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Appendices

Appendix A

Glossary
AL  （Attention to Language） A coding category for students’ recall, 

referring to their attention to language.
AC  （Attention to Content） A coding category for students’ recall, 

referring to their attention to content.
CPRE  （Compound Recast Episode） A subcategory of Recast Episode 

which contains two or more recasts provided in different turns.
CR  （Clarification Request） A type of feedback through which 

difficulty in comprehension of the non-target-like utterance is 
indicated and a repetition or a reformulation is required.

CXRE  （Complex Recast Episode） A subcategory of Recast Episode 
which is composed of at least one recast feedback and other 
feedback types.

El  （Elicitation） A type of feedback through which the interlocutor 
attempts to elicit the more target-like form from the previous 
speaker.

EM  （Explicit Model） A type of feedback through which a target form 
is explicitly provided.

ETE  （Error Treatment Episode） One or more sequences of feedback 
turns to deal with one aspect of non-target-like language use 
found in a learner’s utterance. It can include 5 different feedback 
types: CR, EL, EM, MF, and R.

GJ  Grammaticality Judgment
LRE  （Language Related Episode） A unit of analysis proposed by 

Swain and Lapkin （1995, 1998）. An LRE is any part of a dialogue 
where students talk about language they are producing, question 



Appendices160

their language use, or correct or self-correct their language 
production.

MF  （Metalinguistic Feedback） A type of feedback through which 
comments, explanations, or questions about the divergence of 
the learner’s utterance are provided without explicitly providing 
a more target-like form.

NFB  （Noticing Feedback） A coding category for students’ recall 
referring to their noticing of teacher feedback.

NoA  （No Attention） A coding category for students’ recall indicating 
that they were not paying attention.

R  （Recast） Either isolated or expanded rephrasing of learners’ 
non-target-like utterances provided by the teacher or peer 
learner（s） immediately after the non-target-like utterances are 
made.

RE  （Recast Episode） A sequence of feedback turns, involving at 
least one recast, to deal with one aspect of non-target-like 
language use found in a learner’s utterance. A subcategory of 
Error Treatment Episode.

SRE  （Single Recast Episode） A subcategory of Recast Episode which 
is composed of only one recast.
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Appendix B

Uptake Claim Form
（Original form was in Japanese）

Direction: Please recall your lesson today, and tr y to remember 
EVERYTHING that you NOTICED and THOUGHT you learned in the 
lesson. Please write down the things you remember from the lesson.

１．Words and phrases:

２．Spelling:

３．Pronunciation:

４．Grammar:

５．Ways of using the language:

６．Other（s）
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Appendix C

Sample Items from Grammaticality Judgment Tests

Absolutely 
Correct

Probably
Correct

Probably
incorrect

Absolutely 
Incorrect Not sure

1.  The woman graduated from 
my school.

2.  The woman was from my 
graduated school graduated.

3.  Citizens don ’t know about 
environmental problems.

4.  Citizens doesn’t know about 
environmental problems.

5. We have freedom of thought.

6. We have freedom of thinking.

7.  It is not right to force other 
people believe in your religion.

8.  Don’t involve other people in 
your religion.
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Appendix D

Questions Asked in the Stimulated Recall Interviews with the Students

１．Basic Questions
　　　Before watching the video
　　　　“Do you remember anything about the class?”
　　　While watching the video
　　　　“What were you thinking then?”
　　　　“What was going on there?”
　　　　“You are laughing there. Why?”
　　　After watching the video
　　　　“Do you have any comments after watching this?”
　　　　“Do you have anything to add?”
２．Specific Questions
　　　 （Asked when students were found to give few comments about the 

teacher and the teacher’s recasts.）
　　　 “Here the teacher seemed to have repeated what X said. Do you 

think the teacher repeats often? Why do you think the teacher 
repeated?”

　　　（At the conclusion of the 3rd interview session）
　　　 “What do you think of this discussion class? How do you think it 

may  be useful in your learning English in this college?”

　　　 （At the conclusion of the final interview session）
　　　 “Can you describe on what you focus the most in the process of 

learning English in this college? What is your belief and “policy” in 
studying English?”
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Appendix E

Questions Asked in the Interviews with the Teacher

１．Basic Questions （asked after each video scenes）
　　　“What were you thinking then?”
　　　“Why did you do/say/ask so then?”
２．Additional Questions
　　　Elicitation of the teacher’s view of each student regarding:
　　　　Her willingness for getting linguistic feedback
　　　　Her competence and participation in the class
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Appendix F

ETE/RE Coding Guideline
Error Treatment Episode:
Definition: An error treatment episode （ETE） is defined as a sequence of feedback 

turns to deal with one aspect of language problem （i.e., morpho-syntactic, lexical, 

phonological, or semantic）.  ETE also includes treatment of L1-L2 translations, 

although use of L1 is not an error.  This is because recasting are found to occur 

frequently in response to a student’s use of L1 in Lyster and Ranta （1997）.

Data needed to be Coded:

１．The initial Teacher/Peer-feedback （Type（s） of feedback）
２． The initial S-error triggering the feedback （Type（s） of Error） ? Beginning of the 

ETE

３．The end of episode （uptake/no uptake/ no chance for uptake）
４．All the T-feedback within the episode

The language problem dealt within an ETE is

・　 Grammatical  （Gram）
　　 （i.e., morpho-syntactic mistakes such as incorrect tense marking, 

singular/plural marking, use of articles）
・　 Lexical  （Lex）
　　（i.e., incorrect choice of word; mistakes with open-class.）
・　 Phonological （Phon）
　　（i.e., problems in pronouncing words and/or audibility of the utterance.）
・　 L1 Use

　　（i.e., using L1 in place of unknown L2 word（s））
・　 Incomplete Sentence （Inc）
　　 （i.e., the student is unable to complete the utterance due to linguistic 

limitations）
・　 Multiple of above

While grammatical, lexical and phonological problems are readily recognized as 

linguistic errors, problems with L1 use and incomplete sentences are not necessarily 
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linguistic errors. ETEs include those non-linguistic errors, however, because recasting 

is found to occur frequently in response to these types of problems （e.g., Lyster & 

Ranta, 1997）.

ETE starts with an erroneous utterance reacted by another interlocutor, and ends 

when the treatment ends. It is possible that the episode contains only one treatment as 

in Example 1.

Example 1

　　S： Temporary housing and money.  Owari.

　　T： Owari?  What’s owari?

　　S： I’m finished.

　　T： Ok. 

Or there may be multiple treatments provided until the treatment ends as in Example 

2.

Example 2

（During an information gap task, a piece of information S1 needed to give to S2 

was “1,000,000”.）
S1： one, zero, zero, zero, zero, zero, zero.

S2： one, zero, zero, zero, zero, zero, zero.

T：  one, zero, zero, zero, zero, zero, zero?  Don't you remember the 

number?

S1：  I forgot.

T： You forgot?  I taught you this.

S1： One hundred thousand.

T： How many commas?

S1&2:  Two.

S1： One thousand.

S2： One thousand, thousand.

T： One thousand, thousand?  No.

S1： Millions!

T： Yes.

S2:  Million!  One million!
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One ETE episode may include non-treatment moves before the language problem on 

focus is successfully or unsuccessfully solved. The possible moves are

・　 Repair （by students either successful or unsuccessful）
・　 Repetition of the previous utterance

・　 Approval （or repair usually by Teacher）
・　 Enforcement （of correct forms usually by Teacher）
・　 Topic continuation

Teacher feedback types categorized by Lyster and Ranta （1997） are used for coding 

types of treatment within an ETE.

The treatment types are:

A． Explicit model（EM）:  “The explicit provision of the correct form. The 

interlocutor clearly indicates that what the other  had said was incorrect”  （e.g., 

“Oh, you mean,”）

　　Example

　 S： Cats are more dangerous animal than dog because they ... the keep going 

when they met a car. They never change their way, and the ... run over.  ... 

Finish.

　 T： Ok.  Yeah.  ... Cats are ... Cats are at more danger.  Ok.  So something is 

dangerous is going to hurt something else. At danger is they can be hurt.

B． Clarification Requests（CR）: Indication that the previous utterance has been 

misunderstood or is ill-formed in some way and that a repetition or a reformulation 

is required.  CR includes phrases  such as “What?” or “What do you mean by X?”

C． Metalinguistic Feedback（MF）: “Comments, information, or questions related to 

the well-formedness of the student’s utterance without explicitly providing correct 

form.”  This type of feedback includes comments such as “No, not X.”  A word 

definition in the case of lexical errors is also metalinguistic feedback.

　　Example

　　　S1:　One hundred thousand.

　　　T:　 How many commas?
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D． Elicitation（EL）: “Techniques usually teachers use to directly elicit the correct 

form from the student.  The teacher either elicit completion of their own sentence 

by repeating the utterance but pausing to allow students to ‘fill in the blank’ or use 

questions to elicit correct forms.

Example

S: “Temporary housing and money.  Owari.

T: Owari?  What’s owari?

S: I’m finished.

E． Recasts（R）: “Paraphrasing or L2 translation of what the other had said.  Recasts 

are generally implicit.”

　１． Isolated/Declarative （R-ID）: Extracting the erroneous par t of previous 

utterance and paraphrasing （or translating） it in declarative falling pitch.

Example

S:  If you watch TV oftenly, then you will see a commercial.

T:  Often.

　２． Isolated/Interrogative （R-II）: Extracting the erroneous part of previous 

utterance and paraphrasing （or translating） it in interrogative rising pitch. （In 

the transcripts, it is with a question mark.）

Example

S:   If I cannot persist them then I’m gonna resign.

T:  Persuade them?

　３． Expanded/Declarative （R-ED）: Paraphrasing （or translating） the erroneous 

part of previous utterance but the part is incorporated into elaborated response 

in declarative falling pitch.

Example

S:  They were separate to small part and...

T:    Small parts. Yeah, they probably transported in small pieces and then 
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reassembled it at the top.

　４． Expanded/Interrogative （R-EI）: Paraphrasing （or translating） the erroneous 

part of previous utterance but the part is incorporated into elaborated response 

in interrogative rising pitch.
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