or acknowledgement 
(e.g., oui; OK; bien slir); (2) praise markers (e.g., zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBATres bien; Excellent; Bravo!); 
(3) repetition of the student’s repair (which could also include additional 

metalinguistic information or commentary; see Lyster, 1998). 
5The following conventions are used in the examples: St zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA= student; Sts = more 
than one student; Stdif = a different student from the previous student turn. 

Overlapping speech is indicated by %. 
6In these 46 cases, we counted the feedback type used by the teacher in the 

move immediately preceding the repair. 
7Chaudron’s (1986) study of error treatment in immersion classrooms found 
that 77% of grammatical errors received corrective feedback in French 
language arts classes, compared to only 37% in subject-matter classes. The 
finding that teachers in the present study provided corrective feedback a t  
similar rates whether teaching language arts or subject matter may be due 
to  the “whole language approach” they adopted. This approach minimizes 
explicit language instruction and aims to integrate language skills across 

disciplines. The teachers were so adept at  blurring the borders between 

language classes and content classes that we often had to ask which we were 

observing. 
aThis percentage distribution differs slightly from that reported in Lyster and 
Ranta (1997) because the present study took account of errors initiating each 
sequence but not of subsequent learner utterances coded as “needs-repair.’’ 
91n his synthesis of zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA5 different studies, Chaudron (1988, pp. 140-41) found 
an inverse relationship between errors produced and errors treated: The more 
often a particular error was made, the less likely the teachers were to  provide 
feedback. It remains difficult to compare the present study’s findings to  

Chaudron’s, because the 5 studies he examined all included content errors, 
unlike the present study; these consistently received a high proportion of 
feedback. 
‘OAlthough they received corrective feedback a t  a lower rate (56%), grammati- 

caI errors accounted for the highest proportion of corrective feedback moves 
in the database, due to their frequency. In absolute numbers, more grammati- 
cal errors received feedback than any other error type, thus revealing a t  least 
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some degree of perseverance in combination with selectivity, if not consis- 
tency. 

I’The zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA3 explicit corrections following grammatical errors led to 3 repairs and 

the 13 explicit corrections following phonological errors led to 10 repairs, 
whereas the 10 explicit corrections following lexical errors led to only 3 

repairs. In each case, however, the repairs simply involved repetition of the 
teacher’s explicitly provided model. 

120ne reviewer of this article pointed out that  reading aloud is not a commu- 
nicative activity that focuses on content. However, we found that teachers 

frequently used a variety of texts to present content and asked individual 

students to read aloud before the information was discussed or classified. 
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Appendix zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAA 

Database 

4 teachers 

13 French Language Arts lessons (467 min = 7.8 hrs.) 

14 subject matter lessons-science, social studies, math (633 min 

27 lessons totaling 1,100 minutes or  18.3 hours 

= 10.5 hrs.) 

School Board A-Early total immersion 

Teacher 3 (Grade 4)-11 lessons (340 rnin). 

1. Jan. 16 

2. Jan. 16 

3. Jan. 16 

4. Jan. 16 

5. Jan. 30 

6. Feb.6 

7. Mar. 6 

8. Mar. 8 

Language arts-prereading activity 

about meteorology 

Language arts-reading (La 
mdteorologie en folie) 

Science-mammals’ means of adapting 

to environment 

Math-geometric translations 

Social studies-the first settlers 

Language arts-reading (Les best- 
sellers) 

Language arts-writing letters to 

companies 

Language arts-discussion (paying 

youth for chores) 

20 min 

30 min 

65 min 

40 min 

15 min 

45 min 

15 rnin 

20 min 
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9. zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAMar. 20 Language arts-discussion about 

vacation 

10. Mar. 20 Language arts-reading (CarnorniZZe 
la sorciere) 

11. Mar. 29 Language arts-students’ poetry 

School Board B-Mid-immersion 

Teacher zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA4 (Grades 4 / 5 ) 4  lessons (250 rnin). 

1. Mar. 17 Science-students present science 

experiments 

2. Mar. 17 Language arts-role plays to reenact 

story 

3. Mar. 24 Math-measurement and estimation zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
4. Mar. 31 Social studies-discovery of North 

America 

Teacher 5 (Grade 4)-8 lessons (325 min). 

1. Mar. 14 Language arts-classified ads 

2. Mar. 21 Language arts-discussion about long 

weekend 

3. Mar. 21 Science-zoo animals 

4. Mar. 28 Science-animals (habitat, sounds, 

movement) 

5. Apr. 4 Science-bread and cereal food group 

6. Apr. 11 Science-animals (oral presentations) 

7. Apr. 11 Social studies-manufacturing of 

Whippet cookies 

8. Apr. 25 Science-water cycle 

25 min 

20 min 

45 min 

50 rnin 

85 rnin 

40 rnin 

75 min 

50 rnin 

12 min 

45 min 

58 min 

50 rnin 

35 min 

15 rnin 

60 rnin 
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Teacher zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA6 (Grade zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA4 ) 4  lessons (185 min). 

1. zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAApr. 3 Language arts-reading (La cabane a 

sucre) zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA55 min 

2. Apr. 10 Language arts-reading (Easter) 45 min 

3. Apr. 27 Science-animals 50 min 

4. May 11 Science-the field mouse and review of 

body parts 35 min 

Appendix B 

Negotiation of form. 
(1) (T3-Science-January 16) 

St: E h  . . . elle fa i t .  . . Ben y a un jet de parfum qui sent 
pas tres bon . . . [Lexical error] 

“Uh . . . she does . . . Well there’s a stream of perfume 

that doesn’t smell very nice . . .” 
Alors u n  jet de parfum on ua appeler Fa u n  . . .? 
[Elicitation] 

“SO a stream of perfume, we’ll call that a . . .?” 

“Smelly liquid.” 

U n  Eiquidepuant [Approval] zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAaussi on appelle qa un 
liquide qui a pas une bonne odeur, comment on 
appelle Fa? [Topic continuation] 

“A smelly liquid, we also call that a liquid with an  

unpleasant odor, what do we call that?” 

E u h m ,  le, le k lkphant.  Le e‘lkphant gronde. 
[Phonological errorl 

“Uhm, the, the elephant. The elephant growls.” 

Est-ce qu’on dit & klkphant? [Metalinguistic clue1 

“DO we say zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAthe elephant?” 

“No.” 

T3: 

Stdif: Liquide puant. [Repair-peer] 

T3: 

(2) (T5-Science-March 28) 

St: 

T5: 

Sts: Non. [Needs repair1 
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T5 zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA: 

Sts: 

T5: 

St: 

T5 : 

St: 

T5: zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA

Form, Recasts, and Explicit Correction 

c a  commence auec une voyelle. Est-ce qu’on peut 
dire & klkphant? [Metalinguistic clue] 

“It starts with a vowel. Can we say zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAthe elephant?” 

Non. [Needs repair] 

“No.” 

Qu’est-ce qu’on ua dire? [Elicitation] 

“What are we going to  say?” zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
IZ. [Needs repair] 

“He.” 

Non. [Metalingustic clue] 

“No.” 

L’e‘lkphant. [Repair-self] 

“The elephant.” 

L~le‘phant. Alors, on ua enlever le “e” d u  de‘termi- 
nant, p is on ua mettre un  apostrophe. On ua dire 
4‘l’elkphant’’ [Approval] et l’e‘lephant, on dit pas 
vraiment qu’il gronde. Y a u n  autre verbe pour dire 
ce que l’e‘lkphant fait. [Topic continuation] 

“The elephant. So, we remove the “e” from the 

determiner, and then we put in a n  apostrophe. We 

then say the elephant, and we don’t say that the 

elephant growls. There’s another verb t o  say what 

the elephant does.” 

Recast. 

(3) (T3-Science-January 16) 

Kill them. 

Ils les tuent. [Recast] Pourquoi ils les tuent? [Topic 

continuation] 

They kill them. Why do they kill them? 

Parce qu’il est froid. [Lexical error] 

“Because he’s cold” 

“It’s cold.” 

St: Les tuent. [Grammatical errorl 

T5: 

(4) (T4-Language Arts-March 17) 

St: 

T4: I1 fait froid. [Recast] 
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Stdif: zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBAComment est-ce qu’on ua aller chercher qa? [Topic 

continuation] 

“How are we going to go and get that?” 

Explicit correction. zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
(5) (T6-Science-April27) 

St: 

T6: 

La note pour le “shot”. [LII 

“The note for the shot.” 

Oh, pour la, &,pour qa. zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBATu ueux dire pour lapiqzire. 
Piqlire. [Explicit] Oui? [Topic continuation] 

“Oh, for the, for that. You mean for the needle. 

Needle. Yes?” zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
[. . .I le renard gris, le loup, le coyote, le bison et la 
gr . . . groue. [Phonological error] 

“[. . .I the gray fox, the wolf, the coyote, the bison 

and the cr . . . crane.” 

Et la grue. On dit “grue”. [Explicit] 

“And the crane. We say ‘crane.”’ 

“Crane.” 

Tout le monde dit “grue”. [Approval] 

“Everyone say ‘crane.’ ” 

(6) (T4-Language Arts-March 17) 

St: 

T4: 

St: Grue. [Repair-repetition] 

T4: 


