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Abstract


This study investigates task and interlocutor effects on feedback in interaction.  Children were assigned to NS-NS (n=6 pairs) and NS-NNS (n=7 pairs) pairs and engaged in two tasks with their partner.  Participants engaged in two tasks with their conversational partners: (a) an information gap task and (b) a conversation task.  Interactions were recorded and transcribed, and utterances coded for rates of non-target productions and feedback.  Non-target productions were further coded by type and whether the utterance triggered feedback from their partner.  The results show that children use conversational feedback but use slightly different proportions of each type as compared to adults.  Significant main effects of were found for group (experimental vs. control) and speaker type (NS or NNS) on the amount of feedback used in each task, showing that non-native speakers and the experimental group received significantly more feedback.  Additionally, the type of feedback triggered by specific errors is discussed.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background


The effects of interaction on child second language (L2) development are particularly relevant for educators.   Research has shown that interaction can facilitate L2 development for adults (e.g. Gass and Varonis 1994; Mackey 1999), but it is only recently that similar types of studies have been replicated with children, investigating whether children’s interactions have the same patterns as adult L2 learner interaction, and whether interaction results in the same benefits for children (e.g. Oliver 1998; Mackey and Oliver 2002; Mackey et al 2003, Mackey and Silver 2005).  Results have shown that there are different effects relating to the interlocutors’ proficiency, nativeness, and relative age(s), as well as qualitative differences in conversational modifications and feedback.  Researchers are now beginning to explore whether the conversational modifications and feedback present in interaction are facilitative of child L2 acquisition, and how they might benefit L2 learners.  Studies on interaction are often designed to readily elicit negotiation for meaning through information gap tasks, both one-way and two-way communication, and control for conversational modifications during interaction through participation of adult researchers or conscripts (e.g. Mackey 1999, Mackey and Oliver 2002, Mackey and Silver 2005).  However, language support for child second language learners (L2ers) in schools can be characterised by wide variability and may or may not practically allow for these types of extensive one-to-one sessions with instructors (e.g. Wallen and Kelly-Holmes 2006).  Educators need to consider how these studies are applicable to the day-to-day situation encountered by students in the L2 language environment with their peers.  If children’s L2 environment is in fact characterised by more naturalistic interaction rather than focused sessions, what are the characteristics of those interactions, and what are the implications?  

There are several questions which need to be answered in more detail:  What are the characteristics of focused information gap tasks compared to naturalistic conversation?  Are there differences in the amount of feedback received by learners depending on the task?  And does the feedback they receive differ significantly from native English-speaking children?  To investigate whether these factors of task, age, and nativeness of interlocutor have significant effects on amounts of feedback in interaction, this study recorded child native speaker (NS)/non-native speaker (NNS) pairs and native speaker pairs in conversation, using a quasi-experimental design.  
1.2 Research questions


The research questions here attempt to answer these questions by focusing attention on whether children provide different amounts and types of feedback to their peers during different types of tasks.  An additional goal of the present study was to add to the body of research on child L2ers in interaction, since many studies on NS-NNS interaction evaluate adult speakers.  This led to the following research questions and predictions:


Speaker effects:

Question 1:  Do children’s NS-NS interactions have different conversational modification/feedback patterns than NS-NNS interactions?

Prediction:  There will be more conversational modifications/feedback found in NNS-NS compared to NS-NS conversation, similar to Oliver 1998.

Age Effects:

Question 2:  Are the proportions of feedback similar to other studies involving child or adult NS-NNS pairs?

Prediction: Proportions of feedback in children’s interactions in this study will be similar to those in other child-child interaction studies, with repetitions and clarification requests being most frequent (e.g. Oliver 1998).


Task Effects:


Question 3: Are there effects on amount and type of feedback related to task type in children’s interaction, similar to findings in adult interactions? (e.g., Gass et al 2005)

Prediction:  There will be more instances of conversational modification during the information gap task than in open-ended conversation.  Because information gap tasks are a well documented way of eliciting feedback through interaction, involving detailed information exchange (Mackey and Gass 2005). It was thought there would be less feedback in children’s naturalistic conversations because there is not a clear ‘end’ to the task.


Error type effects:

Question 4:  Do certain types of errors (e.g. lexical) prompt different frequencies or types of feedback in children’s interaction?

Prediction:  There will be more feedback in response to lexical and phonological errors than in response to grammatical errors.  The main reason for this prediction is that these errors are most likely to interfere with meaning, whereas grammatical errors may be recovered from meaning.  For example, an agreement error such as* I have two flower may allow speakers to recover the meaning from context by using additional information in the sentence, in this case, the quantifier ‘two’.  In comparison, an ungrammatical sentence such as * Do you have thingamabob? remains somewhat ambiguous as to what ‘thingamabob’ actually means in the context of the sentence.
2. Literature Review 

2.1 Summary


This section will discuss several factors’ effects on L2 interaction, including some theories about the benefits of negotiation for meaning in interaction.  Following that is a more detailed discussion of factors that have been shown to affect the amount and types of feedback in interaction in recent studies, such as: age effects (differences between children and adults in interaction), nativeness (relative proficiency) and task effects.  Last, there is a brief discussion of error types triggering feedback in classroom settings.  

2.2 Interaction and L2 development


  Questions about the benefits of interaction and child L2ers’ linguistic development are particularly relevant for educators.  Scottish schools provide a good example of a school system with a wide range of second language learners: a recent survey of Scottish schools from the Scottish Centre for Information on Teaching Language and Research (SCILT) estimated that 12,000 students in Scottish schools speak more than 100 languages (other than English) as native languages (McPake 2006).  Inevitably, not all schools are able to provide first language support to all students and not all schools are aware they have enrolled L2 pupils (teachers reported needing more training in this area in the SCILT survey) (e.g., Stead et al 1999; McPake 2006)).  Longitudinal case studies of primary school-aged children placed in L2 immersion settings have shown that pupils initially go through a silent period before eventually participating fully in L2 linguistic communication in the school environment (e.g., Winitz et al 1995; Cekaite 2007).  But L2 development and L2 use are closely linked:  speakers must develop some level of interactive competence in order to communicate, and engaging in interaction has been shown to facilitate L2 development.  

For that reason, it is not entirely surprising that interaction in second language acquisition was initially considered the result of developing language skills, rather than an activity which promoted learning, but theories now suggest that processes in interaction meet the learning needs of L2ers in several ways and facilitate L2 development(e.g. Hatch 1978 in Pica 1994).  

Long’s Interaction Hypothesis (1985, 1996) states that interaction offers opportunities for negotiation for meaning, and those processes of negotiation facilitate language development.  In this view, interaction combines “input, internal learner capacities, particularly selective attention, and output in productive ways,” and therefore meets multiple L2er learning needs (pp. 451–452).  Modified input from native speakers promotes learning through the availability of comprehensible forms; interaction provides the vehicle for those forms through simplification and adjustment on the part of the speakers (see the following section for discussion of how children in particular use these strategies).  Long further develops the argument to say that negotiation for meaning includes more frequent use of semantically related forms, which increases saliency and promotes noticing, therefore increasing opportunities for learning (1996, p. 452).  
Pica (1994) says that spontaneous interaction allows L2ers to receive information about several aspects of form and meaning as they interact, using numerous strategies:  

“...As they negotiate, they work linguistically to achieve the needed comprehensibility, whether repeating a message verbatim, adjusting its syntax, changing its words, by modifying its form and meaning in a host of other ways.” (Pica 1994, p. 494).

Therefore, interaction encourages speakers to adjust their linguistic message to communicate necessary information and to signal their need for modified input from other speakers.  Krashen’s Input Hypothesis states that speakers need comprehensible input to facilitate L2 development.  In this view of the role of input and interaction, adjustments in interaction provide input which is at the appropriate developmental stage to be accessed and processed by the L2 learner (Krashen 1985 in Gass and Selinker 2001, p. 200).  Similarly to Pica’s (1994) assessment (above), interaction serves dual purposes by allowing speakers to adjust the form and meaning of their messages, while requesting adjustments from their conversational partners.  
2.3 Age effects on interaction

The source of the benefits of interaction for child L2ers may or may not be the same for adult speakers, and research within the last few decades started comparing the interactional patterns of adult and child speakers (e.g., Oliver 1998; Mackey and Oliver 2002; Mackey et al 2003).  

First, studies of children in peer interaction have found that children use slightly different proportions of conversational modifications in comparison to adults.  Oliver 1998 concluded that both NS and NNS children are able to adjust their interaction (a) to promote understanding and comprehension on the part of their partners and (b) facilitate task completion (p. 378).  This has been supported in electronic environments as well, such as studies of children using the Blackboard™ electronic environment to complete tasks with partners (Morris 2005).  


In Oliver (1998) NS and NNS children were matched for age, amount of experience with NS or NNS speakers, and proficiency.  The study found that children interacting with age-matched peers negotiated for meaning, but that their strategies were different from those of adults (p. 373).  Oliver (1998) compared the data with adults’ data from Long (1983a) for clarification requests, confirmation checks, comprehension checks, and repetitions.  The results showed that, like adults, children were able to adjust their speech and negotiate for meaning, consistent with the adult data.  Child dyads with at least one NNS had different proportions of each type of feedback as compared to the adults in Long 1983a:  pairs with one NNS used more confirmation checks, self-repetition and other repetition, and NNS/NNS dyads used the highest mean percentage of clarification requests.  Table 1 (below) shows the ranking of frequently used forms, from most to least used:  

Table 1: Negotiation Techniques in NS/NNS Dyads 
(Ranked from most to least used)

	Children (Oliver 1998)
	Adults (Long 1983a)

	1. Self-repetition
	1. Self-repetition

	2. Other repetition
	2. Confirmation checks

	3. Clarification Requests
	3. Comprehension checks

	4. Confirmation checks
	4. Other repetition

	5. Comprehension checks
	5. Clarification Requests


Oliver suggests that children are more focused on constructing their own personal meaning than adults are, and so children use fewer negotiation techniques which focus on their partner’s understanding.  Looking at Table 1 (above) it can be seen that comprehension checks and confirmation checks were used more in adult groups.  Both of these techniques involve one speaker presenting information and that same speaker initiating the confirmation that the other speaker has understood, whereas repetitions and clarification requests do not confirm the partner’s understanding.    


Mackey and Oliver (2002) focused on the role of interactional feedback in adult NS – child NNS interaction (typical of one-on-one time with a tutor or a teacher).    In a pre- and post-test design, children who received feedback during information gap tasks showed improved question stage development as compared to children who had not.  Although Mackey and Oliver 2002 note that the adult-child interaction may share characteristics with caretaker situations, such as the adult speaker’s use of implicit feedback, they acknowledge that for most child L2ers there are infrequent opportunities for this type of focused one-on-one interaction with adults.  Anecdotal reports from the study suggest that children were enthusiastic participants, perhaps because they receive little one-on-one time from instructors (more research is needed to confirm this) (Mackey and Oliver 2002).    


Conclusions about the differences between child-child and child-adult interactions are of particular significance for L2 educators
.  There is evidence from Canadian immersion programmes that there is relatively little sustained talk with instructors in immersion classroom settings (Swain and Lapkin 1996).  Therefore, for child L2ers, peers could be one of the main sources of native speaker input, interaction, and therefore feedback
.  Given that children may have relatively little opportunity for sustained classroom talk with instructors, conversational patterns in children’s interaction should be compared and contrasted with the child-adult interaction typical of classroom settings.


Mackey et al 2003 also showed that children and adults behaved slightly differently in negotiation for meaning tasks, with adults providing more feedback than children in NS-NNS dyads.  It was found that for all groups (NS-NS, NS-NNS, NNS-NNS), at least 30% of non-target utterances received corrective feedback.  Adult NS-NNS pairs had a 47% response rate to non-target forms, while child NS-NNS pairs had a 42% response rate (p. 51).  When the opportunity was provided for learners to produce modified output, they did so in 25% of the cases (p. 51).  Mackey et al (2003) further suggest that although NNS-NNS dyads may induce more conversational modifications, this does not necessarily indicate that these interactions include more feedback about the non-target utterances (p. 56).  (In light of this point, feedback instances were tallied separately from conversational modifications in the present study for the statistical analyses – see results section).
2.4 Nativeness effects in interaction


Additionally, there are documented speaker effects in interaction related to the interlocutors’ levels of nativeness.  Some studies show that in conversations with child NNSs there are significantly more conversational modifications than in NS-NS conversations.  Oliver (2002), a study of 8 – 13 year-olds, showed that an increased level of nativeness on the part of the non-native speaker (high proficiency vs. low proficiency) correlated with fewer instances of negotiation in interaction, and that NS-NS pairs used significantly less negotiation for meaning than NS-NNS pairs, who used significantly less than NNS-NNS pairs.  Pica et al (1996) found that although NNS learners can signal their need for modified input to NNS conversation partners, NSs provided more modified comprehensible input in response.  Results from Mackey et al (2003) and Oliver (2002) confirmed that a lower level of nativeness of one or both NNS participants in interaction correlated with an increase in the amount of negotiation for meaning.  

The central question about feedback is of course whether it has any effect on learning.  One of the often-cited studies about the benefits of interaction on L2 development is Mackey 1999.  Delayed post-test results in the study showed an advantage for spontaneous interaction over scripted interaction in improving question stage development (p. 570).  Mackey 1999 has not been directly replicated with child participants as yet, although Mackey and Silver 2005 use a similar design, and found that L2er children who received feedback in information gap tasks showed more improvements in their question stage formation than children who did not receive feedback, concluding that feedback benefits children’s language development more than receiving no feedback.  However, more studies of adult L2ers need to be replicated with children rather than generalized to them before the results can be considered conclusive.  


Question stage development has been used to measure effects of feedback on L2 development (Mackey 1999; Mackey and Oliver 2002).  While results indicated that learners who receive feedback show developmental advances over learners who do not, practical considerations in the instructional environment should be considered:  are school days generally spent in one-to-one, language-focused information gap tasks where the amount of feedback is controlled by the interlocutor? 


The true effects of feedback can be challenging to measure: some studies have shown that feedback may not always be perceived as corrective feedback at all, or even as corresponding to the error it was intended to correct.  Using stimulated recall methods, Mackey, Gass and McDonough (2000) found that although feedback in adult interactions primarily focused morpho-syntactic (grammatical) features, those instances were perceived as focusing on semantics (meaning) or as not corrective; phonological and lexical feedback generally were perceived correctly (p. 491).  


If it is shown that there is significantly less feedback in children’s natural conversations than in information gap tasks, and if children are unlikely to spend large amounts of time engaged in those tasks, can feedback be a major factor in children’s L2 development?  Again, results from studies on feedback have shown that learners’ language development of certain forms can be influenced through focused feedback sessions (e.g., Mackey 1999; Mackey and Oliver 2002; Mackey and Silver 2005 focus on question stage development, Ellis et al 2006 focuses on past tense).  Whether children show faster improvements than adults as the result of feedback remains the subject of current investigation.  Mackey et al (2003) note that exactly how feedback leads to L2 development is still being explored, as well as whether “more feedback leads to more development” (italics original) (p. 57).  Proving that NNS children receive more feedback does not necessarily mean that a larger amount of feedback correlates to more L2 development.  However, it does help better define the language environment which child L2ers are likely to encounter when speaking to NS peers.
2.5 Task effects in interaction 

Socializing with peers is an integral part of L2 development, but information gap tasks have been shown to promote forms that may not be found in natural conversation or content-based learning (Pica 2005).  If this is the case, can it be expected that NNS children regularly experience the type of conversational modifications and feedback which information gap tasks elicit?  Pica (2005) discusses this point, saying that:

“Their goal-oriented interaction requirements set up conditions for students to receive feedback, enhance their comprehension, and attend to message form and meaning.” (p. 345) (italics added).

Essentially, as she notes, information gap tasks promote several forms which have been shown to facilitate L2 learning through focusing on both form and meaning of the linguistic message.  

Considering that these tasks require a certain level of information exchange in order to complete the task, does the task itself affect the amount of feedback received by NNSs as compared to natural conversations?  And, is this feedback more frequent than that received by NS peers, when engaging in those same activities?  Gass et al (2005) attempted to answer these types of questions.  Primarily, Gass and colleagues looked at how laboratory research using task-based interaction can be made applicable to day-today classroom settings. Adult participants engaged with partners to complete three tasks: a picture task, a map task, and a consensus task.  The task type significantly affected the amount of feedback, but the setting (laboratory settings compared to classroom settings) did not.  Interaction during the two information gap tasks (the picture task and the map task) had significantly more instances of negotiation for meaning and recasts than the consensus task.  So, if children realistically spend small amounts of time in these types of information gap tasks, can the types of feedback found in those types of interaction be considered a major factor in children’s L2 development?  This point in particular remains an area of pedagogical and theoretical debate (Pica 1994, Pica et al 1996, Spada and Lightbown 1999, Mackey and Oliver 2002, Philp 2003).  
2.6 Error types and feedback types


One other area of inquiry relating to feedback patterns in children’s interaction is examining not just how often children receive feedback, but also what types of errors trigger certain types of feedback in children’s interaction.  Lyster (2001) looked at these types of patterns in foreign language classrooms.  The study found that the types of feedback given by teachers to students were generally in proportion to the occurrences of those types of errors produced by the students (Lyster (2001) used reading passages, whereas the present study will consider the types of errors triggering feedback in spontaneous interaction).  Additionally, Lyster 2001 found that grammatical and phonological errors generally received recasts, whereas lexical errors received negotiation moves.  However, it remains to be seen whether child speakers show the same patterns as adults do in instructional settings, or even the same patterns in spontaneous interaction as compared to instructional settings.  If children have been shown to use negotiation for meaning and feedback strategies in different proportions than adults, it is plausible that types of errors triggering certain types of feedback in children’s will show different patterns.  
3. The Study
3.1 Research Questions


To review, the research questions for the present study are focused on the effects of nativeness, age, task, and error types prompting specific types of feedback:  

1) Do NS-NS interactions have different feedback patterns than NS-NNS interactions?

2) Are the proportions of feedback similar to other studies involving child or adult NS-NNS pairs?
3) Are there effects on amount and type of feedback related to task type in children’s interaction, similar to findings in adult interactions? 
4) Do certain types of errors (e.g. lexical) prompt different frequencies or types of feedback in children’s interaction?

3.2 Design of the study


The questions were investigated using a repeated-measures, quasi-experimental design.  Participants were assigned to work with a partner, resulting in an experimental group (NS-NNS pairs) and a control group (NS-NS pairs) of primary school-aged children.  The children completed two tasks:  (a) an information gap task and (b) a conversation task (random ordering of tasks was used to prevent ordering effects). Table 2 below shows a diagram of the within-subjects variable (task) and the between-subjects variable (group):  
Table 2: Design of study

	
	GROUP 
(between subjects variable)

	TASK

(within subjects variable)
	Information Gap Task


	Control group

NS-NS Pairs

(12 participants)


	Experimental Group

NS-NNS Pairs

(14 participants)



	
	Conversation Task


	
	


3.3 Participants

Participants were recruited by purposive, non-random sampling.  School details were obtained through public information from the Edinburgh City Council and the Scottish Council of Independent Schools lists; the researcher applied for the necessary research permission from Edinburgh Council for Council-affiliated schools.
  The researcher contacted more than 100 primary schools in Edinburgh, Aberdeen, Stirling, and Glasgow areas in Scotland.  Initial contacts were made via email (see Appendix 5) and follow-up contacts were made via phone and post.    

Those schools which did not respond to initial emails received phone calls (around 50+) and about a dozen schools requested hard copies of additional information.  Of the initial contacts, two private schools in Edinburgh area were able to participate in the final recording sessions.  


Thirty-eight children participated in the activities and the recording sessions, including 26 native English speakers and 12 non-native English speakers.  Due to some technical difficulties with recording equipment (yielding files which were too short in duration, had not recorded both activities, or were inaudible), six pairs’ recordings were eliminated from the transcription and analysis phase.  The final data sample included recordings from 26 primary-school-aged children, 6 NS-NS pairs and 7 NS-NNS pairs.  


Of the final sample, twenty-six children are attending private schools in Edinburgh; the remaining two attend a state school.  Participants ranged from age 7;3 to 12;4 and first languages included: English (19), Russian (2), French (2), Korean (1), Hindi (1), and Dutch (1) (see Appendix 8 for a participant list).  Twenty boys and six girls participated; all the pairs were same-sex matched. Although pairs were not exact age-matched, participants were assigned to work with a partner from their same school year.  Criteria for NNS were that children had been raised monolingual in their home, indicated a language other than English as their native language, and their school identified them as English L2ers.  In summary, the groups were:
Experimental Group:
· Group A: (n = 7 NS participants, ranging in age from 7;1 to 11;9). This group of children worked in pairs with NNS peers to complete the tasks.  All speakers in this group reported speaking English at home, at school, and with friends.

· Group B:  NNS group (n = 7 participants).  Participants were non-native English speaking children of primary school age, ranging from 8;1 to 11;7.  The mean age of learning English was 5.23 years (n = 7, σ = 1.5 years).  All speakers in this group reported speaking a language other than English in their homes. Four reported speaking English with friends, and all reported speaking English at school.
Control Group:

· Group C: (n = 12 NS children, ranging in ages from 7;3 to 12;4.) This group of children worked in pairs with other NSs to make up the control group, and complete the tasks with another English-speaking peer.  All speakers in this group reported speaking English at home, at school, and with friends.  (For the statistical analysis of the mean age of this group (below), this group was randomly assigned to two groups of six, named ‘A’ and ‘B’).

For the purposes of statistical analysis, each of the four groups represented in the experimental design was labelled separately. One-way analyses of variance (ANOVAs) showed there were no significant differences in between groups for age F (3, 22) = .329, p < .05, number of children in family F (3, 22) = .52, p < .05 or birth order, F (3, 22) = .56, p < .05 (1 = first-born).
3.4 Materials 

3.4.1 Information Gap Task


Participants completed one information gap task, requiring two-way communication where both partners had to share and request information (Mackey and Gass 2005).  A spot-the-difference task was considered to be age-appropriate for primary school-aged children because several commercially available activity books for this age group included similar games and puzzles. The images used in the spot-the-difference task were from the Horrid Henry© series activity books, designed for children grades 2-4 (Ross 2006).  Spot-the-different tasks have been used in information gap tasks in several studies (e.g. Oliver 1998, Mackey and Oliver 2002; Mackey and Gass 2005; Mackey and Silver 2005).  In summary, the task was considered appropriate for ages 7 – 12 years because (a) they were easily introduced as a game, (b) materials were age-appropriately engaging and interesting (taken from a familiar book/cartoon series), and (c) this type of information gap task can elicit a wide range of structures and feedback during interaction.  Table 3 below shows which structures are potentially elicited by the use of each type of task.  
 

Table 3: Interaction tasks and elicited forms 
(After Mackey 1999; Mackey and Oliver 2002)
	Task (Description)
	Target structures

	Spot the difference

(Two-way communication)
	Wh-questions, copula inversion questions, yes/no inversion questions, Wh/Do-fronting questions, Negatives (Neg and SVO, Neg and Verb), Neg /Do 2nd questions), plurals, adjectives, agreement

	Conversation Task

(Two-way task Communication)
	Wh/Do-fronting, Questions, Negatives (Neg and SVO, Neg and verb), inflection, plurals, agreement.



The illustrations used in the information gap task showed a character from Horrid Henry© in a room inside his or her home, two depicting bedrooms and one a living room.  Although some objects had multiple possible names (e.g. quilt/bedspread/duvet/covers/blankets, height/measuring/growth chart, water pistol/squirt gun) the general scenes of home interiors were chosen for familiarity.  A list of the differences in between the pairs of pictures from one of the images is included in Table 4 below (the complete set of pictures and differences is included in Appendices 3-4).  The differences included plurals, colour differences, and the presence or absence of certain objects.  Two of the picture pairs had 5 differences between the two pictures, and the pair in Figure 1 (below) had 10 differences.
Table 4: Sample information gap task picture differences
(The corresponding sample pictures are included on the following page)
	Scene
	Picture
	Differences

	Perfect Peter’s Room


	A
	- The fairy has a wand

- The lampshade is blue

- The flower on the height chart is yellow

- The rabbit has two ears

- The book on the stand is blank

- There is a pair of slippers on the floor

- There is a pencil on the desk

- The piggy bank has flowers on it

- The pyjama stripes are green

- The rabbits on the bedspread are the same colour (pink)

	
	B
	- The fairy has no wand

- The lampshade is green

- The flower on the height chart is brown

- The rabbit has one ear

- The book on the stand has lines of music

- There are no slippers on the floor

- There is no pencil on the desk

- The piggy bank has no flowers on it

- The pyjama stripes are red

- One rabbit on the bedspread is blue



The spot-the-different task was piloted with two adult pairs, one NS-NS and one NS-NNS.  This was done to check for difficulty and timed duration of the task. Both adult groups finished the 10-difference spot-the-difference task in approximately 7-10 minutes.  It was decided that 10 minutes would be an adequate amount of time for children to work through the 5-difference or 10-difference picture tasks and provide an adequate sample of data.  

Perfect Peter’s Room – Version A
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Perfect Peter’s Room – Version B
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Figure 1: One pair of sample images from the information gap task, Versions A (top) and B (bottom).  There are ten differences between the two pictures.  When printed for use in the task, the images were enlarged to fit one image per one sheet of A4-sized paper.
3.4.2 Conversation Task

Based on the length of time needed for the pairs to complete the pilot information gap task exercises, the conversation task was designed to elicit approximately 10 minutes of conversation. It included six questions for each partner, allowing slightly less than one minute of conversation per question.  Each participant was given a list of questions to ask their partner to facilitate conversation.  There was a similar number of each type of question, as shown in Table 5 (below), intended to elicit narratives, personal information, and opportunity for creative answers (e.g. If you could invent the best dessert in the world, what would you make?).  To include more variety and keep the children’s interest, the order of questions was arranged so that whether partners alternated turns or one partner asked his or her questions first, the sequence of questions would not have all questions of a similar form one after the other (e.g. What is your favourite (insert item), and why?).  
Table 5: Conversation task questions – Versions A and B
	Question

Type
	Partner A
	Question

Type
	Partner B

	Narrative
	What do you like to do on your holidays?


	Creative
	If you could have any pet in the world, what would it be?  Why?

	Personal
	Talk about all the people in your family and say one interesting thing about them.
	Narrative
	What is your favourite food and why? How do you make it?

	Personal
	What is your favourite book and why?
	Personal
	Talk about what you like to do in the summer.

	Narrative
	What does your house (or flat) look like?


	Personal
	What activities do you like to do after school?

	Narrative
	What are your favourite things to do on the weekend?
	Narrative
	 Tell me about the best part in your favourite film. 

	Creative
	If you could invent the best dessert in the world, what would you make?
	Personal
	What is your favourite place to visit and why?

	Narrative
	Talk about a time when you tried something new and what happened.
	Personal
	What do you think is the best cartoon and why?



Each pair was provided with pencils and a short questionnaire for their demographic information (Appendix 1).  The conversation task was printed on the reverse side of the sheet. Each question had a blank space for writing below it, and the text was printed in 14pt font (Appendix 2).


The open-ended questions aimed to be non-invasive and not to bring up sensitive issues.  The questions encouraged open-ended conversation using general forms wherever possible (e.g. ‘Talk about all the people in your family…’ rather than ‘Talk about your mum and dad..’).    

3.5 Procedures 
3.5.1 General Procedures


Partners were assigned to work together and seated at tables facing each other; they were provided with coloured pencils to fill in their questionnaires (Appendix 1).  The researcher provided each pair of students with individual attention at three times during the recording session.  First, the researcher spoke to each pair for introductions and to hand out materials.  The second and third instances were to begin each task and provide the respective instructions.  The researcher and at least one helper were present in the room and remained on-hand in the case of pairs getting stuck on the task or having communication breakdown.  


The order of tasks was randomly assigned.  At the end of the information gap task, both partners were allowed to see both pictures.  Not including completion of forms, each pair was allowed 10 minutes to complete each task.   


Before each recording, the researcher introduced herself to each pair of students and explained the basic concept of the study.  The researcher then allowed students to ask any questions they had (Appendix 6).  Students generally asked a few questions after the introductory statement (e.g. What is linguistics? and So, you’re looking at how we talk, not us specifically?).  These types of questions suggested participants were engaged with the materials and understood the general aim of the project. Students were told that their names would not be used, and that specific personal information (e.g. names or answers given) would be kept anonymous.  Anecdotal experience on the part of the researcher and the helpers suggested the students enjoyed the activity; several groups asked to do another picture task (not used in analysis) while waiting for their classmates to finish.  The researcher agreed to provide a copy of the final report to be housed at the school(s) where participants were involved and to notify the schools of any future plans for publication of the study. 


 The schools and parents were provided with informed consent forms to sign and return informing them about the purpose of the study and providing the contact details of the researcher and her supervisors (see Appendices 7 - 8).  Participants’ names were not used in the report and aliases have been assigned for the purposes of discussion.  Names and identifying information were known only to the researcher.


Because of the young age of participants, there were at least two supervisors present during recording sessions:  the researcher and an assistant from the classroom, whom the children knew
. Because multiple pairs were recorded at once the adults were on hand to spot-check the pairs without stopping the recordings, while ensuring there was no cheating and monitoring general task completion.  Children were aware of the recording equipment but were not listened to by their teachers and were informed that only the researcher would listen to the recordings.  (Some recorders did capture rather candid comments between the students, which confirmed that most participants - though aware of the recording materials - were quite comfortable talking openly.)


 Conversations were audio-recorded using digital solid state recorders (Sony Microtrack 24/96).  A variety of table top stereo microphones with 120° range and lapel microphones were used to record each pair of participants.  Each pair’s interaction comprised one separate audio file.  

3.5.2 Information Gap Task Procedures


Each pair received a set of two pictures, and each participant saw only his or her picture.  There were three different pairs of spot-the-difference pictures used in the study (see below and Appendices 3 -4).  Because several pairs were recorded simultaneously in a large room, if the pairs were physically close enough to another pair to see pictures during recording sessions, the variety of images prevented cheating across groups.  

For the information gap task, each partner was provided with Version A or B of a full-colour illustration, mounted on an A4-size, opaque, black card stock.  Blue, paper, table-top barriers were placed between facing participants by the researcher during the picture task only to prevent partners from seeing each other’s pictures (Mackey and Gass 2005).  
For the information gap task, participants were instructed that they could ask any questions and say anything they wanted to their partners, but not to look at their partner’s picture.  They were told that at the end of the task, they would be able to look at the two pictures and see all the answers (most were really interested in this part of the activity, even if they had already found all the right answers).  

3.5.3 Conversation Task Procedures


The sheets of questions were randomly distributed, so that each child received either version A or B.  The task was introduced as a scavenger hunt to find out interesting facts about children’s partners.  During the scavenger hunt/conversation task participants were provided spaces to write down answers, but were instructed that the main point of the exercise was to talk to their partner.  In order to insure participation and comprehension, each participant was asked to tell the researcher three things they learned about their partner after they completed their questions.  This encouraged general attention but allowed the end goal to be somewhat open-ended.  

4. Results
4.1 Overview


This section includes detailed results from the study.  First, the methods for transcribing and coding the data are discussed, followed by the methods for coding the errors, conversational modifications and feedback types.  Finally, statistical analyses of the measured factors are included.

4.2 Transcription


The researcher transcribed the recordings in random order using standard transcription notation.  The transcribed data included all of the children’s speech during the two activities, but not additional recorded speech (e.g. during filling in forms).  Although the conversations were quite spontaneous, this data was not available for all pairs and so was not included in analysis.  

Table 6: Summary of utterances by speaker and task type
Pic. = Information Gap/ Picture Task, Con. = Conversation/Scavenger Hunt Task
NB: Recording number is a nominal label, referring to that pair’s file number.
	Experimental Group

Recording No.
	Pic – NS
	Pic - NNS
	Con – NS
	Con - NNS
	TOTAL

	70
	75
	69
	80
	77
	301

	75
	186
	188
	84
	80
	538

	106
	143
	137
	49
	54
	383

	46
	175
	186
	129
	274
	764

	84
	135
	138
	43
	45
	361

	113
	132
	128
	62
	78
	400

	95
	120
	120
	88
	100
	428

	Mean Total Turns
	138
	138
	76
	101
	454

	Control Group
Recording No.


	Pic NS (A)
	Pic NS (B)
	Con NS (A)
	Con NS (B)
	TOTAL

	2
	103
	95
	70
	70
	313

	108
	177
	199
	40
	40
	456

	109
	152
	152
	78
	71
	379

	110
	152
	156
	129
	81
	518

	71
	68
	62
	28
	26
	184

	72
	77
	74
	32
	32
	173

	Mean Total Turns 
	122
	123
	63
	53
	405



A can be seen in Table 6 (above) the total number of turns included in transcription was 454 turns from NS-NNS conversations and 405 turns from NS-NS conversations.  Table 6 shows a summary of the number of turns per speaker per task, and across speaker type for each group.  Rates of errors, feedback, and conversational modifications were later calculated as a percentage of each participant’s total number of utterances per activity.

Turns consisting of only laughter and pauses were eliminated from the total counts of utterances; this method was chosen because without video recording there was no way to evaluate laughter or pauses as feedback.  The range of number of turns per speaker, per pair, and per activity can be seen above in Table 6

There is a general trend for slightly fewer turns and fewer total utterances for the NS-NS pairs in both tasks, compared to the NS-NNS pairs.  Pairs are fairly evenly matched for total number of turns (one exception to this is the NNS in #46, who had 460 turns to her partner’s 304.)  Of the total 859 utterances, there were a total of 307 utterances which were considered either as non-target utterances (94 instances) or as conversational modifications/feedback (213 instances) and were used in the statistical analysis.

4.3 Coding
4.3.1 Error Types


Each turn received multiple layers of coding.  Similar to Mackey et al (2003), utterances were coded as target-like or non-target like.  Target-like utterances had no linguistic error and non-target utterances contained some kind of linguistic error.  Non-target utterances were then assigned to categories (NB: ‘non-target’ and ‘error’ will be used interchangeably in subsequent discussion).  

Similarly to Lyster (2001), errors were initially labelled grammatical (53 instances), phonological (24 instances) and lexical (17 instances).  However, for analysis the researcher also differentiated the errors into more detailed categories: syntactic, agreement, tense, phonological, lexical, or locative.  The operational definitions are: 

· Agreement: non-target production of subject-verb agreement
.  

· Tense: errors of verb inflection

· Locative: omission or incorrect use of locative prepositions

· Determiner: omission or incorrect use of determiners

· Lexical: omission or incorrect use of lexical items

· Phonological: a non-target form in which phonemes are clearly reversed (e.g. “black” rendered as [b a l k]) or where the conversational partner reacted to the form as non-target.  It was decided that the criteria for whether an utterance was phonologically non-target would be based on the interlocutors’ response rather than the researcher, because the aim of the study was to concentrate on the interaction between children rather than present detailed phonological analyses. 

4.3.2 Feedback Types

For the purposes of coding, the following definitions were used for the labels for types of conversational modifications.  These labels are used in many studies on interaction and feedback (Oliver 1998, Mackey 1999, Mackey and Oliver 2002, Mackey and Silver 2005).  While all of these are considered conversational modifications for the analysis, only Clarification Requests, Lexical corrections, and Repetitions (Self and Other) were considered as possible feedback.
(a) Clarification Requests:  requests for more information or clarification of the previous utterance, generally in question form.


Example - Recording 75, NS-NNS
B: Do you have teddies on the shelf near the green bed thing (.) the green chest of drawers thing.



(Clar req)
A: what?

(b) Repetitions: categorised as ‘Self’ or ‘Other’ and were defined as the repetition of a word or words, whether or not the repetition was a target or non-target form. The following example includes one example of self and other repetition:


Example - Recording 72, NS-NS



B: I'm just kidding. Does your lampshade have flowers?  


(Other Rep)
A: Lampshade.

(Self Rep)
B: The lampshade beside the bed.

(c) Comprehension Checks: seeking confirmation that previous information has been heard and understood.  In this example, speaker B is confirming that her partner has understood what is meant by her use of wardrobe/shelf.



Example – Recording 95, NS-NNS



(Comp check)
B: Do you have a green wardrobe (.) No d’ye have a green shelf?  Know what I mean? The thing that has the lamp on it?
(d) Confirmation Requests: requests for confirmation about information.  Although similar to comprehension checks, these requests were considered separately because they refer to the confirmation of information.  As in the following example, speaker A must assume that his confirmation request has been understood because he does not make any effort to refine or disambiguate his previous statement, but continues to new information.



Example – Recording 106, NS-NNS



(Conf req)
A: If you look (2.0) on his bed side table (.) there's a clock (.) right? 

(e) Lexical : instances of non-repetitions which provide a lexical item to replace a non-target item or one which is being searched for by their conversational partner.  As in the following, one of the speakers either ‘corrects’ the other’s use of a word or non-word, or provides a word that is explicitly asked for.



Example – Recording 110, NS-NS



(Lex)


A: In every single restaurant they have like a badge thing (.) we speak every single language (.) the restaurantees (.) have to speak in=



(Oth Rep)
B: the restaurantee=






A: =yeah um the people at the restaurant



(Oth Rep)
B: (laughs) restaurantees






A: (laughs) I'm embarrassed



(Lex)


B: you mean the waiters (.) people (.) yeah (laughs) ahhhhh

4.4 Inter-rater Reliability


A second coder was provided with a randomly selected sample of the data to code and provide inter-rater reliability.  The coder, a native speaker of British English, was provided with four complete recordings and selected one task from each to transcribe, according to this list (the researcher did not choose which task from which recording was transcribed. The second coder was a postgraduate-level linguistics research student at the same university, previously unknown to the researcher and with no previous knowledge of this project.  As there were a possible 26 conditions represented in the experimental design (13 total pairs, 2 tasks per pair) the coder was provided with 4 recordings, or about 15% of the data sample: (1) NS-NNS picture, (1) NS-NNS conversation, (1) NS-NS picture, and (1) NS-NS conversation.  From the 748 utterances in the coding sample, the agreement between coders was 95%.  After discussion, it was 99%.  
4.5 Non-target utterances

Although the focus of this study is not error rates for group types, part of the motivation for NNSs’ participation is the assumption that they behave differently than NSs in conversation.  For the purposes of the present study, it was assumed that NNSs would produce more non-target forms and therefore would receive different (more) feedback than their native speaking peers.  The distribution of individuals’ error rates in the in Figure 2 (below) shows there is greater variation in the NNSs individual error percentages for both tasks.  The mean error rate for NNSs is higher for the information gap task (about 6.4%) compared to the conversation task (about 3.5%).  


Figure 2.a - Distribution of conversation task error percentages
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Figure 2 b - Distribution of information gap task error percentages
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Figures 2a and 2b:  Distribution of error percentages for NSs (n=7) and NNSs (n=19).  NB: the scale for the y-axes is percentage, e.g. 5% = .05).  Boxes represent the inter-quartile ranges, whiskers on either side showing the scores within two standard deviations on either side of the mean.  Dots represent individual participant outliers in the distribution.  Mean error percentages are indicated by the bold lines in the centre of each box.  


 Notice on the second box plot, that NNS (n = 7) error rate is more widely distributed in the information gap task than the NSs’ error rates, with outliers both above and below the values in the distribution.  The error percentages of NSs (n = 19) are clustered toward zero, which is expected with native speakers.


The following discussion provides an overview of the non-target forms which acted as triggers for conversational feedback, which is considered in more detail in the Discussion section.  Below, the bar chart shows the error types produced by NNSs and NSs.  Notice that there was only one instance of a syntactic error by a native speaker, whereas there were ten instances from the non-native speakers.  There were no inflection errors from native speakers.

The most frequent errors overall were phonological errors (24 instances), followed by determiners (17 instances), lexical errors (17 instances) and agreement errors (15).  NNSs produced more non-target forms in each category. For NS participants, the most frequent non-target forms were subject-verb agreement and lexical problems.  The most frequent non-target forms produced by NNS were phonological, syntactic, and determiners (see Figure 3 below).    


There are slight differences in error patterns between the groups when considering the types of feedback that the participants received in each task (see Figure 2 below).  In general, the information gap task produced more non-target utterances in both NS and NNS groups, but the distribution is slightly different for the groups.  In the conversation task, the only errors from native speakers are lexical errors, whereas the non-native speakers have at least one instance from all error types.  The native speakers did not produce any locative preposition errors, and non-native speakers had only five total errors of that type.  The non-native speakers had more instances of non-target use of determiners (15 instances) and agreement (11 instances).
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Figure 3:  The bar chart shows the count of each type of error, separated by speaker type and error type.  The error types are ordered by increasing occurrence, with phonological errors being the most frequent.

It is worth noting that there are no inflection errors recorded for either group in the information gap task.  This is likely due to the nature of the tasks, as the participants were dealing with a here-and-now situation in the information gap task, rather than using tenses required for explaining past (e.g. in the narrative questions) or conditional events (e.g. If you could create the best dessert in the world, what would you make?)


The figure below shows the results from a repeated-measure, mixed design analysis of variance (ANOVA) of the error rates in each task.  There is a highly significant main effect of task type on the percentage of errors produced, significant at the p < .001 level, F (1, 24) = 30.994.  The ANOVA also showed there was an interaction of task type and speaker type on the percentage of errors F (1, 24) = 18.421, p < .001.  Cohen’s f was calculated to determine the effect size, f = .876, where f > .4 is considered a large effect size (Field 2005, p. 32).
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Figure 4:  Estimated marginal means for the ANOVA including error rates in each task, separated by speaker type, NS (n = 19, n = 7).  Note, the scale for y-axis is percentage, e.g. 5% = .05.  
4.6 Feedback: Frequencies and types

Within the data, there were 94 non-target utterances and 84 instances of partner feedback.  Of the 94 non-target forms, 38 received some type of feedback, about 40%.  However, given that the criterion for phonologically ‘non-target’ forms (for the purposes of this study) is somewhat circular, errors should be considered without these forms.  Removing the 24 instances of phonologically non-target forms, there were 70 non-target forms, which elicited 14 instances of feedback across all groups (about 20%).  There were 46 instances of feedback produced in response to utterances which contained no errors.    
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Figure 5:  Bar chart showing total counts of conversational modifications in each task across all groups.  Conf check = confirmation check, Clar req = Clarification request, Conf check = Confirmation check.  The categories for types of feedback are ordered by number of total instances, from highest count to lowest (Other Repetitions being the most frequent).


There were more total instances of conversational modification of all types in the NS-NNS pairs (133 instances) compared to the NS groups (39 instances).  Looking at Figure 6 below, it can be seen that that the picture task produced more instances of feedback of each kind.  The most frequently used types across both tasks were Other Repetition and Clarification Requests, with Clarification Requests more frequent in the information gap task, and Repetitions more frequent in the conversation task.

When compared to the instances of feedback in each group, the pattern is similar.  Other repetitions (42 instances) and clarification requests (32 instances) remain the most frequently used types of conversational modification in both group types, with the NS-NNS groups having more total instances of each.  Other repetitions are more frequent that Self Repetitions in both tasks, and more frequent than Clarification Requests in the conversation task.  This is generally consistent with results from Oliver 1998, although in that study, self-repetition was the second-most frequently used.  In the present study clarification requests were slightly more often used in the NS-NNS pairs (42 instances) than in the NS-NS pairs (32 instances).  The NS-NS pairs did not have any instances of using comprehension checks.
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Figure 6:  Bar chart showing total instances of conversational modifications in each group type.  The NS-NS group is the control group (n = 12); the NS-NNS group is the experimental group (n=14).  Types of conversational modifications are ordered by most frequently used (Other Repetitions are the most frequent across all groups).
4.7 Analysis of variance: Task, group, and interlocutor effects


In a repeated-measures ANOVA of speaker type and percentage of feedback, there was a significant main effect of speaker type (NS or NNS) on the amount of feedback received in each task, F (1,24) = 49.37, p < .001.  There was a significant interaction between speaker type and task type, F (1,24) = 8.41, p < .01, with NNS receiving significantly more feedback in the picture task than in the conversation task, as can be seen in Figure 7 below.  The effect size of the interaction, using Cohen’s f  was f = .327, where f > .25 is a medium-sized effect (Field 2005, p. 32).  Notice that native speakers received a slightly higher percentage of feedback in the conversation task.
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Figure 7:  This chart shows the estimated marginal means for feedback percentage in each task, for both speaker types across groups, NS (n = 19) and NNS (n=7).  1 = Picture Task, 2 = Conversation Task

The amount of feedback for each participant was measured as a percentage of total utterances.  A repeated measures ANOVA showed there was a significant main effect of the independent variable of group type (experimental and control) on the amount of feedback received in each task, with the picture task having a significantly higher percentage, F (1, 24) = 33.599.  The effect size was Cohen’s f = .821, where f > .4 is considered a large effect size (Field 2005, p. 32). The ANOVA showed that the interaction for task type and group (experimental vs. control) was only approaching significance, F (1, 24) = 4.099, α = .054.  The effect size for the interaction was f = .854, where F > .4 is considered a large effect size.  Figure 8 below shows the estimated marginal means for the percentage of feedback in each group type in the information gap and conversation tasks.
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Figure 8:  Estimated marginal means for the percentage of feedback used in each task, separated by group, control group (n = 12) and experimental group (n = 14).  

1 = information gap task, 2 = conversation task.  

Scale for the y-axis is percentage, e.g., 5% = .05. 
4.8 Non-target forms and feedback types


The last question was exploratory in nature: do certain types of errors prompt different frequencies in feedback or types of feedback?  The prediction was that feedback was more likely to be received where meaning was not compromised.  


Figure 9, below, includes the 54 instances of non-target forms which triggered some type of conversational feedback.  Here it can be seen that there is at least one instance of repetition in response to all types of errors, but repetition is most often used in response to phonologically non-target utterances, followed by clarification requests.  Of the 134 instances of feedback produced, 93 instances were produced by native speakers, or about 69% of the total instances.


Figure 9 below shows the type of non-target forms and the type of feedback triggered by those forms, with the first table totalling the instances of NNS non-target forms receiving feedback and the second totalling instances of NS non-target forms receiving feedback (comprehension checks did not elicit any of the instances of feedback).  
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Figure 9:   Bar chart showing types of errors, speaker type, and type of response elicited.  The bar chart includes the instances of non-target forms produced by non-native speakers in the experimental group (n=7).   Total count for groups = 54 instances of conversational modification in response to errors.  

NB: there were no agreement errors triggering conversational modifications.

Of the NNS non-target forms, locative and determiner errors trigger the only confirmation checks from their partners.  Although there are only two instances, this could be a case where these types of errors (both occurring during the information gap tasks) create ambiguity in the children’s referential communication, and therefore prompt feedback to assist the interlocutors in resolving the meaning.  However, because there are only two instances, this is a suggestive explanation.  For several categories of feedback, the overall count is one or zero, and so conclusions about the whether specific feedback types are triggered by certain forms should be informed by that information.  Clarification Requests and Repetition are the most frequently used conversational modifications in response to errors, but the small total count of feedback in response to errors (54 instances) means that the frequency table has few instances in each category.  

If the errors are considered in the three main categories of phonological, grammatical, and lexical, the results indicate that 16 of the 24 phonologically non-target forms received feedback (67%), 10 of the 17 lexical errors (59%) and only 11 of the 53 grammatical errors (21%).  So, although grammatical errors made up the largest number of errors, those errors actually received the lowest rate of feedback at just 21%.  Considering the NSs and NNSs separately, the NSs received no feedback on their 6 grammatical errors.  This diverges from the pattern found in Lyster (2001), which examined feedback types provided to primary school-aged students by their instructors. In that study, the amounts of feedback the instructors gave were in relative proportion to the errors of each type (e.g. grammatical errors were the most frequent, and received the most feedback).  The results here confirm the prediction for the fourth research question; there is a higher rate of feedback for lexical and phonological errors compared to grammatical errors.  
4.9 Results Summary


Significant effects were found for the amount of feedback in the experimental group (NS-NNS pairs) compared to the control group (NS-NS pairs), with the experimental group receiving a significantly higher percentage of feedback.  Repetition and clarification requests were the most frequently used types across all groups and tasks.  A significant effect was found for speaker type (NS vs. NNS) on total amount of feedback, with NNSs receiving significantly more feedback than NSs.  There was also a significant interaction between speaker type and task type, with the picture task including more instances of feedback.  Analysis of the types of non-target utterances triggering showed there is a relatively total count of instances.  In summary, the results support conclusions made by other studies on child interaction, and affirm that child interactions do have slightly different patterns than adult interactions.

5. Discussion
5.1 Overview


The discussion will consider the results of the present study, concentrating on NS/NNS interaction as it applies to L2 development rather than foreign language teaching.  Task, interlocutor, and age effects are discussed, followed by consideration of the error types and feedback types.  
5.2 Research Questions: Task and Interlocutor effects


The first two research questions asked whether there were differences in the amount of feedback based on the type of task and the interlocutor (NS or NNS).  The predictions were that interaction in information gap tasks would elicit more feedback than natural conversation, and that NS-NNS interactions would produce more feedback than NS-NS conversation.  The results in this study indicate that the first two predictions are supported: there are significantly more conversational modification in conversations involving NS-NNS pairs compared to NS-NS pairs, and more feedback in the information gap task than in the natural conversation task.  

As can be seen in the preceding results and figures (Figures 7 and 8), there is a significant effect on the rate of conversational modifications from the task type.  This larger amount of feedback produced in the information gap task seems consistent with the goal of a two-way information gap task, where each person has detailed information that the other needs and there are more-or-less right answers (in this case, the total number of differences).  The interlocutors must both produce and interpret linguistics messages with accuracy and clarity in form and meaning to ensure successful completion of the task.  Two-way communication of the necessary information in this case would be expected to lead to more conversational modifications because the task is focused on detail and therefore encourages negotiation for precise meaning.  It also shows that children of primary-school age (7 to 11 years) can participate in information gap tasks, similar to adult learners, and that their interaction allows them the opportunity to receive feedback and elicit modified output.  (In the following section, there are also instances where learners make immediate corrections to their non-target productions based on the feedback they receive from their peers).  The interaction between task and experimental group only approached significance.  The generally high level of proficiency of the non-native speakers could be a factor, correlating with fewer instances of feedback.  Another more speculative explanation is more socially related – it might be that giving feedback during naturalistic conversation is viewed as inappropriate or rude by one or both speakers in NS-NNS pairs (the NS-NS pairs had a slightly higher mean feedback percentage).  However, the mean percentage of feedback in the conversation task is around 1% for both groups, so it the reasons given here are only suggestions.

As Pica (2005) points out, in content-based interaction students tend to receive less feedback overall and the feedback is often focused on content rather than form.   The present study supports the conclusion that natural conversations with peers do not elicit conversational modifications in the same proportions as in information gap tasks. The present study supports the findings from Oliver (1998), showing that children can provide feedback to their peers, although the proportions of each type of feedback are slightly different than that of adults; in the present study, repetitions are the most frequent form of feedback.  

This present study suggests that focused information gap tasks can be appropriately used in NS-NNS interaction.  Because the conversation task included the only instances of inflection errors, it suggests that conversation activities can be appropriately modified to prompt use of certain forms (e.g. use of questions about past events).  This shows that these tasks can be adapted to use in classrooms, including forms which are being targeted in instruction.  A different information gap task or consensus task (e.g. storyboard) could prompt the NNSs’ use of a variety of tenses, and the one-on-one time provides the opportunity to use those forms appropriately in conversation.  

This is something educators may wish to consider when planning types of activities for students, whether their goal is interaction focusing on specific forms, or using those forms in social interaction.  Additionally, if it can be shown more conclusively that children’s interlanguage is relatively rapidly affected by feedback, then L2 instructors will likely want to use information gap task sessions as a way to encourage feedback.  However, whether it is the form of the feedback, the amount, or the type remains an area for further analysis (Mackey et al 2003).     

As Mackey and Oliver (2002) suggest, L2 students may not receive similar one-on-one tutoring time with NS adults.  And, as Mackey et al (2003) suggest, teachers may be more concerned with how children’s processes of socialization impact their language use in school.  So, although NNSs engaging in fluent speech in open-ended two-way communication do not receive the same rate of conversational feedback from their partners, these tasks can serve other purposes, such as providing native speaker input to learners.  If child L2ers’ first encounter with their second language is in a school immersion environment, their teachers and their peers provide a primary source of input to them.  Practically, the significantly lower amount of feedback in natural conversation suggests that without information gap tasks (or similar) as part of L2 instruction, child second language learners receive little feedback on their non-target forms.   



Another consideration in the different amounts of errors and feedback produced in each task is avoidance.  Is avoidance of certain forms a factor in the types of feedback received by NNSs?  Do NNSs avoid certain forms where possible, produce fewer errors, and in turn receive less feedback?  There is a clearly significant difference in NNS error rate in the data from the conversation task (lower error rate) to the information gap task (higher error rate).  The tasks used here do not probe speakers’ underlying representations of linguistic forms or evaluate their lexicon regarding items in the images or questions, so, there is no baseline against which to evaluate speakers’ productions.  Avoidance of certain forms cannot be determined from the design of this study, but the significant difference in error rates provides an area for further exploration.  So, although speakers may be avoiding certain forms, interaction provides input from native speakers, opportunity for intake, auditory processing, and real-time construction of semantically and socially appropriate responses – valuable skills in L2 communication.  Although the purpose of this study was not to focus on whether children avoid certain forms, it suggests that changes in the type of activity prompts speakers to use forms in conversation (e.g. different tenses).
5.3 Children and adults in interaction


The results of the frequencies for each type of feedback remain generally consistent with Oliver (1998).  Although this study was not designed as a replication, it supports Oliver’s conclusion that children are capable of using the same modifications in conversational feedback, but they do so in different proportions (Oliver 1998).  Oliver’s suggestion that children are more concerned with constructing their own meaning seems to be in part supported by the data from this study.  However, the fact that other repetitions were more frequent than clarification requests suggests that children may be as likely or more likely to repeat their conversational partner’s utterance as they are to use a clarification request (e.g. ‘What?’).

The different proportions of feedback in this study as compared to the adult-child interactions in the classroom in Lyster (2001) seem to confirm that children do behave slightly differently than adults in their giving of feedback.  Part of this is no doubt related to the role of adults as instructors/teachers in relation to the children in Lyster (2001), as compared to the peer role of the child-child pairs in the present study.  So how does this difference relate to child L2 acquisition?  It must be acknowledged that the data sample from the present study is relatively small.  But, a tentative conclusion could be that children do not provide a substantial amount of grammatically-related feedback to their peers.  If so, and if child L2ers were only receiving a large amount of that type of feedback from instructors, then are child L2ers actually exposed to enough feedback to significantly influence L2 development?  This refers again to the question posed in Mackey et al (2003), asking whether more feedback actually means more development, and if so, whether the processes are the same for children as for adults (p. 57) 
5.4 Trigger utterances


It will not be asserted here that phonological errors elicit proportionally more feedback, because of the reasons outlined in defining errors of this type.  However, the type of feedback elicited by phonological errors is worth considering.  Especially in the case of an information gap task where both partners need to exchange information successfully, lexical and phonological errors would most impede communication.  Without the correct lexical item or phonological form, the correct meaning is likely to be obscure.  In contrast, non-target uses of tense, determiners, agreement, or syntax would not necessarily prevent an NS conversational partner from deriving the intended meaning through context.  This would depend on the error and the images used – in some cases an omitted locative preposition might not create difficulty, but in other cases use of a wrong preposition could stop the flow of communication (e.g. in the bed vs. on the bed are both semantically correct, but if location of an object is relevant to the task, the two prepositions have distinct meanings).  For example, ‘George’ a native Korean speaker, produced 10 instances of determiner errors, but only three of those errors received feedback.  Furthermore, the feedback from the NS in those instances referred to the meaning rather than the form as in the example below (George is Speaker B):

Example: Recording 113, NS-NNS

229
B: and (.) and eh the top of it's green a- is there something dinosaur?

230
A: where ? whereabouts?

5.5 Repetition and correction

One of the main reasons to examine feedback received by non-native speakers is of course to examine whether and how it facilitates learning.  In this study, there were a few recorded instances of NNSs making corrections after receiving feedback (discussed below) which merit some further discussion.  

‘Alexei’ is a native Russian speaker, aged 9;6, who reported learning English since the age of 3.  There were two instances of his non-target pronunciations of words receiving feedback from his partner, and in one of the instances, Alexei changed his pronunciation of the target word after receiving feedback.  When describing a stringed instrument in one of the pictures, he calls it a double bass; however, he does not articulate any kind of diphthong [ ɛɪ] but instead an [ a ] which makes the item sound like the word for ‘bass,’ a type of fish, [ b a s].  His partner initially does not give any kind of feedback.

Example: Recording 70, NS-NNS

194
A: Well does ah your room has a musical instrument ah double does your room 
195
have a double [b a s ] and ah (xxxxx) [b a s] 

196
B: Yeah does yours have a pink pig piggy bank?

However, his NS partner later uses the word [b ɛɪs] and his conversational partner makes almost a direct correction of his pronunciation (Alexei is speaker A). This shows that although his partner both recognized the correct meaning of the word and the correct pronunciation, he did not initially provide feedback but rather waited until a later moment.

279
B: like is that like the near just like the beside the [ b ɛɪs ] the [b ɛɪs] guitar thing

280
A: ah the double [b ɑs]

281
B: the bubble [b ɛɪs] (.) the double [b ɛɪs] 

280
A: yes

A few turns later, Alexei initiates the use of the target pronunciation, [b ɛɪs]:

325
A: and also if you look right near the double [b ɛɪs]

326
B: yeah

The real question is whether Alexei has permanently changed his representation of the vowel quality for this word, or if it is a temporary adjustment.  In either case, feedback from his peer did have an immediate effect during the interaction.


There is another instance where Alexei uses the correct lexical item, but with a non-target vowel quality (using open-mid vowel rather than a close-mid vowel) in the word ‘closet’ .  In this case, he does not modify his pronunciation, although he clearly recognizes that it does not match his own version.  Furthermore, his native speaker partner affirms his non-target version of the word and they move on with the task at hand (although he appears to be affirming the meaning rather than the pronunciation) (Alexei is Speaker A):

Example:

267
B: Does yours does your one have does perfect peter have em a green closet

268
A: Green closet [k l ɔs ət] what [k l ɔs ət]
269
B: Eh the [k l ɔs ət] behind peter

270
A: Oh the [k l ɤs ət]

271
B: Yeah
In this case, it is not possible to tell whether Alexei recognises that his production does not match the target, though there is some negotiation between the partners.  This could be an instance which promotes noticing, but it is not possible to tell from the data in this study whether there has been a long-term effect (Philp 2003).
5.6 Repetition and meaning


Another example of phonological feedback is in the case of ‘George’ a native Korean-speaker. In this case, he first tries other repetition to confirm that he has perceived the correct word.  In line 26 he answers as if the word is ‘bed’ (the teddy bear is on the bed).  His NS partner then repeats ‘door’ another time, and George then realizes it is ‘door’.  However, his NS partner speaks a dialect of British English and has a non-rhotic [ ɹ], whereas George’s version of ‘door’ has a rhotic approximant [ ɹ].  

Recording 113, NS-NNS

24
A: is there anything on his door
25
B: [d o]
26
A: [d o]
27
B: teddy bear

28
A: on his [d o]
29
B: [ d o ɹ] oh=

30
A: =yeah on it

31
B: there is some like (.) skelet (.) like

It appears that without the rhotic [ ɹ] George is initially unclear on what word he is hearing. His first strategy is single-word repetition of the problem item; his NS partner responds by repeating the word again.  George then provides the answer to what he thinks he has heard (looking at the image they are working with, it is most likely that it is ‘bed’ – see Appendix 4).  His partner then tries again, repeating entire the prepositional phrase.  At this point, George recognizes the word, repeats it with a rhotic [r], and his partner affirms that they are referring to the same object.  The inclusion of the prepositional phrase to give some context to the use of the word might assist George in finding the correct word.  

Attempted repetitions are not always accurate, but the approximations are occasionally accepted conversation, as in this example:  

Example: Recording 109, NS-NS

46
B: what colours th’ cello?

47
A: like brown

48
B: light brown?

49
A: yeah

Note that here, although there is some miscommunication about exactly what has been said (‘light’ vs. ‘like’) this does not stop the flow of conversation; this is perhaps because the meaning is not seriously affected.  It can be argued that ‘light brown’ and ‘like brown’ are not only phonetically similar, but have a similar semantic meaning as well and that is why there is no serious communication problem in that instance.


This is in contrast with some other examples where (a) the speaker is not able to segment an ‘English’ word out of the input, and (b) follows with a clarification request (see below).  In this example, the flow of conversation does stop, because the meaning is compromised:

Example: Recording 109, NS-NS

120
A: Have you got an ugly doll 

121
B: A what?

122
A: An ugly doll (.) on- next to the freaky um [rabbit

Here, it appears that Speaker B has incorrectly segmented Speaker A’s turn as something like “ a nuglydoll” (clearly not an English word.  The segmentation can be seen from the fact that he responds using the indefinite article a rather than an in line 121).  Speaker B clearly does not recognise the word(s), which then compromises B’s ability to construct meaning.  He uses a clarification request rather than a repetition in order to elicit a modified utterance from his partner.  

This is not to say that speakers do not attempt to repeat a lexical item which is unfamiliar, as in the example below from the same pair of speakers:
Example: Recording 109, NS-NS

38
B: two (.) kay have you got an ark

39
A: what's an [arix]

40
B: the- the thing you know 
In this case, Speaker B begins to elaborate on the problematic item.  Again, the context might help to disambiguate the item, because Speaker A uses the word ‘ark’ appropriately later in the conversation:

Example: Recording 109, NS-NS

118
B: have you got you know (.) in my country!

119
A: tee I don't care I know noah's ark yeah

It could be that Speaker A only knows ‘ark’ as ‘Noah’s Ark’ (not entirely unlikely since there are probably few other practical uses of the word ‘ark’ in the day-to-day speech of a primary school student).  However, these examples show that surrounding words can help both NSs and NNSs decipher problem utterances.

5.7 Explicit Correction


There were few examples like the following, a phonetic error and an explicit correction.  It has been suggested that explicit correction does not generally have an effect on children’s language learning, although Ellis 2006 has found an effect for explicit correction on certain forms.  Speaker B (NS) explicitly corrects A (NNS), and then A repeats the corrected form.  In this case, though, it does not appear that speaker A is ‘searching’ for the correct word, as there are no pauses or other indications that she is having difficulty with naming the object.  
Example – Recording 84, NS-NNS

257
A: I (.) I going (.) at the bottom of your [DV]

258
B: TV

259
A: TV

There were three instances of this type of explicit re-statement of a non-target form in either task, making up about 7% of the 38 instances of feedback in response to non-target forms; explicit correction is not a frequent occurrence in the feedback that NNSs receive from their peers.  Ellis (2006) found that feedback with explicit correction had a significant effect on learner’s use of correct simple past tense form. But, if children are receiving feedback on around 40% of their non-target utterances, and only 10% of the feedback was explicitly corrective, it seems that children’s interaction is not a significant contributor of explicitly corrective feedback.  Considering the amount of feedback in this study (20% or 40% depending on whether phonologically non-target forms are included) the results are similar to Mackey et al (2003), where the rate of feedback for non-target forms in NS-NNS child conversations was 42% (p. 51).  

Depending on one’s views about underlying language acquisition mechanisms, feedback can be more or less important to L2 development processes.  However, child L2ers have widely varying outcomes for eventual language proficiency (e.g. Johnson and Newport 1990, Birdsong 1992, Snow and Hofnagel-Hohle 1979).   The relatively small number of instances of feedback in the conversation task here could suggest that feedback – overall – is not a major predictor of children’s L2 eventual development.  In any event, native speaker input and natural conversation remain an invaluable part of L2ers’ learning processes, if a complementary educational exercise to form-targeted instructional interactions.  
5.8 Ambiguity

An issue which was not the focus of this study and was not entirely anticipated in the participants’ interactions was ambiguity of colour categories and forms.  Anecdotal reports were that adult helpers were often called to look at the pictures and determine whether colours on both pictures were ‘the same’ so that the group could move on and keep working on the task.  


There were also some instances where participants did not agree about what kinds of stuffed animals appeared in the images, as in the example below:

Example – Recording 109, NS-NS

292
A: can you see a dog?

293
B: a dog

294
A: yeah a dog

295
B: whereabouts?

296
A: on his bed

297
B: a dog

298
A: yeah a dog

299
B: isn't it a bunny?

300
A: no it's a dog!

Although this episode does not seem to hinder communication between the pair, it does raise some questions.  It might be desirable to control the materials more exactly to eliminate ambiguity (the images themselves might be ambiguous) but this could then decrease instances of negotiation for meaning.  However, the piloting of the images with adult participants did not elicit these types of negotiations about relative colour:

Example – Recording 75, NS-NNS

A: does your parrot- does your parrot have red red red (.) blue sky

B: yeah (.) it's kind of like purply reddy bluey

Determining how children choose categories for ambiguous items during referential communication and whether there are effects based on the language abilities of interlocutors is one area for possible further study  

Although the SCILT survey on Scottish schools suggested that most schools attempted to make provisions for L2 in education, a more detailed qualitative portrait of children’s evolving language exposure during the immersion process could provide more information on how much time children spend in language-focused instruction, and how much they spend in more casual conversation.
5.9 Limitations


Initial plans for recruiting was to target NNS participants (children) who had started learning English at 6+ years and who had spent less than 2 years in an English-speaking environment.  However, time constraints, end of term time limits for participating schools and a limited number of interested schools meant that criteria were adjusted to include children who clearly had English as their L2 but did not set a requirement for their age of learning English or length of residence in an English-speaking environment.

 There is a question of whether and how nativeness of speech may affect the NS perception of their NNS peers as competent speakers.  Inherent in this experimental design is the assumption that NNSs have different language abilities than their NS peers.  Subjectively, during transcription some NNSs remained almost indistinguishable from their NS peers.  Several of the children expressed complete disbelief that other students spoke a language other than English at home.  This was even after knowing that their partner spoke another language as their first language.  Would the NSs provide different feedback if they perceived their partner as less-experienced in speaking English?  Or is the NSs feedback more related to their own personal level of experience with English speaking L2ers?  From the information collected in this study, it is not possible to draw any definite conclusions, but it should be considered that the perceived language abilities of an L2er could affect NSs’ use of conversational modifications.

A further point on the issue of nativeness as far as the NNS participants’ language abilities is the consideration of their socio-economic status, as it affects their background and their school environment(s).  The participants in this study attend private schools with language support services available to them.  Whether all L2er pupils start at relatively the same point when immersed in a new language environment, it might be that extensive and tailored formal instruction has an impact on the student’s progress. Although no NNS participants reported speaking English at home or with their families, a few reported learning some English in the home when their siblings were English L2ers, suggesting that there was a positive family attitude toward the children learning and speaking English successfully.  So, although the participants still have significant error rates and receive different feedback than NS-NS conversations, the amount of English spoken in their immediate environment and the attitudes toward speaking English may be factors in encouraging their language skills.  

Another limitation to the present study is the lack of pre- or post-test measures of language ability, or an alternative method for measuring learning.  Because learning effects remain one of the key areas of interest for feedback research, the conclusions in the study here could clearly be better strengthened with data collection over an extended time frame.  


Lastly, the ‘conversation task,’ while designed to encourage two-way communication and encourage conversation, is certainly not the same from completely naturalistic conversations, both in choice of topic and the turn-taking structure.  The questions were incorporated as part of the task because it was thought that children of this age group would need some kind of guidance to maintain continued conversation and attention to the task for 10 minutes.  It was also thought that there would be issues of frequency in the amount of data recorded if the ‘conversation’ task was left completely unstructured.  Several of the children spoke quite candidly during the recordings, suggesting that they were speaking naturally.  It is, of course, always possible that a completely natural conversation might yield something different.

5.10 Directions for future research 

The main area which needs more concentration is what types of feedback children receive in response to what types of errors.  This could be explored with a larger data sample size, achieved by more total participants.


One element which was not considered in choosing the materials is that boys and girls might respond strongly to notions of gender, when considering the image of Perfect Peter in his bedroom.  There is use of the colours pink and purple, as well as a theme of bunny rabbits, and several pairs of boys made comments on Peter’s femininity.  This might be one area for further sociolinguistic exploration, not least because children in an immersion setting may be coping with cultural adjustment as well as linguistic adjustment.  

While most L2er children eventually become highly proficient speakers, we can of course learn more about their experiences in formal instruction and peer interaction as a way to further develop teaching methods and understand more about the underlying processes of child L2 acquisition.  Lastly, more specific investigation might involve providing feedback only on specific elements or forms in children’s productions during targeted sessions and monitoring their development over time.  
6. Conclusion


In this study, NS-NS and NS-NNS pairs completed an information gap task and a natural conversation task.  Through analyzing the error rates, conversational modifications, and types of feedback triggered, it was determined that the information gap task elicited more errors from both groups of speakers than the conversation task and NNSs produced more significantly more errors.  The NS-NNS pairs had significantly more instances of feedback in each task type, with those pairs producing significantly more feedback in the information gap task.  The results show that NNS children received significantly more feedback than their NS peers, with the information gap task eliciting the most instances of feedback.  Overall, the significant effects for more feedback in NS-NNS conversation remains consistent with other child-child interaction studies (e.g., Oliver 1998, Mackey et al 2003).

A relatively small count of non-target utterances receiving feedback showed that, similar to other studies with child NNSs, Repetitions and Clarification Requests were the most often used types of conversational modifications in both groups and for both tasks, with Clarification Requests more frequent in NS-NNS pairs, and Repetitions more frequent in NS-NS pairs.  The difference in amount of feedback by task type showed that children did not receive much feedback in natural conversation, but qualitative analysis suggests that information gap tasks can be appropriately designed to target specific forms.    The small amount of feedback in the conversation task could indicate that it is not a significant factor in children’s L2 acquisition; more research is needed to explore this possibility.  Because child NNSs experience different language support situations in their instructional environments, the underlying processes of child L2 acquisition can be better understood on through continued research with a variety of child populations: different age groups, languages, and language use patterns.  Now that the processes of child L2 acquisition are being fully explored, there is opportunity to fully understand the range of factors which contribute to children’s eventual language proficiency and whether there are ways for educators to best assist children in the learning process.
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� The present study primarily considers L2 development for speakers who in a mostly L2 environment, rather students in foreign language classrooms who live in an otherwise L1 environment.


� This of course has implications for classrooms where most or all students are L2ers, but that area of inquiry is outside the scope of this project (Pica et al 1996).  


� This is not to say that children cannot be teachers - studies on child –child tutoring have shown that children are able to adjust their speech for NNS interlocutors (e.g. Flanigan 1991).


� The researcher has yet to receive a response from the Council regarding the application; it has now been 4 months since the application was submitted.  The schools which were able to participate were both private schools and did not require formal application forms.


� Note: one pair of children was recorded in a quiet room in one of the children’s homes, with researcher and parent checking on them periodically.  Apart from the setting, the methodology remains the same.


� Several NSs repeatedly used there’s in instances where it is arguably incorrect grammar.  However, because the form is often used in colloquial speech (and was used often by children in the study) this form was not considered ‘non-native’.  This is surely a rich area for further investigation, but it is simply outside the scope of this project.
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