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Abstract 

Educators in French schools in southern Ontario are challenged with the task of increasing their 

students’ oral linguistic ability in French within their predominantly English-speaking 

surroundings. Additionally, teachers wonder how they can provide guidance without 

discouraging students’ efforts and negatively affecting their self-efficacy. The purpose of this 

study was to examine whether or not corrective feedback (CF) from teachers and peers decreased 

the number of anglicisms and grammatical errors that students typically make and how an 

intervention based on CF would affect students’ self-efficacy with respect to their beliefs about 

their own communication skills. The research was premised on sociocultural and skills 

acquisition theory. The study employed a convergent mixed methods design that took place in a 

Grade 3/4 classroom in a French school in southern Ontario for a period of 4 months. 

Quantitative data were collected from oral communication tests, standardized vocabulary tests, 

and attitudinal tests. Qualitative data were derived from field notes taken from observations and 

interviews. The quantitative results indicated that the number of anglicisms and grammatical 

errors did not diminish significantly but students’ behaviour showed an increased awareness of 

language form and an increased willingness to improve. Qualitative and quantitative findings 

suggest that CF did not negatively affect students’ self-efficacy. As well, the findings indicated 

that students’ self-confidence and pride, their perceptions of improvement, and collaboration 

skills all increased during the CF intervention. Overall, this research provides implications for 

practice, research, and theory that can be used to implement effective ways of improving oral 

communication skills in minority language instruction through CF.  
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

This first chapter begins with a contextual overview of French education in Ontario, 

including a discussion concerning the unique learning needs of Franco-Ontarian students in this 

province. Following this, the chapter includes a statement of the problem, the purpose and 

rationale for the study, the research questions, and definition of terms. 

Background of the Problem 

Even though Canada is a bilingual country (French and English), Ontario’s official 

language is English (Ontario, 2019).  However, French language rights apply to the province’s 

legal and educational systems (Ontario, 2019).  This is why there are French and English 

publicly funded schools. In French schools, the curriculum is taught exclusively in French, with 

the exception of English language courses, whereas in English schools, the curriculum is taught 

exclusively in English, with the exception of French languages courses (Ontario Ministry of 

Education, 2018).   Many students who attend Ontario’s French First Language (FFL) schools 

have the opportunity to learn the curriculum in their minority language. Most of theses students 

experience challenges when it comes to speaking French, because of their Anglo-dominant 

surroundings (Gérin-Lajoie, 2010; Leclerc, 2019). Students within FFL schools are a diverse 

group, ranging from Anglo-dominant students at one end of the spectrum, who never speak 

French outside of school, to francophone immigrants who, at the other end of the spectrum, are 

multilingual or unilingual French speakers. Educators are not always sure how to improve the 

oral linguistic abilities of their students, sometimes refraining from giving corrective feedback 

(CF) for fear that if they correct too often, the students may lose their confidence and stop 

speaking French altogether (Elsaghayer, 2014; Shaffer, 2005). This study explored whether CF 

from teachers and peers is an effective way to improve French speaking ability and self-efficacy 

in Franco-Ontarian students.  
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Statement of the Problem 

Students’ oral communication abilities in FFK schools in southern Ontario lack linguistic 

proficiency (Leclerc, 2019). This is due, largely, to their predominant English surroundings 

(Gérin-Lajoie, 2010) and the fact that students learn Ontario curriculum content in French, but 

many hardly speak the language outside of school (Gérin-Lajoie, 2004). For this reason, more 

attention must be paid to students’ oral communication in school. For several decades, research 

findings have indicated that traditional grammatical lessons, where language development is 

separated from general cognitive development, are less effective at teaching the language than 

content based  second language (L2) learning (Krashen, 1982; Tedik & Lyster, 2020; Zhao & 

Bitchener, 2007). There is also a growing consensus that paying little or no attention to linguistic 

form will not develop linguistically competent speakers (Ellis et al., 2002; Lyster, 2007). Franco-

Ontarian students are generally unmotivated to speak the minority language, even though schools 

are mandated to deliver high quality instruction in French (Gérin-Lajoie, 2004). How do teachers 

fulfill the Ontario FFL school mandate which is primarily designed “to help students achieve 

personal and academic success” which in turn includes “developing students’ competence to 

communicate in French, both orally and in writing” (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2005, p. 8)?    

Background of the Study 

Students who attend Ontario’s 455 publicly funded French-language schools, also 

referred to as FFL schools, are taught exclusively in French with the exception of a few English 

language courses (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2018). Even though the French language was 

present in Ontario well before English, when it was called Nouvelle France from 1534 - 1763 

(Leclerc, 2019), many factors have contributed to its gradual diminution, including assimilation, 

dispersion, and past regulations (e.g., Regulation 17; Office of the Commissioner of Official 

Languages, 2018) that prohibited French instruction from 19121927. Now, even though 
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attempts such as the creation of Ontario’s Aménagement Linguistique Policy for French 

Language Education (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2005) are made to preserve the vitality of 

the Franco-Ontarian language and culture in Ontario, the minority language communities remain 

fragile (Boucher, 2016). 

Students who attend French-language elementary schools in southern Ontario make up a 

heterogeneous group comprised of three subgroups (Heller & Barker, 1988; Ontario Ministry of 

Education, 2004). The first is a large portion of Anglo-dominant children who speak mostly 

English at home. The second is a small portion of Franco-dominant children who communicate 

in French at home (often a vernacular French). The third includes a growing number of 

immigrant children, who are often monolingual French-dominant speakers (Heller & Barker, 

1988; Ontario Ministry of Education, 2004). This small, remarkably diverse group of students, 

who attend French-Language schools in Ontario, have varying levels of proficiency in French 

(Gérin-Lajoie, 2010; Ontario Ministry of Education, 2005). Perhaps, Franco-Ontarian students 

do not feel the urgency to acquire and refine their ability to communicate in French since they 

can function perfectly well without it, once they leave the school grounds. These French 

language schools in southern Ontario are in a unique and challenging situation because they are 

set up to teach students in their first language (L1), but the reality is that French, for most of 

them, is their (L2). Often, students have very few places to practise their French and it is 

generally not included within everyday practices of their Anglo-dominant surroundings (e.g., the 

language used with retail shops, sports clubs, signage, etc.).  

Given the linguistic makeup of these FFL schools, many children “experience content 

learning through their L2 in Franco-Ontarian schools” (Russette & Taylor, 2014, p. 134). FFL 

teachers teach the content of the curriculum exclusively in French and try to develop a sense of 

pride and belonging to the Francophone community (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2004). 
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Unfortunately, the extent to which the language (its form and grammatical structure) needs to be 

attended is underestimated (Lyster, 2007). Educators hope that by communicating the content in 

French, they may somehow, by osmosis, teach good language form, but according to recent 

research this is not the case (DeKeyser, 2010; Lightbrown, 2014; Tedick & Lyster, 2020). 

Learners might develop language fluency in immersion settings but fail to show high levels of 

performance in grammar, even after many years of full-day exposure (Ellis et al., 2002).  

Teachers are aware that students in these contexts have many linguistic challenges. Many FFL 

students come from families already impacted by the effects of assimilation and therefore, they 

are speaking English most often at home (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2004). To function in 

French, without necessarily having a good grasp of the language, students tend to add English 

words or English language rules to fill in the gaps. A borrowing of English form to speak French 

is referred to as an anglicism (Elchacar, 2019). Teachers sometimes correct the grammatical 

errors or anglicisms, yet they often ignore these errors in favour of keeping the flow of the 

conversation or keeping the focus on the content of a lesson (Tomczyk, 2013). Educators also 

want to encourage the students to express themselves without worrying about having all their 

errors pointed out (Elsaghayer, 2014).  

 The Ontario Government aspires to deliver both a high level of proficiency in French as 

well as in all other areas of the Ontario curriculum (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2004). The 

Ontario FFL schools must focus on both the learning of content as well as the learning of a 

language. Lyster (2007) suggests that the learning of the language is of prime concern because of 

the enormous effort that goes into the difficult task of learning in another language.    

Lately, FFL schools have placed a growing emphasis on French oral communication 

skills (Boucher, 2016; Ontario Ministry of Education, 2004). Despite several government 
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initiatives such as Aménagement Linguistique (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2004),  

Actualisation Linguistique en Français (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2010), and school 

initiatives such as committees to promote French and the celebration of the Franco-Ontarian flag 

(Assemblée de la francophonie de l’Ontario, 2017) many students from southern Ontario French-

language elementary schools leave with low self-efficacy in their French oral communication 

skills (Boucher, 2016; Dalley & Roy, 2008). Leclerc (2019) states that these students are 

sometimes barely understood by native Québec speakers who think they are listening to 

anglophones trying to speak French. This lack of understanding between Québec and Ontario 

francophones, according to Boissoneault (2016), could be attributed to the different vernaculars, 

dialects, and archaisms, but an undeniable influence on the French language in Ontario is 

English. Gérin-Lajoie (2010) explains that the oral communication of students is often jumbled, 

from English to French and from French to English; their linguistic borders are easily crossed 

and there is a great deal of code switching as they end up making many grammatical errors with 

poorly structured sentences. Every time a linguistic error is made and not attended to it is 

reinforced by the speaker as well as by the listener (Lyster & Sato, 2013). In other words, when 

the same anglicism or grammatical error—such as ça pleut instead of il pleut (“It is raining”)—is 

repeated and heard several times, it becomes ingrained and therefore difficult to correct, because 

it has become automatic. What if elementary FFL teachers offered immediate and consistent 

feedback on oral communication to their students? Could the quantity of errors decrease over 

time? Could oral communication standards rise?  

Purpose of the Study 

The current study was situated in one French-language school in southern Ontario with 

the purpose of investigating whether CF from teachers and peers decreases the number of 
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anglicisms and grammatical errors that elementary students typically make. As well, this study 

explored whether elementary students’ experience with CF intervention affects their self-efficacy 

with respect to their beliefs about their own communication skills.  

Rationale for the Study 

The present study is timely.  Little research has been done in educational settings where 

most students are fluent in the majority language and they must learn a minority language in a 

context that is solely taught in the minority language (i.e., students whose first language is 

English but are learning solely in their second, maybe third language, French; Mayer-Crittenden 

et al., 2014).  While French as a Second Language (FSL) is widely studied in Canada, there 

seems to be less interest in FFL in minority context communities outside of Québec and New 

Brunswick (Russette & Taylor, 2014). However, it is important to analyze these unique FFL 

educational settings in Ontario and to discover the best educational practices for augmenting 

linguistic fluency in French, despite the predominantly anglophone background of the learners. 

The slow and steady assimilation of the minority speaking community members, where the 

majority of the group weakens as a result, is called subtractive bilingualism (Ontario Ministry of 

Education, 2004). As is the case with francophones in Ontario, there are other minority groups in 

the world, such as the Spanish population in the United-States of America, the Finnish minority 

people in Sweden (Hoffman, 2014), and the Indigenous people in Canada (Wright et al., 2000) 

who also experience this construct of subtractive bilingualism. Out of necessity, and at the 

expense of their own mother tongue, the minority groups listed above have had to acquire the 

more prestigious language of the majority group. Subtractive bilingualism is the transitional 

phase leading to unilingualism in the L2 (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2005). Because the 

majority language is already the usual language of many of its members, these communities 

(Spanish population in the United-States of America, the Finnish minority people in Sweden, the 
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Indigenous people in Canada, and the French people in Ontario) need to create a learning 

dynamic where they can recreate a desire and an urgency to speak their mother tongue.    

At the moment, some French school boards in Ontario continue to embrace Krashen’s 

(1985) view that formal grammar instruction is ineffective and that too much CF may hinder a 

learner’s confidence and consequently their performance (Conseil scolaire catholique Mon 

Avenir, 2018). Yet, Krashen’s (1985) view does not align with today’s students whose context is 

more diverse and more anglicized than it was a few decades ago. Even though the Ontario 

Government mandates through the Aménagement Linguistique Policy to “protect and enhance 

the French language and culture” (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2005, Mandate of French 

School section, para.1), the current instructional practices are not effective. As a result, the 

majority of students do not master their instructional language by the time they complete their 

education and only one in five students has the intention of remaining an active member in their 

francophone community (Cavanagh et al., 2016). Moreover, despite the growing need for 

francisation (i.e., actions taken in schools to help students develop their linguistic abilities in 

French when they are underdeveloped or non-existent), there seems to be little research 

exploring this problem (Cavanagh et al., 2016). This thesis sought to explore strategies to 

support the Ontario Government’s mandate in helping FFL students attain a higher proficiency in 

French by examining an intervention which includes CF from elementary teachers and peers, 

while keeping the students’ self-efficacy intact. 

Research Questions 

Given the background to this study, the statement of the problem, and the ensuing 

purpose and rationale for the study, the following research questions guided this inquiry: 
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1. Does corrective feedback (CF) from teachers and peers decrease the number of 

anglicisms and grammatical errors that primary/junior students typically make in a 

French-language school in southern Ontario?  

2. Does experience with an intervention based on CF affect the self-efficacy of elementary 

students with respect to their beliefs about their own communication skills? If so, how 

does it affect the students’ self-efficacy? 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are used throughout this thesis research study. Franco-Ontarian  

refers to the francophone population of Ontario that traces its ancestry back to the colony of New 

France, regardless of their primary tongue.  In 2009, the term francophone was modified to 

include people who live in Ontario (immigrant or not) and who have French as their mother 

tongue or people who may not have French as their mother tongue, but who master the language 

and speak it at home (Leclerc, 2019). All children who attend French-language schools in 

Ontario are considered Franco-Ontarians. A distinct term FFL schools which is characteristic of 

the French-language schools in Ontario that are designed to teach students whose first language 

or mother tongue is French. As mentioned earlier, however, this is not always the case: a 

growing number of students start school, hardly having been exposed to French at all (Gérin-

Lajoie, 2010). A general term is L2, which refers to the language that is not the native language 

of the speaker, but the language that is learned later. Many students who attend French-language 

schools in southern Ontario are more comfortable speaking English, especially since most of 

them have been born in this mostly English-speaking province. Within the research setting of the 

present study, French is considered as L2 because most of the participants’ first language was 

English. Within the intervention of this study, corrective feedback (CF) is, according to Li 

(2014), the “teacher and peer responses to learners’ erroneous second language (L2) production” 
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(para. 1). CF includes explicit feedback, where the error is pointed out and corrected with or 

without explanation or a recast, where the error is simply reformulated correctly. CF also 

includes implicit feedback, which is also known as “interactional feedback” (Lyster & Mori, 

2006, p. 272) or a prompt. This includes a variety of cues such as hints, gestures, or questions 

that encourage students to self-repair errors. Finally, uptake is the learner’s immediate response 

to CF (Lyster & Mori, 2006; Sheen, 2004). It could include an utterance repairing the mistake or 

and utterance still in need of repair. 

Overview of the Document 

The remainder of this document will provide detailed information to communicate the 

background, implementation, outcomes, and implications of the current research. Chapter 2 

offers a review of literature starting with the theoretical and conceptual frameworks, which 

include sociocultural theory and skills acquisition theory (SAT). It will then identify 

characteristics of young learners as well as their unique environment in FFL schools. Finally, 

Chapter 2 will explore self-efficacy and CF as they pertain to learning language. Chapter 3 

outlines the methodology of the current research. Chapter 4 presents the findings of the research 

and finally, Chapter 5 discusses findings, and implications for practice, theory, and future 

research.  
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CHAPTER TWO:  REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This study was designed to explore whether or not corrective feedback (CF) from 

teachers and peers decreased the number of anglicisms and grammatical errors that elementary 

students typically make in a French-language school in southern Ontario and whether or not CF 

affects students’ self-efficacy with respect to their beliefs about their own communication skills.  

The following review of related literature informed the present study. There will be a summary 

of the theoretical and conceptual frameworks that guide this research, followed by a depiction of 

the young bilingual learner in a FFL school in Ontario. Finally, affective factors and CF will be 

discussed. 

Theoretical Framework and Conceptual Framework 

Sociocultural theory and skill acquisition theory as they relate to L2 learning for students 

in FFL schools in Ontario are the cornerstones of this research. While cognitive theories hold a 

solid base of research in CF and L2 learning, “there is a dearth of discussion on CF that is 

influenced by sociocultural perspectives” (Chen et al., 2016). This thesis has adopted 

sociocultural theory as the theoretical framework and skill acquisition theory as the conceptual 

framework as the latter describes the “thinking, structures, plans and practices and 

implementation of the research project” (Kivunja, 2018, p. 47).    

Theoretical Framework: Sociocultural Theory 

Sociocultural theory embraces a holistic approach towards learning where meaning is 

emphasized and skills and knowledge must be presented in all of their complex forms, rather 

than as isolated concepts (Fahim & Haghani, 2012). Learners are active meaning makers and 

problems solvers in the learning process (Fahim & Haghani, 2012). Students learn through their 

interactions with their peers, teachers, and the tasks. For example, when a third grader receives 



11 

 
 

help from their teacher to complete a task like announcing the weather to the class during the 

morning meeting, they internalize how to do it and then can later do it by themselves when their 

turn comes back the following month. Social interaction thus facilitates the learning process 

because when learners receive help to complete a task, they also internalize how to do it 

themselves (Fahim & Haghani, 2012).   

Sociocultural theory stems from Lev Vygotsky’s work in the early 1900s and continues 

to evolve today. As an influential researcher and child development theorist, Vygotsky (1962) 

sparked key ideas about learning that are continuously developing. It is thanks to his discoveries 

about how students, as active meaning makers and problem solvers, learn through interactions 

with the people and the world around them that the sociocultural theory expanded to become 

what it is today. Vygotsky’s research gave birth to important concepts such as the zone of 

proximal development (ZPD), scaffolding, dynamic assessment, and dynamic feedback. 

 The ZPD is the space between the learner’s current state and their potential future state 

(Vygotsky, 1962). It can be described as a “sweet spot for learning” because, with the help of a 

teacher or peer, a student can move from their current state to the desired more knowledgeable 

state. A student, for example, who cannot yet find rhymes in the morning message learns to do so 

by working with a partner who already knows how to do it. By observing and working with their 

more skilled partner, the student slowly reaches this higher potential and can work independently 

the next time. This type of assistance in the ZPD is called “scaffolding,” a term coined by Jerome 

Bruner (1985). Scaffolding involves one person, or support, that is used to helping another 

perform a new task which would otherwise be “beyond his unassisted efforts” (Wood et al., 

1976, p. 90). This might happen in many ways, such as attracting someone to the task, 

simplifying the task where needed, maintaining pursuit of the goal of the task, keeping a good 
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attitude, and demonstrating how the task can be ideally performed (Ellis, 2000). Scaffolding is an 

indispensable tool when it comes to learning an L2 (Ellis, 2000; Fahim & Haghani, 2012). 

Classmates interacting in their L2 to perform a task can “scaffold one another” (Fahim & 

Hagani, 2012, p. 694). If a student is trying to express a new idea in French, for example, a peer 

can help elaborate the desired idea by uttering new vocabulary that will aid in a successful 

transmission of their idea. Students learn to rely on their interactions with others and these 

encounters may push them further along their path to mastering the language. Lantolf (2006) 

refers to this phenomenon as co-construction of linguistic knowledge. 

During this co-construction, when students are in the ZPD, internalization occurs 

(Bruner, 1985; Ellis, 2000). This means that the knowledge acquired from a social action 

becomes internal. Based on this premise, knowledge is therefore the internalization of social 

activity. The pedagogical implication of internalization is that the role of expert is assumed not 

only in the teacher, but also by other learners who have internalized an aspect of the desired skill 

or knowledge (Fahim & Haghani, 2012; Lantolf, 2006). Learners are active agents who, 

according to their own objectives, give direction to activities. For this reason, learner 

engagement is especially important.   

Another central concept relating to L2 learning during co-construction in the ZPD is 

mediation (Ellis, 2000; Landolf, 2006; Rassaei, 2019). According to Vygotsky (1987, as cited in 

Fahim & Haghani, 2012), students use cultural tools to understand their world. Some tools may 

be physical, while others are symbolic, such as language. Language is a key “tool for thought” 

(Mitchell et al., 2013, p.221). Language is separate from thought, but very much interconnected 

(Fahim & Haghani, 2012). Where speech and thought intercept, there is verbal thought or private 

speech which allows humans to direct their attention to specific places, rehearse information, 
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formulate plans, or articulate steps to solve a problem. As language mediates learning, so does 

social interaction (Ellis, 2000). 

In an L2 learning environment, the tool itself (language) is manipulated and transformed 

with another tool (collaboration) to reach understanding. Students can collaborate to learn and 

improve a language through dynamic assessment and dynamic feedback (Rassaei, 2019). 

Dynamic assessment and dynamic feedback refer to when a collaborator acts as mediator to 

evaluate the needs of the learner in their ZPD and offer either explicit or implicit feedback, 

depending on what is needed from the learner (Rassaei, 2019). For example, if two third graders 

are working on a math problem together and one lacks the vocabulary to understand the math 

question, the partner may verbalize it in his/her own words, replacing a complex word in the 

math problem with a simpler one. If the third grader needs more scaffolding, the partner could 

draw a picture, or further simplify the vocabulary until both partners understand the problem.   

Sociocultural theory has a crucial role in understanding language acquisition, according 

to Ahlquist (2015), because learners acquire language as they use it. Culture and cognition are 

the creators of each other and, therefore united, they work effectively (Vygotsky, 1897, as cited 

in Panhwar et al., 2016). As a theoretical framework, sociocultural theory offers a theoretical 

perspective to interpret this current research. Next, skills acquisition is described as the 

conceptual ways in which this current research was planned, implemented, and relied on as the 

basis for conclusions from the results (Kivunja, 2018).   

Conceptual Framework: Skill Acquisition Theory (SAT)    

SAT claims that declarative knowledge (i.e., static information encoded in memory) can 

be transformed into procedural knowledge (i.e., knowing how to do things) through meaningful 

practice over many trials (Lyster & Sato, 2013). Thus, repeated practice with feedback at critical 
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moments promotes acceleration of meaningful learning and contributes to automatization, 

instead of just the acquisition of mechanical skills (DeKeyser, 2010). Once automatization is 

reached, attention is freed up to learn other skills (DeKeyser, 2010). For example, in terms of L2 

acquisition, declarative knowledge is the explicit representations of language items such as word 

definitions or grammar rules. Procedural knowledge is the knowledge of how to perform 

cognitive operations such as speaking with fluency (Lyster & Sato, 2013). Acquisition of L2 

requires a large amount of practice, as with any other skill; mere exposure to L2 or unstructured 

activities in L2 is not enough (DeKeyser, 2010).  The language learning process is like learning 

to play the piano: one cannot expect to become a proficient pianist simply by being exposed to 

the instrument and hearing it played, as piano students generally practise many hours a week to 

develop their skill. 

DeKeyser (2010) stresses the importance of practice, even though the idea of practice has 

“taken a beating in recent decades” (p. 84). Deliberate practice provides opportunities for 

meaningful language use through various kinds of activities, like role play or information gap 

activities where problematic forms can be addressed. The challenge for teachers is therefore to 

provide the opportunities and practice that support students to develop the target language 

knowledge that otherwise competes with more easily accessible interlanguage form (Lyster & 

Ranta, 2007).   

Ullman and Lovelett (2018) explain that declarative and procedural knowledge are stored 

in different parts of the brain and that the degree of dependence on the two types of memory 

systems increasingly changes. Ullman and Lovelett (2018) also state that L2 learning that 

happens after puberty relies more on declarative knowledge whereas first language acquisition is 

largely dependent on procedural knowledge. In language immersion or submersion settings, the 

naturalistic approach is designed to bypass initial development of declarative knowledge, such as 
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learning grammar rules, and go straight to the development of procedural encodings of the L2 

language, by observing, playing, and trying to communicate, such as when toddlers learn their 

mother tongue. These encodings that enter the system already processed then quickly become 

“automatized” and “impermeable to change” (Johnson, 1996, as cited in Lyster & Sato, 2013, 

p.77). The problem with procedural (or implicit) knowledge is that it is so automatic that one is 

not necessarily aware of the underlying processes, such as grammatical rules. Young native 

French speakers, for example, know the order in which to place their words in an interrogative 

sentence, without having knowledge about the rules of sentence structures (Lightbrown & Spada, 

2000). 

 In a minority FFL setting, Anglo-dominant students are expected to communicate in 

French without having learned all the required declarative knowledge they might need. This 

forces them to either borrow English structures that can fill in the gaps where their knowledge is 

lacking, or simply invent simple structures. A young student may, for example, say Moi fini 

(“Me finish”) to indicate that they have completed a task. He or she may not have yet acquired 

the knowledge about pronouns and verb conjugation to realize they should say: J’ai fini (“I am 

finished”). If the learner is understood by teachers and peers, despite the errors, they may repeat 

the faulty utterance next time because of their success in transmitting their intended message. 

Other students may repeat it too. Eventually, if the erroneous phrase Moi fini is said and heard 

often enough, it may become part of the learner’s procedural knowledge. When mistakes such as 

this become ingrained, they are particularly difficult to correct because they are now part of the 

speaker’s implicit knowledge (Lightbrown & Spada, 2000; Lyster & Sato, 2013). In fact, 

interlanguage form is difficult to correct or notice, especially for students who share the same L1 

and whose utterances are understood to one another, hence serving as comprehensible input 

which may validate each other’s errors (Lightbrown & Spada, 2000). 
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Segalowitz (2003, as cited in Lyster & Sato, 2013) suggests that declarative and 

procedural knowledge are bidirectional and influenced by the instructional setting. In cases like 

the above example, where an erroneous phrase has become ingrained, the SAT is not about how 

to make explicit knowledge become part of a learner’s implicit system (as it is already implicit), 

but more about “the extent to which a learner’s implicit knowledge needs to become more 

explicit, especially when the knowledge representations require restructuring” (Lyster & Sato, 

2013, p. 76). Learners therefore need to observe their incorrect phrases and learn underlying 

rules needed to repair them. After that, an extensive amount of practice is needed. Put another 

way, students must unlearn their overuse of an anglicism through form focused instruction which 

includes awareness raising and guided practice activities involving role play and peer correction 

(Lyster & Sato, 2013). 

Different ways of practising should be offered to students, rather than isolated conditions 

where one rule is practised over and over (Segalowitz, 2016). Also, for skills to be transferable, 

they need to be practised in a broad range of abilities such as conversing, presenting, writing, 

analyzing a text, and reading (Lyster & Sato, 2013). Moreover, when skills are learned in 

challenging environments, they tend to be retained longer and with a higher probability of being 

transferred to different situations (Segalowitz, 2016). A high level of fluency and proficiency 

thus develops because of extensive and repetitive practice that is also genuinely communicative 

in nature and therefore transfer appropriate (Segalowitz, 2016). How can this be applied and 

effectively enacted in an FFL class setting?  

One way to apply the SAT in a naturalistic language learning setting is to give 

“complementary status” to both content and language by shifting instructional focus between 
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both content and language (Tedick & Lyster, 2020, p. 81). This interplay between content and 

language form 

incites learners to vary their attentional focus between the content to which they usually 

attend in classroom discourse and language features that are not otherwise attended to. 

The effort expended to shift attention between form and meaning in this way increases 

depth of processing and develops students’ metalinguistic awareness. (Tedick & Lyster, 

2020, p. 81) 

The best way to bring about interplay in an educational setting where content is being 

taught in the L2 is through oral CF (Lyster & Sato, 2013). Teacher and peer CF allows students 

to engage in a variety of genuine, meaningful, and complex conversations, all the while being 

encouraged to focus on form (Lyster & Sato, 2013). It is a kind of deliberate practice because it 

identifies errors and elicits repair in a meaningful context.   

Instructional approaches that are based on SAT can be tremendously useful. Feedback, 

for example, creates a context for practicing under authentic operational conditions. SAT is 

useful for young learners in a minority FFL school setting because it addresses the issues of form 

and values the role of practice and its inextricable link with feedback. In this current study, SAT 

is the basis of the conceptualization of the research project. 

Young Bilingual Learners 

The young learners in this study were between the ages of 8 and 10 years. According to 

Piaget’s (1972) stages of development, they are at the concrete operational stage. Children of 

810 years of age are beginning to think about thoughts and feelings of others, and they are more 

aware of their own thoughts and feelings. The school-age child can think in a more logical 

manner and see the world from the view of others. Learners at the operational stage seek 
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knowledge by engaging with problems that have a bit more complexity than the problems they 

resolved in the past.   

According to Vygotsky (1962), children between the ages of 8 and 10 have just started to 

acquire silent, inner speech, which is used for self-regulation of behaviour; they are developing 

cognitively, emotionally, and socially. Because they are maturing socially and starting to use 

inner speech to self-regulate, they are ready to give and receive feedback and help one another 

build their language competence.   

In terms of young learners in a bilingual setting, Oliver and Azkarai (2017) explain that 

the younger a person starts L2 learning, the higher the attainment in L2; however, there is a need 

to investigate how to best teach L2 to these young learners. Children respond to and grow more 

rapidly in their L2 acquisition from CF than do adults (Oliver & Azakarai, 2017). Also, young 

learners’ views about themselves as learners change as they mature. Self-regulation develops 

with age and by the end of primary school, children start to consider oral communication form 

(Oliver & Azkarai, 2017). The following section focuses on young learners in the unique FFL 

setting in southern Ontario. 

 FFL Schools 

Students attending a FFL school in southern Ontario find themselves in a unique 

situation. Even though the speaking of French has been in practice in Ontario for the last 400 

years, it has gradually faded and succumbed to assimilation because of various factors, such as 

dispersion, exogamy, migration, and urbanization (Gérin-Lajoie, 2004).   In Ontario, less than 

5% of the population  is francophone (Statistics Canada, 2016) and a small portion (5.7%) of that 

French-speaking population lives in southern Ontario (Leclerc, 2019). The francophone students 

who are in a FFL school are part of a minority population living in an English dominant society. 

School is often the only place where they are exposed to French language (Gérin-Lajoie, 2004).   
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Within the minority population attending French schools, there is a growing 

heterogeneity. According to Ontario’s Aménagement Linguistique Policy (Ontario Ministry of 

Education, 2005), “the shrinking minority community is becoming proportionally more diverse 

than the general population” (p. 89). The FFL student population comes from one of the 

following three subgroups. First, the ayant droits (Charter-rights holders) are heritage 

francophones who have the right to the FFL education because their parents or grandparents once 

attended French school. Some of these ayant droits are franco-dominant, which means that they 

speak French naturally because they also speak it at home. Others who are A 

Anglo-dominant students have a lower level of French proficiency because they do not 

speak it at home, either because they come from a family with an anglophone parent or because 

the parents communicate mostly in English, resultant from the effects of assimilation. Some of 

the ayant droits cannot speak or understand French at all when they enroll in school.    

The second subgroup is composed of admission committee students. They are non-

francophones whose parents want to give them a French education, beyond what French 

Immersion can offer. These students’ parents apply and are accepted based on their commitment 

to embracing the French language. The third subgroup is composed primarily of immigrants who 

have joined the francophone community. This immigrant population has been growing steadily 

in the last 15 years in Ontario (Gérin-Lajoie, 2010). Immigrant families are often monolingual, 

with French dominant children who speak better than Franco-Ontarians (Heller & Barker, 1988; 

Russette & Taylor, 2014). 

The FFL schools in southern Ontario are challenged to preserve their minority language 

and culture in the midst of an Anglo-dominant linguistic and cultural population (Gérin-Lajoie, 

2010; Leclerc, 2019; Mady, 2015; Russette & Taylor, 2014).  In fact, Ontario’s Aménagement 

Linguistique Policy for French-Language Education was established in 2005 by the Ontario 
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Government to ensure that French-language schools’ “mission is not only to educate their 

students but also to protect, enhance, and transmit the language and culture of the community 

they serve” (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2005, p. 13). This is an ambitious order for FFL 

schools, especially in light of the many obstacles FFL schools face. 

Challenges Faced by FFL Schools in Ontario 

When considering the challenges of FFL schools in Ontario, it is important to keep in 

mind that  

over and above the task of teaching academic subjects and disciplines, French-language 

schools have the additional and ongoing task of French-language acquisition, identity-

building, parental and community engagement. Over and above the prescribed 

curriculum, schools in minority French-language communities take on responsibility for 

the linguistic and cultural vitality of an increasingly diverse Francophone community. 

(Boucher, 2015, p. 1) 

Better understanding of French language development is the primary goal of this research, a goal 

that is interconnected and interdependent with the following factors that challenge FFL schools 

in Ontario: academic success, identity building, parental engagement, and community 

engagement (Boucher, 2015). 

Academic success is one of the main predictors of success in adulthood (Corbeil, 2000). 

Assuring academic success in a minority setting, however, is challenging (Cavanagh et al., 

2016). The Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) reported that in 2018, 

students in minority francophone schools of Ontario performed significantly worse than their 

counterparts in anglophone schools of Ontario in reading and science. In math, students 

attending francophone schools in a minority setting in Canada performed below the Canadian 
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average while students attending francophone schools in a majority setting (Québec) performed 

above the Canadian average (PISA, 2019). One of the factors contributing to lower academic 

performance is the lack of educational resources and specialized staff in French minority settings 

(Cavanagh et al., 2016). 

Along with literacy and numeracy, oral communication has recently been considered by 

the Ministry of Education in Ontario to be an essential cornerstone for school success (Ontario 

Ministry of Education, 2004). Oral communication has a long-term impact on academic, social, 

and personal success of students (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2004). Language proficiency is 

at the heart of oral communication skills and oral communication skills are essential for identity 

building (Boucher, 2015). 

Identity building, or cultural ownership, is another challenging task taken on by French 

language schools. Language is a tool for expressing culture but “one does not automatically take 

ownership of a culture by learning its language” (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2005, p. 47). 

FFL schools are the place that offer transmission of Franco-Ontarian culture and they are often 

the only place to provide a uniquely francophone environment for the students and the 

community (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2004). According to the Aménagement Linguistique 

framework, “For any given group, culture includes knowledge, interpersonal skills, and the 

ability to build a community. It serves as a frame of reference in an individual’s relationship to 

the self, to others, and to the world (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2004, p. 47). Identity 

building entails building a strong sense of belonging with the minority community to which all 

members are connected and engaging in solidarity towards strengthening that community 

(Cavanagh et al., 2016). The challenge with identity building in FFL schools today is that as time 

advances, the francophone community is more and more dispersed and diverse (Boucher, 2015; 



22 

 
 

Cavanagh et al., 2016). The francophone community in southern Ontario, like most francophone 

communities outside of Québec, is comprised of a shrinking heritage French community who 

have assimilated through Anglo-dominant exogamous marriages. But there is also a growing and 

diverse immigrant population who is mainly franco-dominant (Gérin-Lajoie, 2010). Identity 

building in this heterogenous context is exigent. The diverse members of the school community 

have different pasts and different relationships with the language. Unfortunately, teachers are ill-

equipped to attend to both identity building and linguistic competence (Cavanagh et al., 2016). 

Teachers lack the needed training and resources to effectively attend to the demands of this 

complex learning community (Bouchamma et al., 2007). 

Language is a tool for community building (Dalley & Roy, 2008). Unfortunately, French 

is not the language of preference for communicating by most Franco-Ontarian students (Gérin-

Lajoie, 2010). This is not surprising, considering that English is dominant in most areas of the 

students’ lives outside of school, and sometimes homes. In addition to predominance of English 

in the community, the students also face linguistic insecurity (Cormier, 2015). Linguistic 

insecurity happens in minority language communities and refers to the negative self-perception a 

speaker has towards their language (Cormier, 2015). French Canadians experience two types of 

linguistic insecurity: one that is devalued and seemingly inadequate compared with the 

prestigious standard of French from France and the other that is downgraded compared with the 

dominant language of English that is more widely used in their communities (Cormier, 2015).  

Students may feel linguistic insecurity towards their French language, whether French is their 

first language or not (Office of the Commissioner of Official Languages, 2021).   

Linguistic insecurity, along with the lack of language acquisition and a weak cultural 

identity, are factors that have an impact on the relevance of wanting to speak French. Yet, 
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schools have the responsibility of “creating, maintaining, and inculcating the desirability of 

speaking French. Students must have the self-confidence, self-esteem, and self-worth to speak 

French; they must see the relevance of speaking French and enjoy speaking French” (Boucher, 

2015, p. 3). Schools cannot accomplish this alone; they need the parents and the community to 

be involved (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2004). 

Parents play a crucial role in transmitting and maintaining the minority language because 

when parents speak the language at home it impacts acquisition and academic success (Fishman, 

2001, as cited in King et al., 2008). Sadly, only half of the parents who have the right to send 

their children to a French school in Ontario do so (Boucher, 2015). Out of those parents who 

choose to give their child a French education, the majority of them do not speak the language at 

home. As a result, many of their children communicate in French at a low proficiency level 

(Allard, 2014, as cited in Boucher, 2016). Because the curriculum expectations are designed for 

FFL students for whom French is their mother tongue, there is a dissonance between the 

curriculum expectations and the students’ communicative abilities in French (Allard, 2014, as 

cited in Boucher, 2016). 

Because parents are part of the community, it seems logical that the value parents place 

on their minority language and culture reflects the value that the community places on the 

minority language and culture. Community vitality is strongly linked to motivation from families 

to embrace the minority culture and to maintain the minority language (Landry et al., 2009). 

Societal attitudes strongly affect achievement of literacy in a multilingual context (Lasagabaster, 

2017). Schools need to vitalize their communities so that the parents can become conscious 

members of that community and realize that their cultural identity is worth preserving. In turn, 
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their children will embrace that culture, feel motivated to speak French, and become proud 

members of their linguistic community, hence vitalizing it.   

Language acquisition, the focus of this research, is central to students’ academic success 

and identity building (Dalley & Roy, 2008), which in turn should encourage a vibrant Franco-

Ontarian community. Language acquisition is a challenge because there is a mix of students’ 

different French proficiencies from the ango-dominant ayants droits who have never been 

exposed to French, except in school, to students from immigrant monolingual families who are 

totally fluent in French (Bouchamma et al., 2007). The few Franco-Ontarians who still speak it at 

home often speak a dialect that is different from the standard French and may suffer from 

linguistic insecurity (Dalley & Roy, 2008). It is difficult for teachers to teach to all students’ 

needs and abilities (Gérin-Lajoie, 2010) because mastery of the language differs greatly from one 

student to the next. There is also an urgent need for research into effective francisation strategies 

to support the Anglo-dominant portion of the student population (Cavanagh et al., 2016). 

Francisation refers to acquiring the necessary linguistic competencies to follow the French 

school curriculum (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2010). 

Many students are engaging in curriculum content in their L2, but they are not really 

learning their L2. What can be done to raise the standards of French communication in 

elementary FFL schools? According to Mayer-Crittenden et al. (2014), very little research 

focuses on communities where children of the majority language learn the minority language in a 

context where the instruction is done solely in the minority language. The following section will 

focus on an additional two important factors that relate to language acquisition: affective factors 

and explicit instruction and CF. 

 



25 

 
 

Affective Factors 

Motivation is the desire or willingness to invest time and energy or to focus something 

(Svalberg, 2018). In this current study, motivation relates to a student’s desire or willingness to 

notice language form (and to work at improving it). According to Svalberg (2018), motivation 

affects all levels of engagement with language, which leads to language awareness (conscious 

knowledge of language) including cognitive, affective, and social engagement. When students 

are cognitively engaged, they are alert and attentive; when they are affectively engaged, they are 

positive, purposeful, and willing; when they are socially engaged, they interact and initiate. 

Motivation leads to enhanced L2 performance (Svalberg, 2018), more attention to form (Baralt et 

al., 2016), and open acceptance of teacher and peer feedback (Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010).  

What stimulates motivation and engagement to learn L2? The following sections will explore the 

three affective factors that contribute to motivation and thus L2 learning: mindset, learning goals, 

and self-efficacy. 

Mindset  

Mindsets about language have been found to be good predictors of language learning 

motivation and outcomes (Dweck, 2006; Lou & Noels, 2016; Svalberg, 2018). Dweck (2006) 

describes mindset as the “view you adopt for yourself” (p. 6). A mindset could either be fixed, 

where one believes that your qualities are set in stone, or a growth mindset, where one believes 

that your qualities can be changed and improved through effort. According to Lou and Noels 

(2016), when it comes to language acquisition, the growth mindset can be primed by presenting 

scientific evidence about incremental theories. A teacher could, for example, present a scientific 

article explaining how language ability is malleable and can be improved throught effortful 

strategies. Other ways to promote a growth mindset toward language is to encourage 
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perseverance, promote the importance of making mistakes, and give feedback about process, 

rather than about the end result.   

 Sato (2017) not only discussed language mindset, but also interaction mindset, which is 

the “disposition toward the task and/or the interlocutor prior to and/or during the interaction” (p. 

255). The more a student participates in interaction, the more attention is drawn to language form 

(Baralt et al., 2016). Students who hold a growth mindset towards language and interaction are 

highly motivated and engaged. Their learning goals are intrinsic, and they aim to learn for its 

own sake (Lou & Noels, 2017).   

Learning Goals 

Learning goals are associated with motivation. According to Lou and Noels (2016), 

incremental conditions that endorse learning goals (learning for the sake of learning), as opposed 

to performance goals (to demonstrate ability), are associated with effort, persistence, willingness, 

and language performance (Woodrow, 2006). When a goal is performance oriented, students 

show more language anxiety (Lou & Noels, 2017). Meaningful learning goals tend to differ 

according to the age of the learner (Svalberg, 2018). For young learners, meaningfulness might 

relate more closely to immediate pleasure and/or social interaction.   

Moreover, when a goal is perceived as being authentic, the learner is more engaged and 

motivated (Svalberg, 2018). A task is considered authentic when there is a clear link between 

what is learned in the classroom and what is needed outside the classroom. This is a difficult task 

for FFL schools in southern Ontario, considering that a person can function perfectly well 

outside the classroom without needing French at all. Yet, engagement has also been linked to 

goals that are interesting or that seem relevant to the learner; in other words, goals that have a 

genuine purpose for the learner. In learning language, for example, the goal might simply be to 
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learn more about the language. Intrinsic learning goals are powerful motivators that stem from a 

growth mindset. Another significant feature associated with mindset is self-efficacy.   

Self-Efficacy   

Self-efficacy is a person’s perceived competence in a given task (Asakereh & Yousofi, 

2018; Oghyanous, 2017; Woodrow, 2006). Self-efficacy is a construct that differs from self-

esteem and self-confidence in that it is more specific and matched by criterial tasks that strongly 

predict motivation and academic achievement (Dinger et al., 2013). According to Komarraju and 

Nadler (2013), low self-efficacy is associated with a fixed mindset and high self-efficacy is 

associated with a growth mindset. Students who show high efficacy are able to achieve 

academically because they persevere when faced with obstacles. 

Oghyanous (2017) found that a brain-based teaching approach had a significant effect on 

self-efficacy. A brain-based teaching approach provides a learning setting that fully engages 

students in many skills such as memorizing and focusing. Students learn new material by 

actively practising it and ensuring a relaxed alertness where apprehensions are assuaged while 

stimulation to learn remains high. 

When children have high self-efficacy toward their L2 and towards social interaction, 

they are more motivated to consciously learn their language. This leads to what Svalberg (2018) 

refers to as language-related episodes where students talk about and question the language they 

are producing. They also correct themselves and offer others CF. 

To sum up, affective factors such as mindset, learning goals, and self-efficacy work 

together to stimulate the learners’ motivation to engage with the language. Without the 

motivation to invest time and effort towards learning and improving the language, proficiency is 

difficult, if not impossible to attain. Learners who have a growth mindset tend to have a higher 
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self-efficacy and are driven by intrinsic goals, which ultimately lead to greater language 

acquisition. 

Explicit Instruction and Corrective Feedback 

The previous section demonstrates the affective factors that contribute to the complexities 

of teaching in a French language school in Ontario. French schools are mandated by the Ontario 

Government to offer a quality French education in an Anglo-dominant world where students 

prefer speaking English and where the population is heterogeneous. There is a clear need to 

ameliorate French verbal communication in FFL schools in Ontario, but this must happen 

without diminishing the student’s already fragile self-efficacy because maintaining a growth 

mindset and a positive attitude is key to the success of any intervention. This intervention, based 

on the SAT, aims to place the learner in control of improving his or her own verbal abilities and 

to make each child an agent of change, as the sociocultural theory guiding this research suggests. 

This research introduced a CF intervention to Grade 3 and 4 students. There were explicit 

instructions on how to give and receive CF. 

Explicit Instruction 

Based on current research, explicit instruction is identified as an effective teaching 

practice (Bissonnette et al., 2010). It involves using structured and sequenced steps to teach a 

specific skill. Over a decade ago, research by Bissonette et al. (2010) aimed to identify 

educational interventions that were the most effective in supporting the learning of students with 

learning disabilities. The results of the various meta-analyses showed that structured and guided 

teaching, also known as explicit instruction, were those that favoured the learning of 

fundamental skills in reading, writing, and math. These findings are significant because they 
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identify explicit teaching as a successful method for struggling learners, such as the L2 learners 

highlighted in the current research. 

According to Gauthier et al. (2019), explicit instruction starts with a crystal-clear 

presentation of the learning objectives so that the students understand where they are headed. 

Then, the lesson unfolds in three consecutive steps: modeling, guided practice, and independent 

practice. During the modeling part of the lesson, the teacher verbalizes the inner speech needed 

to accomplish the task. The modeling includes examples and counterexamples. Guided practice 

allows students to practise using the technique and to consolidate their understanding through 

group work. At this point the teacher checks for understanding by observing and questioning the 

students. The students gain the confidence and motivation to continue their learning. Finally, 

independent practice provides students with learning opportunities to acquire and master the 

target skills.  

Explicit instruction was employed at the onset and throughout the intervention phase of 

the current study. The students knew that CF was a crucial part of learning how to improve their 

oral communication skills. They had a clear understanding of how to give and receive feedback. 

They witnessed their teacher model good examples of CF as well as counterexamples. They had 

a chance to practise receiving and giving CF. 

Corrective Feedback (CF) 

Teacher feedback is among the most influential practices on student achievement because 

it reduces to gap between where the student is and where the students aims to be (Hattie, 2009).   

CF refers to “teacher and peer responses to learners’ erroneous second language (L2) 

production” (Li, 2014, para. 1). Specifically, CF is rooted in the SAT (DeKeyser, 2010), because 

it involves repeated practice with feedback at critical moments. CF is also rooted in social 
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constructivism (Sato, 2017) because it stems from an approach in which students learn through 

interactions with others. CF is meant to improve language form and most studies agree that in 

language learning settings there is a need to focus on form, such as sentence structure, use of 

verbs and pronouns, word choice, and word order (Bitchener, 2012; Chen et al., 2016; Ellis et al., 

2002; Tedick & Lyster, 2020). In French Immersion settings in Canada and in FFL schools 

outside of Québec, for example, learners may have high levels of fluency but tend to have 

difficulty in some aspects of grammar, even after many years of full day exposure, possibly 

because of the lack of focus on form (Bitchener, 2012; Ellis et al., 2002).   

Opinions about the use of CF in L2 acquisition have varied over the years. As far back as 

1985, Krashen claimed that there was no need for CF or formal grammar instruction. His input 

hypothesis for L2 acquisition stated that exposure alone to comprehensible input of L2 could 

contribute to acquisition. Krashen’s filter hypothesis, a component of his input hypothesis, 

explained that a learner could not keep learning if their filter was full. In other words, emotions 

such as anxiety, self-doubt, or even boredom could prevent language acquisition. CF could 

potentially affect a child’s self-confidence and thus stir up their affective filter, making the 

learner unable to concentrate and learn. Krashen only saw a limited role for CF when editing 

writing but did not see much value in CF for language acquisition. Several studies have since 

disclaimed Krashen’s hypothesis, instead finding CF to be a useful tool for second L2 acquisition 

(Chen et al., 2016; Ellis et al., 2002; Lyster & Mori, 2006). Chen et al. (2016) state that it is 

reasonable to conclude that the role of errors and CF have been critically undermined in the early 

years of French Language teaching; however, “There are now strong theoretical reasons for 

claiming that the teacher’s role in a communicative task should not be limited to that of 
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communicative partner. The teacher also needs to pay attention to form” (Ellis et al.,, 2002, p. 

430). 

How should FFL teachers focus on form (grammatical structures and vocabulary) and 

teach the curriculum content to their students? Ellis et al. (2002) believe that it can either be done 

through traditional grammar lessons where the primary focus is on form itself or through a more 

implicit way in which the primary focus is on a meaningful task. The latter way is the preferred 

method according to Ellis et al. (2002), because to properly use linguistic forms, students need to 

use them often and in a meaningful way. Full acquisition is only guaranteed when one can attend 

to both form and meaning at the same time (Tedick & Lyster, 2020). Since it is difficult for L2 

learners to attend to form and meaning simultaneously, they tend to automatically focus more on 

meaning, therefore it is important to draw learners’ attention to form during a meaning focused 

activity (Ellis et al., 2002). According to Ellis et al. (2002), there are two ways to focus on form 

through a meaning-centered activity: planned focus on form and incidental focus on form. The 

planned focus on form method consists of preparing lessons that are designed to target specific 

grammatical rules in the context of a meaning-centered task. The children focus on meaning 

without fully realizing that they are also working on form; for example, they could  discuss what 

to wear, in a series of situations showing pictures of various types of weather, after learning the 

proper sentence structures relating to describing rain or snow. In contrast, the incidental focus on 

form method does not have predetermined grammatical rules to work on during the meaning-

centered task. The more open communicative tasks naturally allow many linguistic forms to be 

used and corrected, such as, when the children talk about their weekend on Monday mornings, 

they could be  reminded to say samedi (Saturday) instead of sur samedi (on Saturday) if they 

make that mistake..  
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Lyster and Mori (2006) expanded on Ellis et al.’s (2002) idea of incidental focus in their 

research and developed the counterbalance hypothesis. This hypothesis states that “instructional 

activities and interactional feedback that act as a counterbalance to a classroom’s predominant 

communicative orientation are likely to prove more effective than instructional activities and 

interactional feedback that are congruent with its predominant communicative orientation” 

(Lyster & Mori, 2006, p. 269). Indeed, the effort required to shift attention from meaning to form 

in a meaning-oriented task, strengthens connections “between changes in long-term memory and 

actual language use” (Lyster & Mori, 2006, p. 294). This attention shift is accomplished through 

CF. For example, when the students are focused on a science activity (meaning focused activity) 

and one gets CF on a grammar structure (form focused feedback), the effort needed to suddenly 

focus on linguistic form when the activity was about science, helps the learner remember to say 

it correctly, more so than if the learner had received feedback during a grammar lesson. Today, 

most studies agree that CF is an important factor in language acquisition, including L2 

acquisition (Chen et al., 2016; Ellis et al., 2002; Lyster & Mori, 2006; Sato, 2017; Sheen, 2004; 

Zhao & Bitchener, 2007).   

CF allows for plenty of practice and with practice, skills go from controlled processing 

(drawn from declarative knowledge) to automatic processing (drawn from procedural 

knowledge). While CF develops learner knowledge, it also helps monitor wrong information to 

ensure that errors do not convert into procedural knowledge and become automatic. CF also 

stimulates declarative knowledge to convert it into procedural knowledge as it gives the learner a 

chance to practice (Polio, 2012, as cited in Chen et al., 2016). According to Lyster and Mori 

(2006), there are different types of CF and some seem to be more effective than others. 
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Types of CF 

Lyster and Mori (2006) explain that there are two main types of CF. The first, explicit 

correction, is when the teacher supplies the correct form and clearly indicates that what the 

student said was incorrect. Research reveals that this form of CF is rare and less effective (Ellis 

et al., 2002; Lyster & Mori, 2006; Sheen, 2004). The ineffectiveness of this type of feedback 

might be because the teacher initiates and completes the correction. Because the student does not 

have a huge participatory role, the student therefore does not retain the information (Lyster & 

Mori, 2006). Some researchers state that explicit correction could negatively impact a student’s 

confidence (Ellis, 2006) and others say that it risks making the lesson too much about language 

(Lyster & Mori, 2006).   

The second type of CF is implicit. Implicit feedback is conducted through what Lyster 

and Mori (2006) call recasts and prompts. Recasts occur when a teacher implicitly reformulates 

all or part of what the students said incorrectly. For example, a learner might say, Il a allé au 

cinema (“He went to the movies”), instead of Il est allé au cinéma, with the proper choice of 

auxiliary est rather than a. The teacher just repeats the learner’s phrase correctly: Ah. Il est allé 

au cinéma pour voir quel film? (“Ah. He went to the movies to see what film?”). This type of 

implicit recasting by the teacher is by far the most popular type of CF used in immersion and L2 

settings (Lyster & Mori, 2006; Sheen, 2004). Recasts are useful when the teacher is correcting 

something that is beyond the capacity of the student. It invites attention to form with minimal 

disruption to the flow of the conversation. The problem with recasts is that they are not always 

obvious to the learner. Some studies showed that when teachers used recasts, the students rarely 

seemed to acknowledge them (Lyster & Mori, 2006; Sheen, 2006). Learners may not notice the 

difference between their utterance and the recast (Ellis et al., 2002). Also, it may not be clear to 
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the learner whether the CF is about an issue with the linguistic form or about the content of the 

message (Lyster, 2004). 

The second type of implicit CF is called a prompt, also referred to as negotiation of form, 

which includes a variety of signals that push the learner to self-repair (Lyster & Mori, 2006). The 

clues for the learner to self-repair may include: elicitations (e.g., “How would you say this in 

French?”); metalinguistic clues (e.g., “We don’t say it like that in French”); clarification requests 

(e.g., “Pardon?” or “I don’t understand”); and repetition of sentence while highlighting the error 

using intonation (e.g., Il a allé? when it should be Il est allé). Prompts seem to be the most 

powerful kind of feedback because they require active participation from the learner (Goo, 2012; 

Lyster, 2004; Sheen, 2004).   

Uptakes 

Researchers have analyzed learner responses to CF, referred to as uptake and repair, to 

determine the effectiveness of CF. The uptake refers to the student’s immediate response to CF 

that may still be in need of repair; for example, when the teacher says Il est allé au cinéma pour 

voir quel film? the student answers without repairing the error (e.g., Il a allé voir Frozen), or the 

error may be repaired through repetition or incorporation of the correct form (e.g., Il est allé voir 

Frozen). 

The error may also be self-repaired following a prompt from a teacher or peer. When an 

error is repaired following a prompt, it requires a deeper level of processing (e.g., Teacher: Il a 

allé? Student: Oh! Il est allé!). Lyster and Mori (2006) explain that self-repair is more effective 

at “destabilizing interlanguage forms” and thus pushes the learner to reanalyze and retrieve 

“alternate forms” (Lyster & Mori, 2006, p. 273). Zhao and Bitchener (2007) also mention 

acknowledgment moves, which are student responses where there is no uptake per se, but where 

there is indication that the feedback was heard. The student may simply nod, for example.   
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Zhao and Bitchener (2007) believe that high frequency of immediate uptake provides 

optimum opportunity for L2 development. Yet, most studies have found that uptake is rare 

following explicit correction and most frequent following prompts (Lyster, 2004; Lyster & Mori, 

2006; Sheen, 2004). Recasts tend to trigger uptake, but there is no consensus as to whether or not 

simply repeating the correct form leads to learning and retention (Loewen, 2005; Lyster, 2004; 

Lyster & Mori, 2006). The literature on CF is extensive, but there are still some gaps concerning 

young learners and heterogeneous groups. The present study further elucidates the existing data 

on this topic. 

Chapter Summary  

The theoretical framework presented in this chapter includes the sociocultural theory and 

the conceptual framework of SAT. While the former supports learner engagement through peer 

interaction, the latter explicates the importance of methods of explicit instruction and deliberate 

practice, especially in an immersion-type language learning setting. Young bilingual learners 

between the ages of 8 and 10 are ready to engage with more complexity in language. They tend 

to acquire languages more easily than adolescents or adults. It is a time of cognitive, social, and 

emotional growth and may therefore be the ideal time to introduce CF. The introduction of such 

a method is important for FFL schools in Ontario given the challenges they face due to the 

effects of assimilation. The current study investigated the effect of peer and teacher oral CF on 

verbal language performance and affective factors, such as self-efficacy. The literature on CF 

presented in this chapter points to the effectiveness of implicit CF and the importance of student 

uptake.   

 Chapter 3 will describe the research design, the intervention, and the data collection and 

analysis. It will also outline the limitations and ethical considerations of this study.  
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CHAPTER THREE:  METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 

This chapter outlines the research design that was used for the current research project. 

The methodology and procedures presented in this chapter addressed the following guiding 

research questions: (a) Does corrective feedback (CF) from teachers and peers decrease the 

number of anglicisms and grammatical errors that primary/junior students typically make in a 

French-language school in southern Ontario? (b) Does experience with an intervention based on 

CF affect the self-efficacy of primary/junior students with respect to their beliefs about their own 

communication skills? This chapter presents the study’s research design, participants, intervention, 

instrumentation, data collection and analysis, limitations, and ethical considerations.   

Research Design 

A convergent mixed methods design was used for this research. Convergent mixed 

methods design concurrently gathers qualitative and quantitative data, but independently from 

each other. According to Creswell (2015), convergent study analyzes quantitative and qualitative 

data separately before comparing them and determining whether or not the results support or 

diverge. This contributes to triangulation which validates both the qualitative and quantitative 

findings. As Creswell (2015) stated, this method has recently become popular in educational 

research because it offers “new insights and new ways to understand” data through a 

combination of qualitative and quantitative research (p. 563). For the current study, both 

quantitative and qualitative data were collected to garner a comprehensive understanding of the 

effect of the CF intervention.    

For the quantitative data collection, a basic A-B design was used (Engel & Schutt, 2008). 

According to Creswell (2015), this design is well established in educational settings and is 

especially appropriate for exceptional populations because it “allows for small sample size yet 
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can yield high internal reliability that the intervention influences the outcome” (p. 316). A-B 

design uses an intervention without having a formal control group because individuals in this 

design become their own experimental control. The research was conducted within one 

classroom, so this design was ideal for examining the effects of CF on a small sample of 

students. For the qualitative data collection, the student participants were observed and 

interviewed, describing their classroom experiences with the intervention and their perspectives 

on the intervention and their learning.  

Participants 

The participants in the study were students from a Grade 34 class in a French school in 

southern Ontario. The class was comprised of 16 students between the ages of 7 and 9. Half the 

students were in Grade 3 (four boys; four girls) and half were in Grade 4 (three boys; five girls). 

Most of the students had at least one French-speaking parent, but 13 out of 16 students spoke 

mostly English at home. Out of the three students who communicated in French at home, one 

was from a Canadian exogamous family where the Franco-Ontarian mother spoke French to her 

children two were from immigrant families.   The researcher was also the teacher of this class 

and attempted to independently assume these two roles for duration of the study.  

Intervention 

This study’s intervention was based on the guiding theoretical framework of sociocultural 

theory (Vygotsky, 1962) in the ways that the teacher and students engaged in responsive and 

supportive communication, and the SAT (Lyster & Sato, 2013) in the precise procedures 

following during the intervention. It is important to note that motivational strategies were typical 

within the classroom ethos. In the classroom where the research took place, there was a pre-

existing reward system in place to encourage the students to speak French. Each student received 
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three bracelets at the beginning of each day; these were used as visual prompts to discourage 

English speaking. If a student said a word in English, a peer would correct the mistake at the cost 

of a bracelet. The bracelets were counted and submitted to the teacher at the end of the day. The 

students who succeeded in keeping or accumulating at least 12 bracelets by the end of the week 

earned 15 minutes of extra free time to play outside. This reward system, already initiated as a 

school-wide project, seemed to be working well at the outset of the study, and the students 

appeared to be motivated to make the effort to speak French. Students regularly took the time to 

search for the French word or expression instead of opting for the easier option of simply saying 

it in English. This study’s intervention added a new dimension to the already existing bracelet 

method. Students were not only encouraged to use French words and sentences when they spoke 

but were also encouraged to pay attention to form (i.e., grammar).   

Procedure 

The 6-month project, initiated by the teacher-researcher in March 2019, comprised of 

explicit instruction and a dynamic and interactive co-construction of goals. In line with Gauthier 

et al.’s (2019) suggestion for effective explicit teaching, the goal of the project was first clearly 

stated to the students: To improve our oral communication skills in French; To notice our 

anglicisms and grammatical errors and correct them to help us communicate more clearly and 

correctly.  This goal identification was meant to encourage the students to discover the relevance 

of what they were learning, hence igniting motivation and performance (Hulleman et al., 2010). 

The project also maintained a growth mindset approach (Dweck, 2006) which was primed by 

explaining how language ability is malleable and that it could be improved through effort and 

perseverance. Examples of perseverance and achievement, such as learning to tie a shoe or ride a 

bike, were presented. The importance of making mistakes while learning was also highlighted. 
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To create a sense of community, the students were introduced to the project in a gathering 

space in the back of the classroom. This space was reserved for whole group discussions about 

the CF intervention project for the 6-month duration. This specific gathering space was 

designated because it contributed to student engagement, eliminated distractions, and encouraged 

conversation (Boushey & Moser, 2014). To develop a common understanding of the goals of the 

project, and to create a sense of urgency, during the first lessons the students brainstormed in 

dyads on the advantages of CF. Their responses were noted on an I-chart (see Appendix A) 

because visible markings of co-constructed goals are a way to anchor the learning that happened 

and also serve as a shared reference that learners can consult throughout the year (Boushey & 

Moser, 2014). This anchor chart was used for the duration of the study.  

Once the advantages of CF were recorded, a list of desirable behaviours on how to give 

and receive CF were added to the I-chart. This list was co-created based on the students’ 

opinions of how they preferred to give and receive feedback. Their preference of prompts over 

explicit and implicit feedback coincided with research on CF that support the effectiveness of 

prompts over other types of feedback (Lyster, 2004; Sheen, 2004; Tedick & Lyster, 2020). 

Collectively, the students and teacher chose a hand signal (hand over heart) that would alert the 

speaker who had uttered a phrase in need of repair and allow them time to self-repair before 

receiving a prompt or recast. Then, after 3 seconds, if the error was not repaired by the speaker, 

feedback was provided through a prompt (a clue) or a recast (utterance of the correct form) from 

the peer who had signaled the error. In this situation, the speaker was expected to uptake the 

recast by repeating the correct form and was also encouraged to thank their classmate. The 

teacher’s suggestion of thanking each other for feedback was to emphasize Dweck’s (2006) 

growth mindset perspective that errors are learning opportunities. This was in line with Wilson’s 

(2016) research that found that students who intentionally practice gratitude gain strength to 
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sustain effort when feeling challenged, and gratitude also reduces stress, promotes collaboration, 

and increases focus. 

Next, explicit instruction, the core aspect of the lesson, began with modelling the desired 

behaviours that were listed in the anchor chart. Modelling allowed the noted behaviours to come 

alive, making explicit for the students the details of what the actions look like and sound like, 

therefore engaging them more deeply in their learning and helping their muscle memories to 

develop (Boushey & Moser, 2014). Counterexamples, or least desirable behaviour, were also 

modelled. This is another powerful way to communicate expectations (Boushey & Moser, 2014).   

After modelling came the second step of the explicit instruction lesson: guided practice. 

In randomly selected pairs, the students practised what they had learned from the modelling 

examples. They were given a casual topic to converse about (e.g., what they did last weekend), 

paying attention to each other’s language form and offering feedback when necessary. The 

teacher observed and checked in with the students to make sure the established procedure for 

giving and receiving feedback was understood and retained.  

The third step of the explicit instruction lesson, autonomous practice, involved the 

learners going through their typical school day, paying close attention to their form and applying 

what they had learned from the modeling and guided practice steps. This happened 

spontaneously throughout the weeks that followed. The students were noticed and praised when 

they remembered to give and correctly receive CF. 

Biweekly Check-in and Grammar Analysis 

Once every 2 weeks, the students gathered in their designated space to check-in on how 

the CF was going. A check-in, according to Clemans (2011), is a process where students are 

invited, at the beginning of a lesson, to share their struggles, questions, accomplishments, and 
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dilemmas. Students were invited to listen and to offer ideas and guidance to each other. Regular 

check-in participation offers peer validation because student realize they are not alone in their 

efforts and challenges (Clemans, 2011). All of the students in this study actively participated in 

the check-ins. Students shared problems they encountered, such as frustration over students 

sometimes forgetting to wait 3 seconds before giving a verbal recast or prompt. The teacher-

researcher also used the biweekly check-in to review problems observed throughout the week or 

give reminders, such as thanking their peers when receiving feedback. 

After each biweekly check-in, a new grammatical construct was explicitly taught by the 

teacher-researcher to the students.  The construct was chosen based on the errors that were most 

prominent during the 2-week period. According to Ammar et al. (2010), students who share the 

same L1 and whose grammatically incorrect utterances are comprehensible to each other, end up 

confirming each other’s interlanguage patterns. These interlanguage forms are consequently the 

most difficult to eliminate. Therefore, “explicit contrastive teaching and repeated feedback on 

error” is often required for those errors that do not impede comprehension (Lightbrown & Spada, 

2000, p. 214). An explicit lesson was prepared to target the students’ metalinguistic awareness of 

a particularly challenging interlanguage form. Once the objective of the lesson was clearly 

established, and before beginning the three-step explicit lesson, a scenario prompting 

metalinguistic awareness through a rule-discovery activity was launched. The French and 

English structures were often compared to find out why the error or anglicism was typically 

made. 

Then, the three-step explicit lesson unfolded: modeling, guided practice, and autonomous 

practice. The latter step, happened throughout the remaining days, whenever an error 

spontaneously occurred. This last step allowed the student practice to occur in a variety of 
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scenarios. As a visual reminder of the newly presented grammatical concept, student-created 

posters were hung up in the classroom. These served as authentic, visual scaffolds, reminding the 

students to pay attention to the target language form.  Table 1 presents a summary of the topics 

of the biweekly lessons (for the 6 months of the study) based on the mistakes that were observed 

by the teacher-researcher and the expressions that needed to be worked on.    

Table 1 

Biweekly Lessons on Grammatical Analysis Based on Mistakes    

Month Mistake Expressions to work on 

March Mixing up avoir and être  Je suis allé instead of J’ai allé 

Jumbling C’est, ça, and il Il neige instead of Ça neige 

April Wrong use of the verb Regarde Ça ressemble à or Ça l’air à instead of 

Ça regarde comme 

Mixing up avoir and être J’ai fini instead of Je suis fini 

May Confusion with prepositional and 

pronominal structure 

On va leur demander instead of On va 

les demander 

Replacing a personal pronoun 

with an article 

Ils marchent instead of Les marchent 

June Giving the wrong gender 

denominator 

Mon crayon instead of Ma crayon 

Preposition mistake Jeudi instead of Sur jeudi 

 

 

Continuous Feedback 

The teacher-researcher established a process for students to provide each other with 

spontaneous and continuous feedback. For example, when student A heard student B make a 

grammatical mistake, student A would give the established visual signal and give student B a 
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few seconds to self-correct. If student B could not correct his/her mistake, student A would 

simply give a prompt or recast. Student B would then be expected to say the expression 

correctly. When the teacher-researcher witnessed this type of interaction, she would praise both 

students for their efforts, thus encouraging a growth mindset. 

There were times when the continuous feedback was temporarily paused, such as during a 

school mass, a group prayer, or during an oral presentation. These were times deemed necessary to 

devote full attention to content, and where interruptions were thought to be too disruptive. 

Data Collection and Instrumentation 

Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected to capture the student participants’ 

experience during the intervention.   

Quantitative Data 

Quantitative data were collected at three points in time to document the student 

participants’ oral communication skills, including vocabulary and their attitudes toward learning 

French. The pre-intervention tests occurred in January 2019; the onset of the intervention tests 

were in March 2019; and the end of the intervention tests were in June 2019. Collecting data at 

these three points served several functions: to measure the baseline from January to March; to 

serve as a pre-test just before the CF intervention; and to measure the effect of the intervention. 

The following three instruments were used: Oral Communication Test (based on the school 

board’s oral and written communication test; Conseil scolaire catholique Mon Avenir (2018) 

Attitudinal Test (designed after the Education Quality and Accountability Office [EQAO] 

attitudinal test for reading, writing, and math; EQAO, 2017), and Oral Vocabulary Test (adapted 

from the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, 3rd ed.; Dunn et al., 1993). Each student participant 

was individually tested by a resource teacher in the school where the study took place. This 

resource teacher was qualified to administer these tests, at arms-length to the study and trained 
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by the teacher-research in the protocols. All tests were audio-recorded by the resource teacher; 

this procedure was familiar to the student participants as they had been audio-recorded in 

previous grades for oral communication assessment purposes.   

Oral Communication Test 

The Oral Communication Test (see Appendix B for sample) was an adaptation of 

prompts used for assessing oral communication skills in the French Language School Board 

where the study took place (Conseil scolaire catholique Mon Avenir, 2017). Each prompt 

included a choice of two open-ended questions, such as Selon toi, est-ce mieux de comprendre 

toutes les langues ou de comprendre le langage des animaux? (“In your opinion, is it better to 

understand all languages or to understand the language of animals?”) and Selon-toi, est-ce mieux 

d’être un chien ou un chat? (“In your opinion is it better to be a cat or a dog?”). The choice of 

prompts was changed for each of the three data collection points.   

The prompts were placed in front of the student participants and they were asked to read 

each question and choose one question to answer. The student participants were told to take time 

to think about their responses to the chosen question and to let the teacher know when they were 

ready to answer. All student responses were audio-recorded.   

Attitudinal Test 

1) The Attitudinal Test was a Likert scale based on the EQAO questionnaire about writing 

(EQAO, 2017). This questionnaire (see Appendix C) was comprised of the following four 

statements to which the students responded on a 3-point scale (1never, 2sometimes, 3-

most of the time): 1) J’aime parler en français (I like to speak French). 2) Je suis bon(ne) 

à parler français (I am good at speaking French). 3)  Je peux exprimer mes idées 

clairement (I can express my ideas clearly). 4) Je fais de mon mieux pour bien parler 

français en classe (I do my best to speak French well in class).  
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 This questionnaire was modified from its original form to focus on oral communication, 

rather than written communication. The students were told to answer honestly. For this 

Attitudinal Test, all student participants completed the test during the same sitting that lasted less 

than 5 minutes, at each of the three data collection points. The resource teacher read each 

question, giving time for the students to circle their answer. A volunteer student picked up the 

tests at the end of each of the three sessions. 

Vocabulary Test 

The students’ receptive oral vocabulary proficiency was measured with a French 

adaptation of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (3rd ed.; Dunn et al., 1993). This instrument 

estimated their receptive vocabulary capacity. The student participants completed this test 

individually with the resource teacher at each of the three data collection points.  This entailed 

students listening to a word uttered by the resource teacher and then selecting one of four 

pictures that best described the word’s meaning.   The findings from this standardized test served 

as a covariate for the statistical analyses. See Appendix D for a sample word and picture 

template.   

Qualitative Data  

Qualitative data were obtained through observations of the student participants in the 

classroom and interviews at the end of the study to garner their impressions of the intervention. 

Observations 

Observations of the students interacting together took place twice during this study: once 

in March (pre-intervention) and then once in May (during the intervention period). In small, 

random groups of three or four students, the participants were invited to complete a collaborative 

task. This took place in the room adjacent to their main classroom, in which the students 

regularly worked on various collaborative tasks with either the teacher-researcher or other staff 
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members such as teachers’ assistants. This familiar setting was chosen to make the students feel 

at ease and to eliminate the distraction of having the rest of their peers around.  

The students’ activities were recorded through field notes and audio recordings. Field 

notes aimed at describing what was seen and heard, in terms of the quality of French and the ease 

at which the students seem to be communicating. Reflective notes were added, which include 

“insights, hunches, or broad ideas or themes” (Creswell, 2015, p. 215). During each task, the 

teacher-researcher sat at a distance, observing, and silently taking the field notes while the group 

of students were audio-recorded. Descriptive field notes and reflective field notes were taken, as 

suggested by Creswell (2015). The descriptive field notes, on one side of the notebook, included 

conversations among participants, errors, and feedback. The reflective field notes, on the other 

side of the notebook, included personal thoughts, ideas, and insights.   

For the first task (March), which occurred before the start of the intervention, each small 

group was given brief instructions and 15 minutes to work together to change the words of the 

national anthem to make it more contemporary and engaging for young people. They were asked 

to work together to complete the task, counting on one another’s resourcefulness, without relying 

on the teacher. 

The students were enthusiastic about the proposed task. Each group tackled it slightly 

differently. Some groups took turns singing and coming up with ideas spontaneously, while 

others wrote their ideas individually before discussing them with the group. Still, others divided 

the song and assigned each person with a section, consulting one another all the while. Only one 

of the teams succeeded in completing the entire song, but all the groups seemed engaged for the 

duration of the activity. 

The second task (May) was observed approximately 2 months after the launch of 

intervention in the classroom. The students were once again placed in random groups of three or 
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four and gathered in the same room as where they did the first task in January. This time, they 

were only given 10 minutes to do the task, simply because of staff availability constraints. They 

played a game called Invente-moi une histoire (“Tell Me a Story”; Éditions Gladius, 1999) in 

which they took turns inventing a story based on three pictures they picked randomly from a 

deck of picture cards. This game was chosen as a fun way of stimulating oral communication; 

the game was also new to most of the student participants. The student who knew how to play 

explained it to the others. All of the student participants were engaged in the game.  

Interviews 

One-on-one interviews were conducted at the end of the school year to garner the 

students’ perspectives about their experience doing the CF intervention in class. The interview 

script is presented in Appendix E. The interview questions were asked in a casual, familiar 

setting inside the school, by a neutral person (a retired teacher) who was at arm’s-length to the 

instruction and research. This teacher was trained by the teacher-researcher and she was qualified 

to perform these interviews. This procedure was meant to allow the students to feel comfortable 

and candid about their experience, thus reducing subject response bias (Creswell, 2015). Table 2 

presents a summary of this study’s data collection for the study.  

Data Analysis 

The following section will describe the data analysis procedures for the quantitative and 

qualitative data sets. The quantitative software program Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS; IBM Corporation, 2019) was used for the quantitative data analysis. 

Specifically, comparisons were made among all three points of data (January, March, June) to 

determine if the intervention affected the oral communication skills, attitude towards speaking 

French, and oral vocabulary. Qualitative data analysis procedures followed Creswell (2015) and 

are described in detail below.    
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Table 2 

Summary of Data Collection 

Month Intervention Data collection 

January None First Oral Communication Test 

First Attitude Questionnaire 

First Peabody Picture Vocabulary 

Test  

Observations during group activity 

February None  

March Start Second Oral Communication Test  

Second Attitude Questionnaire 

Second Peabody Picture Vocabulary 

Test 

April Yes  

May Yes Observations during group activity 

June Yes Third Oral Communication Test 

Third Attitude Questionnaire 

Third Peabody Picture Vocabulary 

Test 

Interviews 

 

Quantitative Data Analysis 

Qualitative analyses were conducted on each of the three sets of tests from each of the 

three collection points. 

Oral Communication Test 

For the three administrations of the Oral Communication Test, audio recordings were 

transcribed by the teacher-researcher and analyzed, using the code rubric in Appendix F. The 

coding rubric was developed by the researcher, after the following interrater reliability procedure 

took place to negate biases that one individual might bring to scoring (Creswell, 2015). The 

researcher met twice with a teacher colleague from a different French language school. The first 



49 

 
 

time was to investigate a few sample transcribed tests to see what kind of mistake categories 

would emerge; then the teacher-researcher and teacher colleague compared their findings. There 

was agreement on the classification and names of categories: anglicisms and grammatical errors.  

The names for the categories pronunciation and structure were discussed and finally agreed 

upon. Then, a few days later, the teacher-researcher and teacher colleague met again to each 

evaluate three tests using the codes they had developed and compared their answers. The interrater 

reliability exceeded 80%. The items that differed were negotiated and finally reconciled. 

According the Creswell (2015), the more reliable the scores are, the more valid they are. Every 

error was counted and categorized according to the rubric. A colour coding system was used on 

the oral communication test to keep track of all the errors and their category. The scores of each 

category were then added up so that the three oral communication tests could be compared. 

Comparisons at three times were made using a Repeated Measures ANOVA as 

participants remained the same in each group. The data violated the assumption of sphericity, 

meaning that the variances of the differences in means were not equal (Laerd Statistics, 2020) so 

Greenhouse-Geisser correction was also run. The Huynh-Feldt correction, also a correction for 

violation of sphericity but less conservative than the Greenhouse-Geisser (Glen, 2019), was 

conducted as well to compare the participants’ percentage scores on the number of 

mistakes/errors (grammar, structure, pronunciation) per spoken words before the intervention 

(January), at the start of the intervention (March), and at the end of the intervention (June).   

Attitude Test 

For the Attitude Test, students’ Likert scale responses (1never, 2sometimes, 3most of 

the time) on the questionnaire items were added up to produce the attitude score. Low scores 

indicated lower self-efficacy, whereas high scores indicated higher self-efficacy. Self-efficacy, 



50 

 
 

the belief in one’s own ability, can predict motivation and academic achievement (Bandura, 

1994) and is related to a growth mindset (Komorraju & Nadler, 2013). 

For the Attitude Test, non-parametric statistical analyses were conducted for each of the 

four questions related to attitudes (Question 1. I like to speak French; Question 2. I am good at 

speaking French; Question 3. I can express my ideas clearly; Question 4. I do my best to speak 

French in class). The Friedman test was conducted to evaluate whether there were differences 

between the groups’ self-efficacy (dependent variable) at three points in time (independent 

variable) based on the absence/presence of CF. The Friedman test was used because it is the non-

parametric alternative to the Repeated Measures ANOVA (Laerd Statistics, 2020). The Attitude 

Test scores met the necessary assumptions: the dependant variable (Attitude Test score) was 

ordinal and the same group was measured three times (Laerd Statistics, 2020). Since the 

Friedman test can only determine whether there are overall differences between the three tests 

but cannot pinpoint which test in particular differs from the other, post hoc tests were run, given 

that there was a statistically significant difference in the initial run of the Attitude Test scores 

(Laerd Statistics, 2020). A Bonferroni adjustment was also made to reduce the chance of making 

a Type 1 Error, in other words, falsely declaring a result significant (Laerd Statistics, 2020). 

Peabody Picture Vocabulary 

For the French adaptation of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (3rd ed.; Dunn et al., 

1993) the total score on the test was converted to a standard score using the scoring tables and 

statistics provided with this standardized test. Using these scale data, a Repeated Measures 

ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction (Laerd Statistics, 2020) was conducted to 

compare the standard scores of the participants’ receptive vocabulary based on their performance 

on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (French version) before the intervention (January), at 
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the start of the intervention (March), and at the end of the intervention (June). The Greenhouse–

Geisser correction is the preferred correction method when the epsilon estimate is below 0.75. 

Otherwise, the Huynh–Feldt correction is preferred (Verma, 2015). Post hoc tests, using 

Bonferroni adjustment, were run because there was a statistically significant difference in the 

means for the standard scores for receptive vocabulary (Laerd Statistics, 2020).  

Qualitative Data Analysis 

The qualitative data were compiled and reviewed collectively as a corpse of descriptions 

of the student participants’ experience during and as a function of the intervention.  

Observational Field Notes and Transcriptions 

The audio recordings of the small group collaborations were transcribed by the 

researcher. These transcriptions and both the descriptive and reflective field notes were read and 

coded with highlighters for common communication behaviours. In particular the researcher was 

coding for anglicisms and the type of grammatical mistakes that were identified (see Appendix F). 

These codes were then collapsed into two themes that were labelled as awareness (self-

awareness of mistakes and self-corrections) and engagement (CF with uptake and language 

discussions). 

Interview Transcriptions 

After the one-on-one interviews took place in June, the researcher transcribed and then 

coded the transcriptions for phrases that might indicate how the student participants described 

using CF and how their self-efficacy might have been impacted. Specifically, the two themes that 

were clear to emerge were the Benefits and Challenges of engaging in the intervention. After the 

transcriptions were broadly coded into these two main themes, further coding of these two main 

themes indicated that they could be divided into subthemes by re-reading the data several times, 
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each time developing a deeper understanding of the data. This was, as Creswell (2015) puts it, an 

“eclectic process” (p. 237). Each time the data were read, in light of the second research question 

(Does CF affect these students’ self-efficacy?), more notes were added, and more distinctions 

emerged. These distinctions were then clustered into one subtheme under the Benefits theme and 

two subthemes within the Challenges theme. 

Ethical Review 

The study adhered to the Tri-Council Policy Statement conventions for ethical research. 

The Brock University Research Ethics Board (file # 18-045; see Appendix G) and the school 

board’s Superintendent provided formal ethical clearance.  

Participants were invited to participate in the study conditional on their parents’ written 

consent. The students themselves were also asked for assent. The parents and students knew that 

they were free to decline the invitation to participate and that they may also withdraw at any 

time, without any repercussions. They were made aware that their participation would not be 

considered whatsoever in terms of their grades. To ensure privacy and confidentiality, each 

student participant was given a pseudonym. Elementary teacher colleagues who helped gather 

data also signed a confidentiality statement declaring that any results would be kept confidential.  

To sum up, a convergent mixed methods design was used to examine the effects of CF in 

a classroom of 16 students in Grades 3 and 4. The intervention lasted 5 months. It started with a 

co-construction of goals and an I-chart of how to give and receive feedback. The intervention 

also included explicit instructions, biweekly check-ins, and continuous feedback. The data 

collection included quantitative data from oral communication tests, attitudinal tests, and 

receptive vocabulary tests. It also included qualitative data from observations and interviews. 

The methodology and procedures were put in place to answer the following questions: (a) Does 
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CF from teachers and peers decrease the number of anglicisms and grammatical errors that 

primary/junior students typically make in a French-language school in southern Ontario? (b) 

Does experience with an intervention based on CF affect the self-efficacy of primary/junior 

students with respect to their beliefs about their own communication skills? The following 

chapter presents the findings that answer these questions. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 

The purpose of this study was to research how corrective feedback (CF) may affect oral 

communication skills and self-efficacy in elementary age students in a FFL school in southern 

Ontario. The following research questions guided this study: (a) Does CF from teachers and 

peers decrease the number of anglicisms and grammatical errors that primary/junior students 

typically make a in a French-language school in southern Ontario? (b) Does experience with an 

intervention based on CF affect the self-efficacy of elementary students with respect to their 

beliefs about their own communication skills? If so, how does it affect the students’ self-

efficacy? 

The first section of this chapter addresses the first research question. The findings from 

analyses of the Oral Communication Test, Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, and observations 

were used to measure how CF influenced the students’ mastery of French language. The second 

section of this chapter addresses the second research question. The findings from analyses of the 

Attitude Test, interviews, along with observations were used to study how CF affected the 

participants’ self-efficacy. To exemplify the findings, illustrative excerpts, such as the teacher-

researcher’s observational notes, transcribed audio-recorded data from interviews and 

observations, and test results are included in this chapter.   

Mastery of the Language: Decreasing Anglicisms and Grammatical Errors  

The following section addresses the study’s first research question, which examined how 

CF affected the number of anglicisms and grammatical errors that students typically made in a 

French elementary school in Ontario. The findings are derived from the analyses of the Oral 

Communication Test and Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test scores, as well as the observational 

field notes. 
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Oral Communication Tests 

The Oral Communication Test was administered at three points (January, March, June) as 

a measure of the amount of student participants’ anglicisms and grammatical errors 

(grammar/structure/pronunciations).  Comparisons among these three points of time were made 

to determine whether the frequency of these mistakes diminished after the intervention was 

introduced (i.e., March to June as compared to January to June) and whether overall the total 

number of mistakes diminished over the course of the study. Frequencies (as percentages) were 

calculated as a function of the number of mistakes per total number of spoken words. This was 

calculated for each of the types of mistakes.   

A Repeated Measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction (Laerd Statistics, 

2020) was conducted to compare the student participants’ percentage scores on the number of 

anglicisms per spoken words before the intervention (January), at the start of the intervention 

(March), and at the end of the intervention (June). There were no significant results. A Repeated 

Measures ANOVA with a Huynh-Feldt correction (Verma, 2015), was conducted to compare the 

participants’ percentage scores on the number of grammar/structure/pronunciations errors per 

spoken words before the intervention (January), at the start of the intervention (March), and at 

the end of the intervention (June). There were no significant results.  

A Repeated Measures ANOVA with a Huynh-Feldt correction (Verma, 2015) was 

conducted to compare the participants’ scores on the total number of mistakes per spoken words 

before the intervention (January), at the start of the intervention (March), and at the end of the 

intervention (June). It was determined that there was a statistically significant difference in the 

means of the percentage scores for mistakes per spoken words (F(1.694, 22.022) = 4.924, P < 

0.02). Post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction revealed that there was an increase in scores 

from January to March (15.731 ± 10.721 vs 10.913 ± 4.616, respectively), which was not 
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statistically significant (p = .224). June scores decreased to 8.377 ± 4.489, which was statistically 

significantly different to January (p =.053) but not significant from March (p = .426). Therefore, 

we can conclude that over the three points in time, mistakes decreased, but the most significant 

was from January to June during the period of providing the CF intervention. This suggests that 

the number of mistakes per spoken words that the participants made decreased over the entire 

time of the study (January to June), there was not a noteworthy difference in the fewer number of 

mistakes as a function of the intervention period from January to June. However, given the fact 

that there was not a statistically significant decrease in mistakes from March to June, the changes 

from January to June might be a function of both the intervention as well as maturation and 

exposure. This is a very modest interpretation. Table 3 displays a summary of the means and 

standard deviations for the Repeated Measures ANOVA. 

Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics for ANOVA for Mistakes per Spoken Words 

Time of test Mean SD 

January 15.73 10.72 

March 10.91 4.62 

June 8.38 4.49 

 

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (French Version: Échelle de vocabulaire en images 

Peabody) 

A Repeated Measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser (Laerd Statistics, 2020) 

correction was conducted to compare the standard scores of the participants’ receptive 

vocabulary based on their performance on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (French version:  
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Échelle de vocabulaire en images Peabody) before the intervention (January), at the start of the 

intervention (March), and at the end of the intervention (June). It was determined that there was a 

statistically significant difference in the means for the standard scores for receptive vocabulary 

(F(1.436, 17.335) = 22.336, P < 0.0005). Specifically, post hoc tests using the Bonferroni 

correction (Laerd Statistics, 2020) revealed that there was an increase in scores from January to 

March (76.69 ± 17.389 vs 89.53 ± 19.024, respectively), which was statistically significant (p = 

.000). June scores increased to 102.154 ± 6.548, which was statistically significantly different to 

January (p =.000) and to March (p = .051). Therefore, we can conclude that over the three points 

in time, receptive vocabulary scores increased, but the most significant increase was from 

January to March when there was no CF intervention. This suggests that receptive vocabulary 

skills for the participants grew somewhat evenly over time, perhaps as a function of maturation 

and exposure, but there was not a noteworthy difference in receptive vocabulary as a function of 

the intervention period from March to June. In this way, this standardized measure of receptive 

vocabulary acts as a co-variate or constant for the intervention that focused on expressive 

vocabulary. Table 4 displays a summary of the means and standard deviations for the Repeated 

Measures ANOVA. 
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Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics for ANOVA for Receptive Vocabulary 

Time of test Mean SD 

January 76.69 17.85 

March 89.54 20.30 

June 102.15 6.43 

 

Oral Communication Engagement During Small Group Tasks 

Observations of the students interacting together took place twice during this study:  

January (Task 1—Pre-intervention) and then in May (Task 2—During the intervention). The 

researcher observed the student participants’ interactions and took notes on their behaviours 

related to oral communications and the students’ attention to language form. Audio recordings of 

the student participants’ communication were transcribed and analyzed to cross-compare with 

the findings from the observations.  

Observations of Engagement in Task 1—January 

During the first task, which occurred before the start of the intervention, on January 11, 

2019, each group of three to four students was observed as they were given the task to change 

the words of the national anthem to make it more contemporary and engaging for young people. 

All of the student participants appeared to be enthusiastic about the proposed task.  

When working in the small groups, students worked well to complete the task 

collaboratively counting on one another’s resourcefulness, without relying on the teacher. Each 

group tackled the task slightly differently. Some groups took turns singing and coming up with 

ideas spontaneously, while other groups had individual members who wrote their ideas 

independently before discussing them with the group. Still, others divided the song and assigned 
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each person with a section, consulting one another all the while. Only one of the groups 

completed the task of rewriting the lyrics for the entire song, but all the groups were engaged in 

abundant communication (in French) for the duration of the activity. 

Observations of Engagement in Task 2—May 

The second task took place on May 1, 2019, approximately midway during the CF 

intervention in the classroom. The student participant groups of three to four played a game 

called Invente-moi une histoire (“Invent me a story”) in which they took turns inventing a story 

based on three pictures prompts that they picked randomly from a deck of picture cards. This 

game engenders oral communication based on its objective to elicit story telling. In the small 

groups, there were a few students who were familiar with the game and they took a leadership 

role to explain the game procedures. This elevated these students to a dominant role of expert; 

however, all remaining students in the group still equally participated. In each of the groups, 

student participants exhibited behaviours that suggested that they were enjoying the game (e.g., 

smiling and saying they love the game); some students even asked to play longer. Observations 

indicate that this task was an engaging way of stimulating oral communication.   

Instances of Anglicisms, Grammatical Errors, Self-Awareness, Self-Corrections, CF, and 

Language Discussions  

The transcriptions of the audio recordings of the tasks were analyzed and the following 

section provides the descriptive results related to anglicisms and grammatical errors as well as 

results regarding growing self-awareness, use of CF, and self-corrections. These results include 

the number and percentage of instances as a proportion of the number of total words.  

As shown in Table 5, the total number of words documented in the 15-minute January 

session (Pre-Corrective Feedback Intervention) was 2,748 and in the 10-minute May session 

(During CF Intervention) was 2,284. The amount of anglicisms decreased as evidenced by the 
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statistic that students made 28 less anglicisms after the intervention started: 58 in January 

(2.11%) vs. 30 in May (1.31%). The number of grammatical mistakes before and during the 

intervention were similar: 107 mistakes were counted in January (3.89%), while 92 mistakes 

were counted in May (4.02%).  

In addition to these results, other documented communication behaviours merit attention. 

There were instances tracked where students spontaneously (without teacher prompting) stated 

their self-awareness of mistakes (SA). Students also made self-corrections (SC) which occurred 

when a student was not only aware of their mistake but also proceeded to correct it without any 

prompting (McCormick & Vercellotti, 2013). There were also times when student participants’ 

communication demonstrated instances of a peer pointing out an error, either explicitly or 

implicitly, but the student who made the error ignoring the CF. This was coded Corrective 

Feedback without Uptake (CF; Li, 2013). Similarly, CF with uptake (CFU) occurred when the 

CF was verbally acknowledged by the student who received the feedback, either through 

correction of a mistake after a prompt or through repeating the correct phrase after an explicit 

correction (Li, 2014). Most notably, student participants engaged in metalinguistic discussions 

(LA) meaning they talked about language usage and conventions. Table 5 also presents these 

results as the number of instances to total number of words.   

Overall, Table 5 shows that the students’ percentage of anglicisms, combined with 

grammatical mistakes per number of words decreased from January (Pre-intervention) to May 

(Mid-intervention). At the same time, self-Awareness of mistakes (SA), self-corrections (SC), 

CF with uptake (CFU), and language discussions (LA) all rose from January (pre-intervention) to 

May (mid-intervention). Only CF without uptake (CF) stayed the same in January (Pre-

Intervention) and May (Mid-intervention). The following are specific examples of the 

spontaneous instances of SA, SC, CF, CFU, and LA. 
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Table 5 

Instances of Anglicisms, Grammatical Errors, Self-Awareness, Self-Corrections, Corrective 

Feedback and Language Discussions 

Instances January (pre-CF)* May (during CF)** 

Anglicisms/Number of words 58=2.11% 30 = 1.31% 

Grammatical mistakes/Number of words 107 = 3.89% 92 = 4.02% 

Self-awareness of mistakes (SA) 7 = 0.25% 13= 0.57% 

Self-corrections (SC)             0= 0% 10= 0.43% 

Corrective feedback without uptake (CF) 2= 0.07% 2= 0.08% 

Corrective feedback with uptake (CFU) 3= 0.11% 13= 0.57% 

Language discussions (LA) 0= 0% 3= 0.13% 

  * total number of words = 2748 

** total number of words = 2284 

Self-Awareness of Mistakes (SA) 

Instances of SA were documented when students asked questions related to form, like 

Comment dit-on……? (“How do you say…..?”; Male student #8, May 1, 2019) and through 

hesitations about form, like deciding on gender agreement: Et puis mon/ma maman… (“and my 

(masculine)/my (feminine) mother…”; Female student #9, May 1, 2019). There were seven 

instances (0.25%) of SA documented in January and these instances rose to 13 (0.57%) in May.  

Moreover, the SA instances in January were mostly limited to vocabulary questions, whereas in 

May, a few were about grammatical notions such as gender agreement and verb auxiliary choice; 

for example, et il était…et il a nagé… (“…and he was… and he had swum…”; Female student 

#12, May 1, 2019). These changes suggest that the student participants paid more attention to 

what they were saying.  
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Self-Corrections (SC) 

In January, there were no SC observed, but in May, 10 (0.43%) were noted.  Here is an 

example of one from student participant (Male student #8, May 1, 2019) who said, D’accord.  

J’ai prêt (“Okay. I have ready”) but then immediately corrected his mistake: Je suis prêt (“I am 

ready”). SC demonstrate that the student is not only aware of the mistake, but that the student 

can and is willing to fix it.   

Corrective Feedback Without Uptake (CF) 

CF without uptake only happened twice (0.07%) in January and twice (0.08%) again in 

May. Here is an example of CF without uptake:   

 Viens lire mon.  (“Come read my.”). (Male student #8, January11, 2019) 

 Non. Tu fais le tiens et je fais le miens et après… (“No. You do yours and I do mine and 

then…”). (Male student #15, January 11, 2019) 

 Vous autres, viens lire mon. (“You, come read my…”). (Male student #8, January 11, 

2019) 

When CF is given without uptake, there is no evidence that any learning took place. In the above 

example, it is clear that the implicit feedback was most likely ignored since the same mistake 

was made immediately after feedback. 

Corrective Feedback With Uptake (CFU) 

In this study, CFU occurred infrequently in January and more often in May. Here are 

some examples:  

Example 1: 

 Un jour, j’ai… (“One day, I had”). (Female student #12, May 1, 2019) 

Un jour, j’ai? (“One day, I had?”). (Female student #16, May 1, 2019) 
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NB: typical anglicism is j’ai allé.  Female student #16 was preventing her classmate from 

saying:  Un jour, j’ai allé faire du camping (“One day, I had gone camping”) before she 

got all her words out.  Female student #12 proceeded to change her idea completely.   

 Un jour, il y avait une personne (“One day, there was a person”). Female student #12, 

May 1, 2019) 

Example 2: 

 J’ai ton clé (“I have your key”). (Female student #4, May 1, 2019) 

[Whispers] ta clé (“your key”). (Female student #17, May 1, 2019) 

ta clé (“your key”). (Female student #4, May 1, 2019) 

NB: The word “key” in French (clé) needs a feminine determiner such as ta, instead of 

the masculine determiner, ton.   

Example 3: 

 Comment dit-on telescope? (“How do we say telescope?”). (Female student #12, May 1, 

2019) 

téléscope. (Female student #16, May 1, 2019) 

un téléscope… (Female student #12, May 1, 2019) 

In January, there were only three (0.11%) instances of CFU, but in May, there were 13 

instances (0.57%). CFU indicates that the student is not only noticing feedback and 

understanding the mistake that was made, but also accepting the assistance from peers.   

Language Discussions (LA) 

In this study, a language discussion goes beyond simple CF or CFU.  It either involves 

more than two people discussing language form together or a discussion that surpasses a simple 

correction or prompt; these are instances of metalinguistic conversations. This type of discussion 

did not happen among student participants at all in January, but language discussions happened 
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three times (0.13%) among student participants in May. Peer feedback was noticed and accepted, 

but also was more supportive than what was previously documented. One of the language 

discussions unfolded like this: 

 Ok …um…ben…je veux aller hum…qu’est-ce que ça c’est appelé? (“Ok….um…well…I 

want to go hum…what is this called?”). (Female student #5, May 1, 2019) 

 hum… (Female student #3, May 1, 2019) 

 un parc de….une parc de… (“a park of…a [feminine form] park of…”). (Male student 

#15, May 1, 2019) 

 …de amu….sant? (“of amu….sing?”). (Female student #3, May 1, 2019) 

 Madame, qu’est-ce …. (“Mrs., what is…”). (Female student #3, May 1, 2019) 

 un parc de amusé? (“a park of amusing?”). (Male student #15, May 1, 2019) 

 Je pense que oui (“I think it is”). (Female student #3, May 1, 2019) 

It was interesting that these students paused the game for a moment and put their heads together 

to figure out how to say “amusement park” in French. In the end, they did not arrive at the 

correct word, but they showed curiosity towards French vocabulary and collaborated to try to 

find the appropriate word.   

This kind of discussion did not occur in any of the January observations; at that time, the 

students often asked for a French translation without much collaboration or problem solving.  

The following is a typical conversation that happened in January: Comment dit-on “please”? 

(“How do we say please?”; Male student #7, January 11, 2019). No one answered and then the 

conversation resumed. The expression, S’il vous plait (“please”) is a common, simple phrase that 

could have been retrieved by at least one of the three classmates. Yet, no one paused to consider 

it and the English word “please” was accepted as part of the discourse. No language learning 

opportunity was taken up in this example.   
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The subthemes of self-awareness of mistakes (SA) and self-corrections (SC) have been 

collapsed together and labelled “awareness” as they both related to student participants’ ability to 

be in touch with their linguistic abilities. Similarly, the subthemes of corrective feedback with 

uptake (CFU) and language discussions (LA) were collapsed together as they both suggest that 

student participants had a degree of “engagement.” (Note: CF without uptake was not included 

as it as a minor theme and indicated a lack of engagement.) Figure 1 displays the combined 

results for instances of awareness (SA and SC) and engagement (CFU and LA) and how they 

increased after the intervention (January compared to May). 

Figure 1 

Comparison of Instances of Awareness and Engagement 

 

In response to the first research question for this study—Did CF decrease the number of 

anglicisms and grammatical errors that primary/junior level students made in one FFL school in 

Ontario?—in short, the answer is affirmative as the number of their errors did diminish. It should 

be added, though, that attributing the decreases in anglicisms and grammatical errors can only be 

inferred as a result related to the intervention. The student participants’ change in behaviour, 

however, is the most remarkable finding and points towards hope of an amelioration over time. 
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These student participants showed greater awareness of language form through self-awareness of 

mistakes and self-corrections, and more importantly, an increased willingness to improve, 

through CF with uptake and engage in language discussions with their peers. Awareness and 

engagement are key ingredients to mastering L2 skills (Golonka, 2006; Lou & Noels, 2016; 

McCormick & Vercellotti, 2013).    

Self-Efficacy Beliefs About Communication Skills 

The second section of this chapter addresses the second research question and focuses 

on the findings associated with CF as it pertains to students’ self- efficacy. Quantitative data 

from the Attitude Test, as well as qualitative data from observations and an interview were 

analyzed to answer the following research question: Does experience with an intervention 

based on CF affect the self-efficacy of elementary students with respect to their beliefs about 

their own communication skills? If so, how does it affect the students’ self-efficacy?  

Attitude Test  

Descriptive analyses were conducted three times (January, March, June) in relation to the 

four questions that related to students’ attitudes (Question 1. I like to speak French; Question 2. I 

am good at speaking French; Question 3. I can express my ideas clearly; Question 4. I do my 

best to speak French in class). The Friedman test (Laerd Statistics, 2020) was conducted to 

evaluate whether there were differences between the student participants’ self-efficacy 

(dependent variable) at three points in time (independent variable) based on the experience of the 

CF intervention. This test is a self-evaluated and self-reported measure of students’ Likert scale 

responses (1never, 2sometimes, 3most of the time) to prompts that question their beliefs 

about speaking French.   

For Question 1, based on the results of the Friedman test, there was a statistically 

significant difference in self-efficacy scores depending on whether CF was used, χ2(2) = 
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6.889, p = 0.032. Given that there was a significant difference, as a post hoc analysis, the 

Wilcoxon was conducted on the combinations of the related points in time. Since there were 

multiple combinations, a Bonferroni adjustment was made, and the new significance level was 

set to p>0.017 (original significance level 0.05/number of tests). Median scores for January, 

March, and June were 2.00, 3.00, and 3.00, respectively. There were no significant differences 

between January and March (Z = -2.236, p = 0.025) or between March and June (Z = -.447, p = 

0.665) or between January and June (Z = -2.121, p = 0.034), despite an overall significant 

difference on the Friedman test. This means that the increased self-efficacy cannot be 

attributed to the CF intervention because there was not a statistically significant increase 

between the time when the intervention started (March) and the time it ended (June). 

For Questions 2, 3, and 4, there were no statistically significant differences among the 

January, March, and June scores in self-efficacy when the Friedman test was conducted. Below are 

summaries of the descriptive statistics for all four questions at all three points in time.   

Table 6 

Descriptive Statistics for Friedman Test for Attitude Test Questions 

Questions on the attitudinal test  Month Median SD 

1. I like to speak French 

 January 2.00 .561 

 March 3.00 .640 

 June 3.00 .632 

2. I am good at speaking French 

 January 3.00 .743 

 March 3.00 .632 

 June 3.00 .516 

3. I can express  my ideas clearly 

 January 2.00 .535 

 March 2.00 .594 

 June 2.00 .640 
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4. I do my best to speak French in class 

 January 3.00 .352 

 March 3.00 .632 

 June 3.00 .352 

 

Awareness and Engagement in Relation to L2 Learning and Self-Efficacy   

Documenting the student participants’ awareness (self-awareness of mistakes and self-

correction) and engagement (CF with uptake and language discussions) during the CF 

intervention also provides insight for the second research question that relates to self-efficacy. 

Recall that self-efficacy refers to the belief one holds about their ability to accomplish a task 

(Bandura, 1994) and self-efficacy significantly influences effort towards a task (Onoda, 2014). 

Prior to the intervention, there were less observed instances of effort towards the task of 

communicating proficiently in French. There were fewer instances of self-awareness of mistakes 

and self-corrections, as well as no instances of uptake, nor language discussions. Student 

participants might not have been aware that if they were to attend to their grammatical form and 

try to find the right word in French, that they would get better in their L2 proficiency and 

consequently feel more self-efficacious about their abilities. In this way, when awareness (self-

awareness of mistakes and self-correction) and engagement (CF with uptake and language 

discussions) are present, L2  learning and self-efficacy are enhanced, as shown in the qualitative 

findings. Figure 2 illustrates how these two themes coalesce for L2 learning and self-efficacy.  

People who have high self-efficacy tend to be more motivated (Bandura, 1994), engage in 

deeper learning (Liem et al., 2008), and have a growth mindset (Komarraju & Nadler, 2013). The 

subthemes that emerged from this study’s observations and interviews, awareness (self-

awareness of mistakes and self-correction) and engagement (CF with uptake and language 

discussions), correspond with all three traits of individuals with high self-efficacy. Figure 3 
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illustrates how awareness and engagement are at the crux of self-efficacy and its associated 

traits. 
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Figure 2 

Awareness and Engagement in Relation to L2 Learning and Self-Efficacy 
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Figure 3 

Interconnection Between Awareness and Engagement, and the Aspects of Self-Efficacy 

  

 

Perceived Benefits and Challenges of Corrective Feedback 

In addition to contributing to the themes of awareness and engagement, there were 

findings derived from the interview transcription analysis that related to the student participants’ 

perceived benefits and challenges with the CF intervention. These themes were narrowed into 

three subthemes under the benefits theme and two subthemes within challenges. 
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Benefits 

The benefits that the student participants expressed could be categorized into three 

subthemes: self-confidence and pride; collaboration; and perceived improvement in French.  Out 

of the 47 comments related to benefits, 10 were related to self-confidence and pride.   Here are 

some examples: “Our class speaks the most French and the best French because of corrective 

feedback” (Female Student #6, June 26, 2019); “This project makes me more confident to speak 

French” (Male student #2, June 26, 2019); and “I feel confident that I will find the right word 

and be more able to speak French” (Male student #11, June 26, 2019). 

 Twenty-one comments were coded under the collaboration subtheme. Here is one 

example: “I like that everyone speaks better in French and that everyone collaborates so that we 

speak better and then it makes a good example for the younger ones in Grade 1, JK, and SK” 

(Male student #15, June 26, 2019). Some comments focused on helping others, for example: 

“You can correct others and they will know the word more and more” (Female student #3, June 

26, 2019). Other comments focused on receiving help and students feeling good about having 

someone watching out for them: “I’m more confident because I know that if I say an English 

word or if I say a sentence incorrectly, someone will correct me and show me. Helping others 

really helps me because sometimes I say English words or speak in a bizarre way and people 

don’t let me speak in a bizarre way. That’s what I like” (Male student #15, June 26, 2019). 

Sixteen comments were coded into the third subcategory: perceived improvement in 

French. The following are examples: “Now, I’m really good at speaking French” (Male student 

#10, June 26, 2019); “I am much better now, since doing [CF]! I find better words. I can express 

my ideas better and more clearly. And the class can hear it too!” (Male student #15, June 26, 

2019); “[CF] gives me a chance to improve because I have to practice every day” (Female 
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student #6, June 26, 2019); “It’s fun to speak French when you get better and better” (Female 

student #16, June 26, 2019).   

These qualitative findings are meaningful because even though the results of the 

quantitative data of the Oral Communication Test showed that the students’ grammatical 

mistakes were not statistically significantly lower at the beginning of the intervention in March 

(Mean=10.913, SD= 4.616) compared to the end of the intervention in June (Mean=8.377, 

SD=4.489), the students nevertheless felt they had improved. Herein, it is evident that when 

interviewed, the students perceived that they had improved in their French communication skills 

and perceived the benefits of learning the CF intervention. The student participants held positive 

beliefs in their own capacity to attain a higher level of skill in oral communication, in other 

words, they had higher self-efficacy. Since high self-efficacy is associated with a growth mindset 

(Oghyanous, 2017), it is clear why students were more motivated and persevered when the 

communication tasks were challenging.  

The findings that relate to the student participants’ perceived benefits of using CF are 

summarized in Figure 4 as a function of changes in their self-efficacy. With reference to Figure 4, 

the process of engaging in CF engendered collaboration between and among students. The students 

helped one another other notice their errors and correct them, while they were engaging socially 

and\or academically in typical activities such as working through a collaborative math assignment, 

completing an art lesson, or discussing a book. This collaboration led to an increase in self-

confidence and pride as the students expressed how they felt satisfaction when they helped their 

peers. They also felt confident in expressing themselves even if their grammatical form might have 

been incorrect, as they knew that they would be openly corrected, in a safe setting. Moreover, the 

students felt that because they were focusing on form through meaningful practice, they were 
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improving their oral communication skills. Indeed, this pride and self-confidence led to a sense of 

perceived improvement. As perceived improvement was enhanced, self-confidence grew, and in 

turn, instances of collaboration rose. The student participants expressed statements that suggest that 

their self-efficacy increased as a function of participating in this CF intervention. In this way, self-

efficacy is the net result of an association among all three subthemes of the benefits theme.   

Figure 4 

The Self-Efficacy Loop  

 

Challenges 

At times, some of the student participants expressed comments that suggested that they 

had challenges using CF. There were only 12 responses that made up the challenges theme and 

these could be further divided into two subthemes: stress and distractions. Five student 

participants made comments that mentioned stress, for example: “Some people feel stressed” 

(Female student #6, June 26, 2019). Students expressed stress related to time, even though time 

Self-

efficacy 

Collaboration

Perceived 
Improvement

Self-confidence 
and Pride
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constraints were not part of the collaborative feedback process. They may have been referring to 

the 3 seconds they had to self-repair before being offered a prompt by their classmate.   For 

example, “I feel I have a limited time to correct myself and that stresses me” (Male student #8, 

June 26, 2019). Students also expressed stress related to a fear of making mistakes: “I don’t like 

it when someone goes ‘ooo…oooo’ when they hear [an error]. I feel like they are making fun of 

me because they are showing everyone that I made a mistake and it feels like a big one” (Male 

student #15, June 26, 2019). 

The second subtheme under challenges was distractions. Six comments indicated that 

students found that using the strategy of CF was distracting. Here is an example: “When I make a 

mistake and people make noise, it distracts me and sometimes I can forget what I am saying” 

(Female student #4, June 26, 2019). Indeed, one participant explained how CF could interrupt his 

train of thought: “You forget the sentence you were going to say” (Male student #2, June 26, 

2019). 

Figure 5 is a visual representation that depicts how the subthemes contribute to the theme 

of the challenges of using the CF strategy: Distractions and stress “add up to” challenges. 

Figure 5 

The Subthemes of Distractions and Stress Equal Challenges 

 

In sum, the student participants indicated two associated aspects related to the 

challenges that they had with CF: distractions and stress. An important consideration is that the 

Distraction Stress Challenges
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comments categorized as challenges were made by student participants during their interview 

when they were also speaking about the benefits of CF. Female student #4, for example, shared 

that she sometimes forgot what she was going to say because she was distracted by her 

classmates pointing out a mistake. However, she is glad to have been part of the CF project 

because if no one corrected her, she would still be making the same mistakes. She expressed 

confidence that her French speaking skills had improved since the start of the project and that 

she was able to now express herself without fear because she knew she was saying things 

correctly. Even though the benefits outweighed the challenges, it is important to carefully 

consider what some students found challenging during CF so that in future applications, the 

method might be improved.      

The student participants’ interview responses gave insight regarding how CF affected 

their self-efficacy during this CF intervention. Most students expressed feelings of self-

confidence and pride, they enjoyed collaborating with their peers, and they felt that their 

communication skills were improving. Taken together, these findings inform the second research 

question: Does experience with an intervention based on CF affect the self-efficacy of 

primary/junior students with respect to their self-efficacy about their own communication skills? 

CF did indeed affect the student participants’ self-efficacy in a positive way. It is also important 

to note that a major contributing factor in raising self-efficacy is facing and overcoming 

challenging activities. It would follow that the challenges that are incurred during collaborative 

CF also come with the benefits and both contribute to raise self-efficacy.  

Chapter Summary 

Findings were mixed regarding the first research question which sought to evaluate if CF 

could reduce the amount of anglicisms and grammatical errors made by primary and junior 
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students in a French school in southern Ontario. The quantitative results measured on the Oral 

Communication Test, along with the receptive vocabulary skills measured on the Peabody 

Vocabulary Test showed a slight improvement over time that was most likely due to maturation 

and exposure rather than to the effects of CF.    

The qualitative data collected from the observations before and during the intervention 

period, however, were coded and collapsed into themes (awareness of mistakes; self-correction; 

CF with uptake; and language discussions) that indicate that student participants became more 

aware and engaged in language learning during the intervention period. These findings show 

promise of a possible improvement in language mastery over time. The findings also suggest that 

the students may have been developing useful linguistic competencies that could eventually 

diminish their grammatical errors over time. These might not have yet fully developed due to the 

short intervention time of 3 months. 

The findings that relate to the second research question, which sought to determine 

whether an experience with an intervention based on CF could affect primary/junior students’ 

self-efficacy with respect to their beliefs about their own communication skills, were 

illuminating. The quantitative results derived from the Attitude test showed no statistically 

significant difference in self-efficacy from January until June, however, it should be 

acknowledged that the CF did not negatively affect the student’s self-efficacy. The qualitative 

findings derived from the observations, indicated that the participants’ self-efficacy may have 

increased during the CF intervention. There was also an observed improvement in the 

participants’ awareness of errors and self-corrections, and an increase in their engagement, as 

observed through the participants’ CF uptakes and language discussions. Moreover, findings 

from the interviews pointed toward an increase in self-efficacy as a function of these changes in 
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their awareness and engagement. It was found that although some students felt challenged by CF 

at times because of distractions and stress, all participants spoke of the benefits that CF provided. 

The students’ self-efficacy increased, because their self-confidence and pride, perceptions of 

improvement, and collaboration skills all grew during the CF intervention.   
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND 

CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of this research was to explore a learning approach that would offer an 

intervention based on corrective feedback (CF) from the teacher and peers that would also 

contribute to students’ self-efficacy. The research questions that guided this study were: (a) Does 

CF from teachers and peers decrease the number of anglicisms and grammatical errors that 

primary/junior students typically make in a French-language school in southern Ontario? (b) 

Does experience with an intervention based on CF affect the self-efficacy of elementary students 

with respect to their beliefs about their own communication skills? If so, how does it affect the 

students’ self-efficacy? Chapter 5 will provide a discussion of the findings, implications for 

theory and practice, along with methodological limitations and implications for future research.  

Discussion of the Findings 

This discussion of the findings will recall the literature related to the effects of CF on the 

mastery of the language and the effects of CF on self-efficacy.     

Effects of Corrective Feedback (CF) on Mastery of the Language 

It was expected that CF would help reduce errors and thus improve the quality of French 

oral communication amongst the Grade 3 and 4 students in the French school where the study 

took place. The quantitative results from the Oral Communication Test and the standardized 

vocabulary tests did not show a statistically significant reduction in anglicisms or grammatical 

errors. The errors decreased slightly over time, but this is likely attributed to maturation, given 

that no significant reduction in grammatical errors and anglicisms happened specifically during 

the CF intervention. Another possible reason why the improvements were not statistically 
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significant, other than the possible effect of having a small sample size (Creswell, 2015), could 

be because such ameliorations take time. Lightbrown and Spada (2000) state:  

One thing is clear from the SLA research of the past 30 years: providing students with 

explicit information or feedback, including contrastive, metalinguistic information, does 

not lead to immediate long-term changes in their interlanguage performance. Such 

changes usually come about gradually and depend in part on learners’ developmental 

readiness, the extent to which they attend to the information, and perhaps to the 

opportunities they have to practise. (p. 213) 

The qualitative findings, however, based on the observations of the students engaged in 

communication with each other, indicated a considerable change in the students’ behaviour. An 

increased awareness of language form and engagement towards improving the language were 

noted. These two changes in behaviour could be the precursors needed to spur an eventual 

improvement in the students’ language proficiency. The importance of changed behaviours 

found in this study mirrors Storch’s (2008) research that found that engagement was linked to 

learning and consolidation of concepts and also to Golonka’s (2006) research that found that 

students who are more attentive to form and make more error corrections are more successful in 

oral proficiency.  

Awareness 

Awareness of language or metalinguistic awareness is “the ability to objectify language 

as an analyzable code and is thus prerequisite to early literacy development. It also strengthens 

learners’ ability to detect language patterns in content-based input in ways that can contribute to 

their developing language system” (Tedick & Lyster, 2020, p. 82). Student participants’ 

awareness of language (i.e., asking how to say a word in French, hesitating over form, and self-
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correcting) more than doubled once the intervention was in place (seven instances in January 

compared to 23 instances in May). This is noteworthy because awareness of language form is the 

first step towards improvement of L2 (Lyster & Sato, 2013).   

The two subthemes that made up the awareness theme were: self-awareness of mistakes, 

and self-corrections. Being self-aware of mistakes and self-correcting are crucial in developing 

accuracy and fluency in speech (Golonka, 2006). Self-awareness of mistakes was coded when 

participants asked form-related questions (e.g., “How do you say…?”) or when they hesitated 

over a grammatical choice such as gender agreement. Self-corrections, on the other hand, were 

noted when the participants went a step further and corrected themselves without any prompting 

from their peers. Therefore, according to Golonka (2006), the student participants were 

demonstrating behaviours that were indicative of developing accuracy and fluency in speech. 

Specifically, instances of self-awareness of mistakes increased and awareness of the 

variety of types of mistakes increased during the intervention time. For example, instead of just 

focusing on vocabulary, participants also focused on grammar. According to the SAT, learners 

need language awareness in order to improve their target language (Lyster & Sato, 2013).  It is 

through the interplay between the student’s interlanguage form (a set of English language rules, 

filling in the gaps where French language knowledge is insufficient), and the newly learned 

target form (grammatically correct French) that actual language acquisition is properly stored 

into long-term memory to be subsequently used correctly (Lyster & Sato, 2013). When a student, 

for example, says Je suis fini, it is an interlanguage form from the English phrase “I am 

finished.” The words are French but the structure is English. In English, the auxiliary “to be” is 

used to say “I am finished,” but the grammatically correct way of saying this in French is ai fini 

because the rules are different (i.e., the auxiliary “to have” must be used instead of “to be”). So, 
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when a student stops saying Je suis fini and starts saying the correct form J’ai fini, there is 

evidence that the actual language structure is acquired. Self-awareness of mistakes makes it 

possible to move from interlanguage form into the target form. This is one reason why self-

awareness of mistakes improves a person’s oral communication in meaningful and lasting ways 

(Pawlak, 2004, as cited in Tomczyk, 2013). In a naturalistic setting, such as the classroom, 

awareness of form has been shown to increase the quality of language acquisition (Lyster & 

Sato, 2013).   

According to Svalberg (2018), language awareness occurs when students are cognitively 

engaged, affectively engaged, and socially engaged. Perhaps, this study’s intervention activated 

these three types of engagement by having the students cognitively engaged when they analyzed 

the language at a deeper level through explicit instruction. Students were also affectively 

engaged by feeling the urgency to improve their communication skills—for example, when they 

had class discussions about the importance of form to be clear and coherent. As well, students 

were socially engaged because they were helping each other improve their language 

communication skills through CF. Svalberg (2018) states that engagement with language is 

cyclical. Once learners have language awareness, they enhance or construct new language 

awareness and then draw on their renewed engagement to become even more aware. The 

findings from the observations revealed a deeper language awareness because students were 

more self-aware of their mistakes and they self-corrected their mistakes. 

The student participants made self-corrections solely during the intervention time. There 

were 10 instances of self-corrections, compared to none prior to the intervention. The students 

were not only aware of mistakes that they were making but also proceeded to correct mistakes 

themselves without any prompting. The process of self-correction is correlated with progress in 
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reading and in math skills acquisition (Ramdass & Zimmerman, 2008). Self-correction is also 

correlated to high achievement in L2  learning because students who are more attentive to form 

and who make more self-corrections are more successful in oral proficiency (Golonka, 2006).   

Learners who prove to have metalinguistic awareness, or who can recognize grammatical 

mistakes and correct them, are more likely to succeed in their L2 than learners who do not 

(Golonka, 2006; Lyster & Sato, 2013; McCormick & Vercellotti, 2013). Moreover, some studies, 

such as one by Ramdass and Zimmermann (2008), have found awareness and self-correcting 

behaviours to be associated with self-efficacy. Ramdass and Zimmerman, for example, found 

that students with high self-efficacy tended to set higher goals, use more effective self-regulatory 

strategies, monitor their work more efficiently, and evaluate their performance accurately. They 

also found that self-efficacy is strengthened with tangible indicators of progress. Since language 

self-correction is a form self-regulation in learners (Golonka, 2006), and self-regulation is 

positively associated with self-efficacy (Jain & Dowson, 2009), it seems reasonable to state that 

self-correcting behaviours may be associated with self-efficacy.  

Engagement 

Storch (2008) defines engagement as the reciprocity of giving feedback and sharing ideas 

during a task. According to Wen (2008), “what ultimately matters is how individual learners 

decide to engage with the task as an activity” (p. 22). Engagement was observed 16 times during 

the intervention, compared to only three times before the intervention. In this study, engagement 

was evidenced through uptakes and language discussions. Uptakes are the students’ immediate 

response to CF, such as repetition of the correct form or self-correction, and language 

discussions refer to when two or more students discuss language form together. Uptakes were 

recorded when CF was verbally acknowledged through repair following a prompt or through 

repetition following a recast. Language discussions were recorded when more than two people 
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discussed language form together. A study by Sato (2017) confirms that engagement measured 

by peer interaction, “whereby learners occasionally shift their attention to language forms during 

meaningful communication, promotes L2 development” (p. 271). Indeed, many studies have 

shown a correlation between engagement and enhanced L2 performance (Baralt et al., 2016; 

Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010; Svalberg, 2018; Zhao & Bitchener, 2007) 

Svalberg (2018) stated that goal setting plays a major role in engaging learners. The more 

authentic the goal is perceived, the more engaged the learners are. Post-intervention, students in 

this study were convinced that language form was important and that they could reach a higher 

level of proficiency through practice; but this was not the case at the beginning of the study. 

Before the intervention was introduced, the goals were not clear to the students.   

Typically, students spoke in class and if the content of their message could be deciphered, 

in spite of grammatical errors and anglicisms, the lessons generally continued without 

interruption. In other words, mistakes related to form, that did not obstruct the comprehension of 

the message, were seldom, or at least inconsistently, corrected; this was prior to the intervention. 

Tedick and Lyster (2020) also found this type of instructional ambiguity in the way that teachers 

gave CF in other minority language settings such as Spanish schools in the United States of 

America. Teachers tended to repeat students’ utterances to affirm either content or linguistic 

accuracy. The students were not always aware of what was being affirmed or even corrected. 

When a teacher gives a recast without pause, for example, students may misinterpret it as simply 

a repetition or reformulation of the content of their message. This ambiguity makes it difficult to 

set clear goals towards language proficiency. As a result, the vague goals are deemed less 

authentic and useful, and the engagement level is low (Svalberg, 2018).   

Uptake, according to Storch and Wigglesworth (2010), depends on the extent to which 

the learner perceives feedback as useful for their goal attainment. The fact that uptakes increased 
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during this present study’s intervention could be a sign that the participants’ language goals were 

clearer, and that the CF was perceived as a useful means of achieving these goals. Once the 

students are willing to take risks with language to reach higher linguistic proficiency, it is critical 

that they receive feedback on those errors so that they learn from them (Tedick & Lyster, 2020). 

The higher the frequency of immediate uptake, the more optimum the opportunity for L2 

development (Zhao & Bitchener, 2007). Students are more likely to internalize the corrected 

form once they have been made aware of it (Ellis, 2000; Lantolf, 2006) 

The language discussions as observed in this study were examples of learners engaged 

within the constructs of sociocultural theory (Svalberg, 2018). (See more below in the 

Implications for Theory section.) In fact, the three language discussions noted during 

observations, when two or more students were trying to figure out how to say something in 

French, were manifestations of the learners co-constructing their linguistic knowledge by 

scaffolding one another in their ZPD (Lantolf & Poehner, 2010). When learners get help from 

more capable others (e.g., teacher, peer) through a difficult task, they then internalize the new 

knowledge so they can apply it autonomously later (Fahim & Haghari, 2012). As such, this 

social and cognitive engagement can contribute to learning growth. In the current study, the 

students’ improvement may not yet have been quantifiable on the tests used in the methodology, 

but over the course of the intervention, language awareness and engagement were documented. 

Effects of CF on Self-Efficacy 

The qualitative findings also point to the benefits or effects of CF on the student 

participants’ self-efficacy and their incurred challenges working through the intervention.   

Benefits 
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Self-efficacy refers to the belief one holds about ability to accomplish a task (Bandura, 

1994; Liem et al., 2008). Since self-efficacy influences the amount of effort one dedicates to a 

task (Onoda, 2014), augmenting or at least preserving self-efficacy is therefore primordial when 

considering how to teach language to young students. The quantitative and qualitative measures 

used to evaluate the student participants’ self-efficacy in this study confirmed that the CF 

intervention did not negatively affect their self-efficacy. On one hand, the quantitative results 

showed that the students remained self-efficacious, irrespective of the intervention. On the other 

hand, the qualitative findings from the observations and interviews revealed a growth in self-

efficacy. This growth will be discussed in more detail in the following paragraphs, but first, a 

closer look at the quantitative results is warranted.   

Why did the students’ self-efficacy on the Attitude Test remain unchanged before and 

after the intervention, when a growth in self-efficacy was clearly noted in the observations? Here 

are two possible explanations. First, it could simply be the result of a small sample size 

(Creswell, 2015). Since there were only 16 students, the low statistical power may have 

decreased the ability to a detect growth that was present (Creswell, 2015). Second, the students 

may have been inaccurate in their self-judgment on the pre-test. Before the CF intervention, 

when less attention was paid to language form, the students may have been less aware of the 

corrections that they needed to make. Lightbrown and Spada (2000) explain that students who 

share the same dominant language (in this case, English) and whose errors do not impede the 

target language need explicit, contrastive teaching to notice that the form is incorrect. If the 

students were in fact inaccurate in their language ability assessment, this could be of interest.   

Inaccuracies in self-judgment seem to be a major liability for elementary school success, 

according to Ramdass and Zimmerman (2008), because  although self-efficacy beliefs improve 

academic achievement: “accuracy of these judgments is also important for effective functioning 
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and academic success” (p. 22). Is it possible that students in FFL schools who do not receive 

enough instructional focus and feedback on form may believe that their language ability is better 

than it actually is when they are younger and unaware of the discrepancies between their 

interlanguage and the target language form? Could the linguistic insecurity (Boucher, 2015) that 

students in FFL minority settings experience when they are older be compounded by the 

overestimation they had about their linguistic abilities during their younger years?   

According to Ramdass and Zimmerman (2008), students who overestimate their abilities 

may attempt challenging tasks and fail, which could decrease their subsequent motivation and, as 

a result, they may avoid challenging tasks. Could this be one of the reasons why older students 

often refuse to speak French altogether (Gérin-Lajoie, 2004)?  If Franco-Ontarian students’ self-

judgment was inexact and they failed to communicate correctly after becoming aware, over time, 

that their French language skills were subpar, they could decide to avoid the challenging task of 

speaking French altogether. Contrarily, when students’ self-judgment of efficacy aligns with 

actual performance, they are described as well calibrated. Interestingly, the more students are 

self-calibrated, the more self-efficacious they become (Ramdass & Zimmerman, 2008). So, it 

would follow that students who have a more accurate judgment of their linguistic ability would 

have a higher level of self-efficacy in their French speaking abilities. 

Unfortunately, exploring these questions about the effects of calibration on self-efficacy 

are beyond the scope of the present study. The present study’s qualitative results pertaining to 

self-efficacy, however, offer compelling information about the relationship between the CF 

intervention and the primary/junior students’ self-efficacy. Learners who have high self-efficacy 

tend to be more motivated (Bandura, 1994), engage in deeper learning (Liem et al., 2008), and 

have a growth mindset (Komarraju & Nadler, 2013). The previously discussed themes that 

emerged from this study’s observations (awareness and engagement) correspond with these self-



88 

 
 

efficacy traits (Lou & Noels, 2017; Svalberg, 2018). Awareness of mistakes and self-corrections 

show a willingness to engage in deep learning of a language by noticing form and questioning it.  

 Engagement, observed through uptake and language discussions, also corresponds with 

self-efficacy traits. The fact that the students accepted CF from their peers and then made the 

effort to correct their errors (uptakes) indicates a growth mindset. It is worth noting that a person 

with a growth mindset has similar adaptation strategies as a person with a high internal locus of 

control, in that they both welcome constructive criticism and work persistently in trying to 

improve (Nallapothula et al., 2020). Moreover, mindset is a precursor to motivation (Dweck, 

2006; Lou & Noels, 2016; Svalberg, 2018); and motivation, according to Svalberg (2018), 

contributes to all levels of engagement with language learning. Self-efficacy is ultimately a good 

predictor of achievement and according to Woodrow’s (2006) research on language learning 

strategies, self-efficacy is the strongest predictor of oral language performance. In the current 

study, the findings from the observational data documented growth in self-efficacy that was 

further validated by the findings from the participants’ interviews. During their interviews, the 

student participants expressed an increase in self-efficacy through self-confidence and pride, 

perceived improvement, and collaboration.   

During observations, there was evidence of an increase in collaboration and the students’ 

engagement in accepting CF through uptakes and participating in language discussions. In 

addition to this collaboration, manifested through the students’ engagement towards bettering 

their language ability, collaboration also was exemplified in the post-intervention reflections 

from students’ interviews. More than a third of the student participants’ comments pertained to 

collaboration during CF. Some comments were about helping their peers, while some were about 

receiving help and being grateful for the valued support of their classmates.   
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 The evidence gathered during observations and interviews with these young language 

learners makes a strong case for the fact that a CF intervention, like the one implemented in this 

study, encourages collaboration. According to Bandura (1994), “cooperative learning structures, 

in which students work together and help one another also tend to promote more positive self-

evaluations of capability and higher academic attainments than do individualistic or competitive 

ones” (p. 12). Within the theme of benefits, the first subtheme was collaboration as the students 

worked together to help one another improve their linguistic abilities through CF. Recall that this 

may have been one of the factors in the self-efficacy loop that promoted the students’ perceived 

improvement.   

Perceived improvement was the second subtheme derived from the interview findings.  

Through positive collaborative interactions, students perceived that their language form was 

improving. When asked if they had improved since the onset of the CF intervention, 15 of the 17 

students believed that they had. According to Dinger et al. (2013), perceived competence 

strongly predicts motivation and academic achievement. When students have a growth mindset 

about language, they are more intrinsically motivated and expend more effort to actively learn 

the target language (Lou & Noels, 2016). The achievements garnered by the students’ efforts 

made them feel a sense of pride and confidence in their speaking abilities. 

Self-confidence and pride were illustrated in the third subtheme from the interview 

findings. Students expressed how proud they felt to be helping their peers and how much more 

confident they were when they spoke French. They perceived that their oral communication 

skills were improving because they were more aware of language form. This self-confidence and 

pride made them more eager to help their classmates and, in turn, accept CF from their peers. In 

this way, the self-efficacy loop thus came full circle, back to the first subtheme, collaboration. It 
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might be concluded that the CF intervention had a positive effect on the students’ self-efficacy 

because they were immersed in collaboration, perceived improvement, pride and self-confidence, 

awareness, and engagement. 

Challenges 

Along with the many benefits of CF, the students also reported challenges. They reported 

sometimes feeling stressed and at other times distracted. The stress that the students described 

when receiving CF from their peers is probably an unavoidable side effect of deliberate practice. 

Deliberate practice revealed by Ericsson (2007) includes immediate, informative feedback, along 

with repetition with reflection and refinement. Getting lots of feedback for what you are doing 

wrong is understandably stressful at times. Duckworth (2016) agrees that deliberate practice is 

effortful and can be less than enjoyable, but notes that the thrill of getting better and the reward 

of succeeding makes it worth the struggle. Top performers in sports point out that if one just goes 

through the motions without getting better, it can be as painful as the discomfort you feel when 

you are concentrating on improving shortfalls (Duckworth, 2016). In other words, it is typically 

the case that working outside one’s comfort zone can be exhausting but well worth the effort 

(Nandagopal & Ericsson, 2012). The five students who mentioned feeling stress during CF also 

expressed that there were benefits. Choosing to face obstacles to progress to the next level is not 

easy and can cause some stress; however, the rewards of persisting and learning from mistakes 

are often worthwhile (Nandagopal & Ericsson, 2012). 

The second challenge that was mentioned was categorized as a subtheme related to 

distractions. Since the collaborative feedback project was designed to have students notice form 

when discussing content, it is not surprising that some mentioned feeling distracted. Their focus 

on whatever subject was being discussed was suddenly interrupted to pay attention to their 
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grammar. This temporary instance of divided attention, though, is part of what makes L2 

learning so effective, according to Lyster and Mori’s (2006) counterbalance hypothesis, which 

states that when CF acts as counterbalance to class focus, it proves to be more effective than 

activities and feedback that are congruent with class focus because it enables the learner to 

restructure his/her interlanguage. When students are interrupted to focus on form, effective 

learning takes place.   

Implications for Theory 

This study, which strived to understand the effects of CF in L2 learning, is grounded in 

the theoretical perspective of sociocultural theory (Fahim & Haghari, 2012) and conceptual 

perspective of SAT (Lyster & Sato, 2013). According to Chen et al. (2016), who have traced a 

history of CF research, more studies need be conducted in a naturalistic setting, adopting either a 

cognitive or a sociocultural approach so that either theory “may bring a more deepening 

understanding of the role of CF” (p. 90). To answer this call, the present research was conducted 

in a small FFL classroom in southern Ontario. The CF intervention was created with a cognitive 

approach, tapping into the concepts from the SAT.   

Sociocultural Theory 

The present study was designed based on sociocultural theory’s holistic approach to 

learning where the students are active and interconnected in their learning processes (Fahim & 

Haghari, 2012).  As illustration, CF required the students to collaborate to improve their 

linguistic skills. Because of the diversity of the group in terms of their French language 

proficiency, they were able to rely on each other, or scaffold one another in their learning 

process. They were encouraged to become a group of problem solvers and decide together how 

best to deliver CF. Student participants came up with a visual cue that would act as a silent 
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prompt and they also decided to give the receiver of feedback 3 seconds to repair the erroneous 

output. Moreover, the student participants had regular discussions on how the process was 

unfolding, including their successes and challenges. In this way, principles within sociocultural 

theory were applied in a natural school setting where CF was used to improve French oral 

communication skills. These applications extend our understanding of sociocultural theory in 

terms of collaborative learning, scaffolding, and dynamic feedback.  

One of the goals of the study was to discover if an intervention based on peer CF through 

collaboration could improve oral language proficiency. The results from the quantitative data 

were inconclusive as there was no statistically significant growth in terms of language 

proficiency. The findings from the interviews, however, indicated that almost all of the student 

participants perceived improvement in their L2. The findings from the observations showed that 

the students were more aware of form as a function of the intervention and were also more 

engaged in improving their language skills. The interactions during which students gave each 

other feedback to negotiate meaning were successful in terms of engaging students and making 

them more aware of their erroneous form. This was not sufficient, however, to significantly 

reduce errors. 

The findings illustrate that students self-corrected only after the intervention was in place.  

This could be a result of scaffolding. According to the sociocultural theory, when students count 

on one another to learn a task, while in the zone of proximal development, internalization occurs 

(Bruner, 1985; Ellis, 2000; Lantolf, 2006). This means that the social action becomes internal 

and the learners can later accomplish the task themselves. In this study, the students were 

scaffolding one another by turning their attention to form with a visual or verbal cue and then 

assisting one another when needed by correcting the error. The fact that the students started self-
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correcting once the intervention had started may suggest that they were internalizing their newly 

acquired skills which were to notice language form and correct inconsistencies between their 

interlanguage and French language. This study therefore adds evidence to the efficacy of peer 

scaffolding. 

Finally, this study gives credence to dynamic feedback, a component of the sociocultural 

theory that refers to when a collaborator evaluates the needs of a learner by choosing what kind 

of feedback to give, depending on the learner’s needs (Rassaei, 2019). The participants in this 

study were taught to assess their peers’ needs by giving them a signal when their utterance 

needed repair, and then giving them time to self-correct. If their peer needed help, the mediator 

would give an additional prompt or recast. The interview transcripts indicate that the students 

appreciated this approach, compared to simply giving a recast or a more explicit prompt right 

away. 

Based on the findings from this study, the application of sociocultural theory can play a 

crucial role in oral CF in elementary school French language learning. The collaborative setting 

where students share the role of mediator and give one another dynamic feedback in the zone of 

proximal development is useful for attending to grammatical errors and anglicisms that otherwise 

might go unnoticed. Moreover, the findings from the interviews elucidated the students’ 

appreciation of the collaborative aspect of the intervention. They enjoyed playing the role of 

expert and at the same time felt affirmed practising and improving their oral communication 

skills in a safe setting where they would receive help from their fellow experts. 

Skills Acquisition Theory 

The SAT is a cognitive perspective on learning, premised on the concept that there are 

different stages of learning that store information differently in the brain. Declarative knowledge 
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makes up the explicit, static information encoded in memory. This information then becomes 

procedural or implicit when it is put into action and performed. Once information is in the form 

of a procedure, through a great deal of meaningful practice over many trials, it eventually 

becomes automized, at which point attention is freed up to learn other skills (Mitchel et al., 2013; 

Ullman, 2004). In terms of L2 learning, declarative or explicit knowledge includes the 

grammatical rules that structure the language; in other words, the metalinguistic information 

available for use in controlled processing situations, like writing a test or explaining a 

grammatical rule. Metalinguistic information is learned explicitly through explanations and 

demonstrations. Then, new knowledge is rehearsed through repetition, role playing, and 

conversation until the language slowly and eventually transforms into implicit knowledge, at 

which point it is unconscious, tacit, and permits the learner to speak fluently.   

 According to the SAT, becoming proficient in a second language requires both a good 

knowledge of form as well as a significant amount of deliberate practice. Or as Lightbrown 

stated, “It is clear that language acquisition does not take care of itself” (as cited in Tedik & 

Lyster, 2020, p. 129). Ullman (2004) further adds that L2 learning that happens after puberty 

relies on declarative knowledge, but in language immersion or submersion settings where 

children start learning L2 at a very young age, the declarative knowledge stage is skipped and 

young children learn, as a native speaker would learn their first language, directly through 

procedural knowledge. The young learner thus becomes fluent in the L2 without having the 

declarative information to understand underlying grammatical rules that make up the language.  

Lacking this explicit knowledge, children start to use what Lyster and Sato (2013) refer to as 

interlanguage form (L2 mixed with L1 structure and rules) which includes anglicisms in minority 
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French schools in Canada. This permits children to keep their fluency in L2, while relying on 

their L1 grammar to fill in the gaps where their L2 proficiency is lacking.   

The participants in this study relied heavily on their interlanguage to communicate with 

one another in French—a difficult challenge to overcome for most Franco-Ontarians of the area. 

When talking about their weekend on Monday morning, for example, the students often started 

with Sur samedi… (“On Saturday…”). In English, the preposition “on” can be used before 

naming the day of the week, but in French, the day of the week does not require a preposition so 

one should simply say Samedi instead of sur samedi. Since sharing the events from their 

weekend was their primary goal, and the superfluous preposition did not obstruct their message, 

the students did not have the need to notice and fix this error. Language learning instances, such 

as this one, are numerous throughout the school day. The instructional challenge becomes 

overwhelming when the same mistakes are repeated and heard several times; they become 

ingrained and thus difficult to correct because they are now automatic or “fossilized” (Lyster & 

Sato, 2013, p. 85).   

Lyster and Sato (2013) state that CF is a useful strategy for highlighting when form is not 

congruent with the target language. Once an error is noticed, learners may start to restructure the 

inaccuracy that is presently stored in their long-term memory. CF is also useful for rehearsing 

newly acquired declarative knowledge because it helps eliminate mistakes before they become 

automated. 

The present study used CF to push students to notice the gaps between the correct French 

expressions and their own flawed output. This was achieved using Gauthier et al.’s (2019) 

explicit instruction method where the lesson unfolded in three consecutive steps: modeling, 

guided practice, and independent practice. The most stubborn or ingrained anglicisms or 
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grammatical errors were first presented and taught explicitly, with the purpose of building a solid 

base of declarative knowledge about a particular language rule. Then, time was allotted for the 

students to practise in a direct, deliberate way through role-play. Finally, the students were 

expected to produce the new learned expression in their everyday conversations. This was 

reinforced with CF. 

The qualitative findings from this study support the idea that declarative knowledge of 

language needs to be ignited, through explicit instruction accompanied by CF in order for 

erroneous form to be noticed and corrected. The Grade 3 and 4 students who participated in the 

CF based on SAT increased their awareness of form and started to self-correct. Without this 

intervention, it is unlikely that the mistakes in form would just eventually correct themselves. 

Metalinguistic knowledge and being self-aware is crucial in developing accuracy and fluency in 

speech (Golonka, 2006). The evidence from this study therefore advocates the SAT assumption 

that mere exposure to L2 or unstructured activities in L2 are not enough to properly acquire L2, 

as it was first believed by Krashen (1982). 

Another interesting observation is that once declarative knowledge has become encoded 

in long-term memory, it is difficult to change. It takes a great deal of effort and time to 

restructure implicit knowledge. Findings from the oral communication observation data in this 

study suggest that after the 3-month intervention, anglicisms and grammatical errors still stuck in 

the students’ implicit automized knowledge. This supports the notion that highly automized 

knowledge is almost impermeable to change (Lyster & Sato, 2013). The challenge for teachers is 

to motivate students to develop target language knowledge that otherwise competes with more 

easily accessible interlanguage form (Lyster & Ranta, 2007). 
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The findings from the current study align with those from Lyster and Sato (2013) in that 

declarative and procedural knowledge is best seen as bidirectional, influenced by the educational 

setting. If schools start early enough to provide not only contextualized practice but also CF, 

along with explicit instruction on structures in need of repair, the students will become more 

aware of language form and also more engaged in mastering it.   

The present findings also suggest that based on cognitive theory, bilingual learners have 

higher executive functions because they are working in two competing languages and must focus 

on the target language (Poach & van Hell, 2012). The executive functions or working memory is 

responsible for attention capacity by controlling focus of attention (Mitchell et al., 2013). CF, 

through prompts and recasts, may influence the degree of attention paid to form and thus may 

increase executive function performance (Yow & Li, 2015). Findings from the present study 

indicated an increase in the student participants noticing form through self-awareness of 

mistakes, self-corrections, CF with uptake, and language discussions.   

According to Li et al. (2019), working memory, which is the cognitive space for 

simultaneous storage and processing of linguistic input, is important for noticing linguistic input 

during CF. If working memory is “the key factor associated with success in less explicit 

language learning conditions” (Sanz et al., 2016, p. 688) like our FF1 schools, it would make 

sense to encourage attending to language form through CF. The SAT that was the conceptual 

basis of the present study’s intervention would be incomplete without the sociocultural aspect as, 

“Learning is a social as well as a cognitive process, one influenced by the relationship between 

student and teacher and among students” (August & Hakuta, 1997, p. 85). 
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Implications for Practice 

Based on the findings of this research, it is recommended that CF be used in schools 

where the minority language is taught, such as the FFL school where the study took place. The 

results suggest that CF is linked to two key components that contribute to increasing language 

proficiency: an increased awareness and an increased engagement with the language (Golonka, 

2006; Lou & Noels, 2016; McCormick & Vercellotti, 2013). The results also indicate that CF 

does not decrease self-efficacy, but that it may actually increase it. The implication here is school 

boards that are still currently ascribing to Krashen’s (1985) filter hypothesis that claims that CF 

may hinder a learner’s confidence and performance, should attend to more recent and relevant 

research that supports the effectiveness of CF. For example, a very recent study by Tedik and 

Lyster (2020) stated that “students need to take risks with language in order to push their 

language development forward. At the same time, it’s critical that they receive feedback on those 

errors if they are to learn from them” (p. 152). 

CF, if correctly integrated into the classroom as an instructional approach, may not only 

improve language proficiency and self-efficacy but also could help build grit (Duckworth, 2016). 

Moreover, studies have shown that students expect and want to be corrected (Elsaghayer, 2014; 

Lyster et al., 2013). Learners are responsive to such interventions, even though teachers 

sometimes hesitate in giving immediate CF for fear of disrupting the flow of conversation 

(Tomczyk, 2013) or hurting their students’ feelings (Elsaghayer, 2014). 

The following are additional suggestions, based on the findings from this research, on 

how an effective CF program could be implemented in elementary schools, where beginning at a 

young age, there should be clear goals, and a collaborative, safe learning environment. 
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Start Young 

CF is useful for young learners because they are especially sensitive to the impact of CF 

and it engages implicit learning mechanisms that are more characteristic of younger than older 

learners (Mackey & Oliver, 2002). The Grade 3 and 4 students in this research already spoke 

with many anglicisms that were automized and therefore difficult to restructure. Their fluent 

speech included faulty expressions, fossilized by repetition. If these anglicisms had been noticed 

and restructured sooner, the expressions could have been corrected before they got stored in 

long-term memory. Given that working memory plays an important role in noticing and 

responding to CF (Mackey & Oliver, 2002), perhaps early practice could increase working 

memory capacity. If children were taught early on to pay attention to form, they might become 

better at attending to it. Plus, if proper form is stored in long-term memory in the early years, 

there is capacity for language learners to focus on other more complex skills, such as reading and 

writing.   

Be Clear 

Clarity is primordial when it comes to providing young language learners with CF. Goals 

need to be clearly established to ensure a growth mindset. Mindset about language, rather than 

intelligence, has been found to be a better predictor of language learning motivation, 

engagement, and outcomes (Lou & Noels, 2016; Sato, 2017). Because mindset is malleable and 

can change depending on the situation or subject (Lou & Noels, 2016), teachers have the power 

to influence how CF will be received by their students. One of the most compelling ways to 

promote a growth mindset is to establish clear learning goals. Once a goal is regarded as an 

achievement goal instead of a performance goal, students are more likely to have a growth 
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mindset, thus feel motivated and confident in their ability to achieve it, and persistent towards 

reaching it (Lou & Noels, 2017).   

This study found three ways of achieving goal clarity. First, at the launch of the project, 

the goal was clearly established for the student participants: improve their French 

communication skills and CF would help to reduce the grammatical errors and anglicisms that 

affected communication. The students were also primed with explanations and examples of how 

language ability is not a fixed trait and that it could be improved through practice and hard work. 

This set the tone for the entire project. The student participants’ engagement levels, noted during 

observations, their perceived improvement, pride and self-confidence, all reported during the 

interviews, showed that the students had endorsed their learning goals. This is in line with Lou 

and Noels’s (2016) observations that “language learners who endorse learning goals are more 

intrinsically motivated, expend more effort, use more positive learning strategies, and use the 

target language more actively” (p. 29). 

Second, to achieve goal clarity, the grammatical concepts need to be clearly presented. 

This study’s intervention focused on one expression at a time, starting with the one that most 

urgently needed attention. The lesson unfolded in three consecutive steps: modeling, guided 

practice, and independent practice (Gauthier et al., 2019). This, along with incidental focus on 

form, assured that students stayed attentive to form. The students could apply the correct 

grammatical rules because they had been taught explicitly, with examples and modelling. Then, 

they had the chance to practise in pairs through role play or games. Again, the improvement the 

students perceived could, in part, be because of the new declarative knowledge they had. The 

students were engaged because they knew exactly what they were trying to fix.   
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Third, to achieve goal clarity, the CF needs to be clear and direct. Students do not always 

understand teachers’ recasts as they may think that the teacher is simply repeating what they said 

or they may think the recast is directed toward content rather than linguistic accuracy (Tedick & 

Lyster, 2020). In this study, the students and teacher-researcher chose a silent prompt to indicate 

to the students to pay attention to form. When the students saw the prompt, they knew 

immediately that their form needed repair.  Lyster and Ranta (1997) explain that when CF is 

clear and consistent, the students come to expect the interventions and can carry on their 

conversation without the frustration of being distracted.  

At the school board level, there ought to be a comprehensive analysis of the most 

common anglicisms and grammatical errors, across the board, in need of repair. The results of 

the analysis could serve as a starting point from which instructional materials for teachers could 

be developed. The instructional materials could include modelling examples and salient, 

practice-generating activities based on Gauthier et al.’s (2019) explicit instruction model that 

would target the specific language form being taught.   

Instill Collaboration 

Collaboration is key to successfully implementing a CF program in the classroom. In this 

study, it was, according the student participants, one of the main benefits of CF. The students 

liked helping others and appreciated the help from their peers. To accomplish this engagement 

and generate enthusiasm, for the feedback to be effective, an interaction mindset needs to be 

developed (Sato, 2017). An interaction mindset is “disposition toward the task and/or the 

interlocutor prior to and/or during the interaction” (Sato, 2017, p. 255). In other words, learners 

must approach the task and partner with a collaborative affective state that will allow them to 

overcome challenges such as distrust in one another’s linguistic ability, social awkwardness in 

giving feedback, and embarrassment at being corrected by peers (Sato, 2017).   
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One of the ways this was achieved was by explicitly teaching how to give and receive 

CF; this was modeled, explained, and practised. The students were also involved in deciding how 

to best go about giving and receiving CF. The class sat in a circle and discussed what would be 

the best way to improve their language together without feeling embarrassed or awkward. This 

was when the students came up with the idea of the silent signal as a prompt. Clearly, 

collaboration demands respect and trust among students and their teacher. 

This collaborative approach to CF could be conducted on a school-wide level, where 

every student from every class would participate. During the present study’s CF intervention, 

student participants sometimes complained that other classes were not making an effort to 

improve their French speaking abilities. An entire school initiative may be motivating to 

everyone involved. It would also add consistency in terms of expectations. Students receiving 

feedback for a particular erroneous expression learned in Grade 3, for example, would still be 

expected to utter the expression correctly in Grades 4, 5, or 6.   

Further, this idea could be conveyed to all the French language minority school boards in 

Ontario and perhaps even across all the French language minority school boards in Canada. If 

other classrooms, like the present study’s classroom, were to experience successful collaboration, 

increased awareness, and engagement, it could be advantageous for the French minority 

population in Canada. There must be a way, in this technological era, to bring minority 

communities closer and to support one another. 

Instill Trust 

Based on the findings of this study, creating a safe learning setting can alleviate some of 

the stress that could be experienced during CF. One of the challenges brought forward during the 

interviews was that students sometimes felt stressed during CF. They feared the judgment of 
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their peers on their performance. Fortunately, the students who expressed feelings of stress also 

appreciated the benefits of CF. They were proud of their improvements in the end.   

A good way to reduce stress is to create a safe environment where mistakes and 

challenges are framed as a normal part of the learning process. In fact, by reframing difficulty as 

part of learning, rather than one’s incompetence, the pressure to excel is reduced and working 

memory capacity improves (Autin & Croizet, 2012). A growth mindset was infused in the 

present intervention, simply by talking about the challenges that are typical of all language 

learners. In this study, the teacher promoted the idea that mistakes are a part of the ladder that 

leads you up to the next level of competence; this was reinforced in every curricular subject. 

Methodological Limitations and Implications for Future Research 

Although this study set out to ensure that effective methodological approaches were 

taken, there were methodological limitations that can inform implications for future research.   

Design 

The primary limitation of this study resides in the Basic A-B design. Although 

correlations can be made between the intervention and the change to see how one relates to the 

other, the Basic A-B design cannot determine cause-and-effect (Creswell, 2015). The effect of 

history is not controlled, but because of the repeated measurement in the baseline, some threats 

to internal validity were controlled. As stated by Engel and Schutt (2008), “Given that some 

threats to internal validity are controlled, it [basic A-B design] is analogous to a quasi-

experimental design” (p. 229). An implication for future research might be to conduct a 

longitudinal, quasi-experimental study (Brough, 2018) where several similar FFL classes (some 

treatment groups receiving the CF intervention and some control groups not receiving CF 

intervention) could be compared to test the hypotheses that the independent variable (CF 
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intervention) is correlated to the dependant variables (number of anglicisms and grammatical 

errors and self-efficacy score). A pre-test would be used to equate the characteristics of the 

groups (Creswell, 2015). A longitudinal design would allow the study to begin the intervention at 

a younger age (e.g., Grade 1) and continue throughout the primary and junior years of 

elementary school. This could explore the previously mentioned hypothesis that starting a CF 

intervention at a younger age would be more effective than starting in Grade 3. Then, the 

independent variable could be measured after the end of the intervention (and thereafter, delay 

measured) in order to investigate for how long the effects of the intervention (self-efficacy and 

reduced errors) is maintained. Also, repeating the study in different French language schools in 

minority settings in different parts of Canada would permit the results of the study to be more 

generalized (Brough, 2018). 

Sample Size 

This study was also limited by the small sample size. Generally, a larger sample size is 

preferable for quantitative research because it reduces sampling error (Creswell, 2015). 

Approximately 30 participants are needed for a correlational study that can calculate 

relationships between and among variables. This study fell short of reaching that optimal number 

with only 16 student participants. A larger sample size would have provided for additional types 

of analyses that could have been parametrically run and statistically, a larger sample would have 

been more powerful.  

More student participants of various ages could have been included and comparisons 

could have been made across developmental levels. This research was conducted with students in 

Grades 3 and 4 and it would have been interesting to compare results to younger students in 

Grades 1 or 2, and then to older students in Grades 5 through 8.   
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Biases 

Potential researcher bias (Norris, 1997; Suter, 2014) is another limitation to this study 

given that the researcher was also the classroom teacher. In addition to researcher bias, there may 

have been participant bias, or more specifically, social desirability bias (Bergen & Labonté, 

2019). This refers to the tendency of participants giving socially desirable responses instead of 

more natural and truthful ones. Because young students often want to please their teacher, it is 

possible that the participants collaborated and responded in a more agreeable manner than was 

genuine. Even though steps were taken to mitigate participant biases, such as having the 

interviews conducted by a different person and keeping the students’ attitudinal tests anonymous, 

it is impossible to be certain that the results were free of participant bias, Preferably, the 

researcher should not also be the teacher. This would eliminate unwanted biases. 

Time 

This study would have benefited from a longer time frame; perhaps a longer intervention 

time would have yielded more significant results. It would have been interesting to start the 

intervention in October, instead of in January. This would have given more time for the 

intervention to possibly take effect and data could have been collected over a longer period of 

time. Also, a delayed post-test, after several months of the intervention completion would have 

helped determine if the effects of CF were enduring. 

Conclusion 

The purpose of this chapter was to discuss the findings from this study conducted in a 

French-language primary/junior classroom in southern Ontario with regards to the effects of a 

CF intervention. It considered whether or not anglicisms and grammatical errors were reduced as 

a result of the CF intervention and also whether or not the students’ self-efficacy in regard to 
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their communication skills was affected. The small sample size and the short duration of the 

study did not allow for any statistically conclusive results in terms reduced anglicisms and 

grammatical errors, but the qualitative findings, collected from the observations and interviews, 

detected a significant rise in student awareness of language form and an engagement towards 

improving it. This heightened awareness and engagement could eventually lead to an increased 

oral language proficiency.   

The findings regarding self-efficacy supported the notion that a CF interaction does not 

negatively affect self-efficacy. On the contrary, the findings from the data collected from 

observations and interviews showed that CF was associated with an increase in self-efficacy. The 

CF intervention prompted benefits such as collaboration, perceived improvement, and self-

confidence and pride, which formed a self-efficacy loop. The findings from the interviews also 

revealed that stress and distractions were the main challenges of the CF intervention.   

In this chapter, the following recommendations based on the findings of the present 

study, were discussed: CF should be integrated at a very early age; it should include explicit 

instructions, collaboration, and a particular emphasis on creating a growth mindset. Furthermore, 

there is a pressing need for future research on CF in French-language minority settings. A 

longitudinal quasi-experimental study, for example, would offer indispensable insight on the 

effects of CF and how best to implement it.  

Out of the approximately 7,000 languages in the world, half are expected to disappear in 

the next few years (Lasagabaster, 2017). Language is at the heart of our social fabric and each 

language “expresses the unique history, knowledge and view of the world of its speaker 

community. The disappearance of any language is a deadly blow to the richness of human 

linguistic diversity” (Lasagabaster, 2017, p. 414). Minority Francophones taught in FFL schools 
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in Ontario enjoy the benefit of having a high degree of EnglishFrench bilingualism (Landry et 

al., 2009), yet the French part of their identity is becoming increasingly fragile (Boucher, 2015).  

The CF intervention proposed in this study merits attention and further investigation to preserve 

the integrity of French language learning, because after all, Nous sommes, nous serons! (“We 

are, we will be!”; Marquis, 2018).   
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Appendix A 

Anchor Chart for Corrective Feedback  

La rétroaction corrective 

Pourquoi? 

 Apprendre à mieux parler 

français. 

 En corrigeant les autres, on 

se corrige! 

Comment donner une rétroaction 

corrective? 

 Donner le temps de réfléchir 

(sans interrompre) 

 Donner un indice ou la bonne 

expression sans crier 

 Corriger seulement lorsqu’on 

est certain 
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Comment accepter une rétroaction 

corrective? 

 

 Répéter la bonne expression 

pour s’en rappeler 

 Remercier la personne qui t’a 

corrigé 
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Appendix B 

Example of the Oral Communication Test Task 

 

Matériel nécessaire :   

 Ordinateur pour enregistrer l’élève 

 Questions à poser (du conseil)  série diagnostique 

 

Déroulement : 

Bonjour, je vais te poser quelques questions.  Je vais t’enregistrer et tu pourras 

t’écouter par après. 

1) Voici une des deux questions suivantes.  Lorsque tu l’auras choisie, prends 

un moment pour réfléchir à ce que tu aimerais répondre. Laisse-moi savoir 

quand tu seras prêt. 

 

 

Tâche de communication orale et d’écriture (série 4) 

 

 
 

Selon toi, est-ce mieux d’être un chien ou d’être un chat? 

ou 

 
Selon toi, est-ce mieux de pouvoir jouer un sport ou de regarder ce sport? 
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Appendix C 

Attitude Test (based on EQAO, 2017) 

 

Encercle la réponse qui convient le mieux : 

2) J’aime parler en français   jamais……….parfois……….la plupart du temps 

 

3) Je suis bon(ne) à parler français  jamais……….parfois……….la plupart du temps 

 

 

4) Je peux exprimer mes idées clairement  jamais……….parfois……….la plupart du temps 

 

5) Je fais de mon mieux pour  

bien parler français en classe  jamais……….parfois……….la plupart du temps 
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Appendix D 

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (English Version) 

[NOTE: French version was administered] 
 

 

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Fourth Edition (PPVT™-4) 

Receptive Vocabulary Test 

Administering the PPVT-4 

 

1. Training: Start at A to provide 

the participant with a sample of 

how the test works. When the 

child secures three consecutive 

correct responses, move onto 

begin the test and let the 

participant know that you will 

no longer be helping them. 

“Wow it seems like you really 

know what you are doing, how 

about you try these ones by 

yourself?” 

2. Test: Start at the word beside 

where it lists the participants’ 

closest age (for the purpose of 

this study, the assessment will 

start at #15, “pulling”. 

3. The child will be shown a page 

that has four pictures (as seen 

to the right). The researcher 

will read the word from the 

score sheet “pulling”. The 

participant will point to the 

image they think depicts that 

word. The number of the 

picture they point to is recorded 

on the blank line beside the 

word. Incorrect answers will be 

denoted by a line through the 

shape to the right of the blank 

line 
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Appendix E  

Interview Protocol 

 

Time of interview:_____________________________ 

Date of interview:______________________________ 

Interviewer:___________________________________ 

Interviewee:___________________________________ 

 

Questions:   

1) Qu’aimes-tu du projet ‘francisation’?  

(What do you like about the francisation project ?) 

 

2) Que n’aimes-tu pas du projet ‘francisation’? 

(What don’t you like about the francisation project ?) 

 

3) D’après-toi, est-ce que ton français est meilleur qu’il était avant de commencer le 

projet ‘francisation’?  Explique. 

(In your opinion, is your French better than before the francisation project was 

started ? Explain.) 

 

4) Trouves-tu que la francisation est une bonne façon d’améliorer le français ? 

(Do you think that francisation is a good way to improve French?) 

 

5) Que changerais-tu du projet de francisation pour l’améliorer? 

(What changes would you make to improve the francization technique?) 

 

6) Est-ce que ce projet t’a rendu plus ou moins confiant de parler français ? 

(Do you feel that this project gave you more confidence or less confidence in  your 

ability to speak French ?) 
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Appendix F 

Coding Categories of Mistakes on the Oral Communication Test  

A) Anglicism (direct translation) 

 Saying an English word 

 Ex:  Mon petit ‘brother’ 

 Mixing up ‘avoir’ et ‘être’ 

Ex :  « Je suis 10 ans », « J’ai allé » 

 Making a mistake with the pronominal verbs 

 Ex: Je (me) lave les mains, il (se) brosse les cheveux 

 Preposition mistakes 

 Ex : Sur vendredi, dans la voiture 

 Wrong use of the verbe “Regarde” 

 Ex:  Ça regarde très beau 

 Jumbling c’est/ça  and il/elle 

 Ex:  ça neige, Il est chand aujourd’hui. 

 Symantic mistake 

 Ex :  ‘Actuellement’ instead of ‘En fait’ 

 Missuse of possessive pronoun 

 Ex:  C’est mon. 

 Wrong choice of verb ‘falloir’ 

 Ex :  Je faux 

B) Grammatical error 
 Grammatical agreements  (determiner, noun, adjective, pronoun, verb) 

Ex: Singular verb conjugated with a plural subject (Les parents sait rien) 

 Wrong choice of verb tense 

C) Pronounciation error    
 Not making contraction with silent vowel 

Ex:  Je ai (instead of J’ai) and Le arbre (instead of l’arbre) 

 Mispronouncing a word  

 No liaison between words  

Ex:  ‘Les enfants’ should be pronounced ‘Les..z…enfants’ 

D)  Structural error (two categories) 
 Word order  

 -with pronominal verbe 

  Ex:   tu aimes moi, il regarde les 

 -Affirmative imperative word order 

  EX : Le-touche, instead of Touche- le, 

 Interrogative sentence structure 

  Ex :  Quoi arrive si….    (Anglicism) 

 Omittion of a  word  

Ex :  Tu sais (que) personne y va. 

 Confusion with prepositional and pronominal structure : 

Ex:  On va les demander 

              Je vais la donner 
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Appendix G 

Ethics Clearance 

 


