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ABSTRACT 

 

Most research on corrective feedback and learner uptake inspired by Lyster and Ranta (1997) 

has been conducted with students belonging to various age groups. This study was undertak- 

en to investigate the occurrence of corrective feedback and uptake in young children bilingual 

context whose age ranged from 5 to 6 or children in bilingual kindergarten in Indonesia. 

Transcripts of 100 minutes of lessons in Blossoms class of Satya Wacana Children Centre, 

Salatiga, were analyzed to answer these two research questions: (1) What types of learner er- 

rors lead to what types of corrective feedback in young children bilingual classroom? and (2) 

what is the uptake rate of each type of feedback and the relationship between learner errors, 

feedback, and learner uptake? The results revealed that the majority feedback provided for 

grammatical errors was repetition. The majority feedback given on phonological errors was 

recast. Then, explicit correction was the most frequent feedback for lexical errors. This study 

also found that elicitation and repetition led to the highest uptake rate. Although recast in this 

study did not lead to a high uptake rate compared with other types of feedback, in the case of 

phonological errors, recast did lead to a high uptake and repair rate. This study also provided 

an integrated picture about the relationship between learner errors, feedback, and learner up- 

take. Overall, there were differences in the patterns of feedback and uptake between this 

study and previous studies, which were interpreted with the reference to the unique character- 

istics of the instructional context. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Research on corrective feedback and learn- 

er uptake has grown dramatically over the 

last 10-15 years. It was started by promi- 

nent researchers in this subject matter, i.e. 

Lyster and Ranta in 1997. They conducted 

a study on corrective feedback and learner 

uptake in four immersion classrooms at the 

primary level, particularly grade 4, 5, and 

6. In their studies, teachers were having an 
overwhelming tendency to use recast in 

spite of its ineffectiveness at eliciting stu- 

dent-generated repair. They also found that 

four other feedback types, i.e. elicitation, 

metalinguistic feedback, clarification re- 

quest, and repetition, lead to student- 

generated repair more successfully and are 

thus able to initiate what they characterize 

as the negotiation of form. Lyster and 

Ranta’s study in 1997 has evoked a number 

of research on corrective feedback and 

learner uptake to date. Recent research on 

corrective feedback and learner uptake in- 

spired by Lyster and Ranta (1997) are stud- 

ies conducted by Tsang (2004), Suzuki 

(2005), Sheen (2006), and Choi & Li 

(2012). 
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Tsang (2004) analyzed 18 non-native Eng- 

lish lessons on teacher feedback and learner 

uptake at secondary levels in Hong Kong, 

particularly Forms 1 to 5 (equivalent to 

Grades 7 to 11) and different types of les- 

son (reading, writing, speaking, and general 

English.). The results of Tsang’s study 

showed that: (1) recast and explicit correc- 

tion were the most frequent types of feed- 

back; (2) none of the student-generated re- 

pairs resulted from recast or explicit correc- 

tion, and the most frequent student- 

generated repair followed repetition; and 

(3) most grammatical repairs followed from 
negotiation, and phonological followed 

equally frequently from recast and explicit 

correction. 

 

According to Tsang (2004), those results 

implied that (1) recast may give way to 

other types of feedback moves (elicitation, 

clarification request, metalinguistic feed- 

back, and repetition) which may be more 

effective than the provision of correct form 

and (2) while recast and explicit correction 

are more appropriate for phonological er- 

rors, negotiation facilitates grammatical 

repairs. 

 

Another study on corrective feedback and 
learner uptake inspired by Lyster and Ranta 

(1997) is a study conducted by Mikiko Su- 

zuki (2005) which investigated the relation- 

ship between feedback and learner uptake 

in adult ESL classrooms. In this study, the 

participants aged from 20 to 50. Suzuki’s 

study showed both similarities and differ- 

ences to Lyster and Ranta’s study. The dis- 

tribution of types of corrective feedback 

following learner errors in Suzuki’s study 

showed no major difference from Lyster 

and Ranta’s report, but the ratio of uptake 

following certain corrective feedback types 

greatly differed from Lyster and Ranta’s. 

The differences in the results were caused 

by some aspects which differed to some 

extent from Lyster and Ranta’s study, such 

as classroom setting, students’ ages and 

their motivation in participating in the lan 

guage learning programs, teaches’ experi- 

ence and the target language. 

 

In 2006, Younghee Sheen also conducted a 

study on corrective feedback and learner 

uptake. Sheen (2006) presented a taxonomy 

of the recast that arose in communicative 

ESL and EFL classrooms in her study. The 

participants of this study were New Zea- 

land students aged from 18 to 21 who were 

in an undergraduate program or a collage- 

prep course; and Korean students aged 

from 29 to 36 who had a college education 

background or higher. Sheen’s study re- 

vealed that explicit recasts led to more up- 

take or repair because they were focused on 

a single linguistic feature and the reformu- 

lated item was salient to learners. 

 
The most recent study on corrective feed- 

back and learner uptake was conducted by 

Seung-Yi Choi and Shaofeng Li in 2012. 

Choi and Li (2012) investigated the occur- 

rence of corrective feedback and uptake in 

child ESOL classes. The participants in this 

study aged from 6 to 12. The results of this 

study revealed that there was a clear prefer- 

ence for recast and explicit correction, and 

there was a lack of prompts. The two most 

frequent feedback types resulted in relative- 

ly high uptake rates because of a high per- 

centage of the recast was corrective (as op- 

posed to supportive) and many cases of ex- 

plicit correction subsumed multiple, hybrid 

(input providing as well as output- 

prompting) corrective moves. Their study 

showed that phonological errors led to a 

high repair regardless of feedback types, 

and grammatical errors mainly received 

recast, most of which were not followed by 

repairs. 

 
In most cases recent research on corrective 

feedback and learner uptake inspired by 

Lyster and Ranta (1997) were conducted 

with adult ESL/EFL learners aged from 18 

to 50 or children in Grades 2 to 11 or chil- 

dren aged from 6 to 17 or children in Pri- 

mary level. The current study was under 



Vol. 4, No. 2, September 2018 
e-ISSN 2715-0895, p-ISSN 2442-790X | Indonesian Journal of English Language Studies 

85 

 

 

taken to investigate the occurrence of cor- 

rective feedback and uptake in young chil- 

dren bilingual context whose age ranged 

from 5 to 6 or children in bilingual Kinder- 

garten in Indonesia. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Corrective Feedback 

Information given to learners which they 

can use to revise their language is called as 

‘feedback’ in language acquisition. Then, 

‘feedback’ can be distinguished into ‘posi- 

tive’ and ‘negative’ feedback. Negative 

feedback is sometimes referred to as ‘nega- 

tive evidence’. It refers to information that 

indicates a hypothesis is incorrect. Then, 

‘corrective feedback’ is used in preference 

to negative feedback. According to Ellis 

(2008) corrective feedback can be implicit 

or explicit; it can also be input-providing or 

output-prompting. Therefore, corrective 

feedback refers to negotiation strategies for 

discourse repair in Ellis (2008). 

 
According to Choi and Li (2012), correc- 

tive feedback constitutes a form-focusing 

device. It can consist of an indication of an 

error, provision of the correct target lan- 

guage form, or metalinguistic information 

about the nature of the error, or any combi- 

nation of these (Ellis et al., 2006 in Choi & 

Li, 2012). Choi and Li (2012) also put that 

the provision of feedback is affected by the 

nature of the linguistic target and also con- 

strained by whether it occurred in a focused 

or unfocused event (or task). In addition, 

Gass (1997) stated that corrective feedback 

prompts learners to notice the gap between 

their erroneous L2 production and the tar- 

get form and make subsequent interlan- 

guage adjustments. 

 
Suzuki (2005) in her paper on corrective 

feedback and learner uptake in adult ESL 

classrooms, asserts that modified output 

can be manifested in the form of learner 

uptake, or learner reaction to teachers’ cor- 

rective feedback given to learners’ error in 

the context of teacher-learner interaction, 

and thus corrective feedback is a pedagogi- 

cal means of offering modified input to 

students which could consequently lead to 

modified output by students. 

 

Lyster and Ranta (1997) identified six types 

of feedback: recast, explicit correction, 

metalinguistic feedback, clarification re- 

quest, elicitation, and repetition. Recast and 

explicit correction are referred to as input- 

providing because they contain the correct 

forms. The other types of feedback, met- 

alinguistic feedback, clarification request, 

elicitation, and repetition, are described as 

output-prompting because they encourage 

learner repairs. These six types of feedback 

also stand in the implicit-explicit continu- 

um depending on whether learners’ atten- 

tion is overtly drawn to linguistic forms. 

Recast stands at the implicit end and met- 

alinguistic correction and explicit correc- 

tion at the explicit end. 

 
Previous descriptive research on corrective 

feedback conducted by Lyster and Ranta 

(1997), Lyster (1998), and Lyster (2001) 

showed that the occurrence of corrective 

feedback varied across instructional set- 

tings. Former experimental studies demon- 

strated that learner-external and learner- 

internal factors had some effect on feed- 

back. For instance, a study conducted by 

Lyster and Saito (2010) found that younger 

learners benefitted more from feedback 

than older learners, indicating the influence 

of age on the effects of feedback. 

 
In addition, according to Ellis (2010), cog- 

nitive interactionist theories (e.g., Long, 

1996) claim that corrective feedback assists 

acquisition by helping learners establish 

target-like form-meaning mappings while 

they are engaged in the effort to communi- 

cate. Skill learning theories (e.g., DeKey- 

ser, 1998) also see a role for corrective 

feedback assisting learners to proceduralize 

their declarative knowledge of the L2. 
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Uptake 

According to Ellis (2008), uptake refers to 

the response move in the negotiation se- 

quence in discourse repair. In other words, 

uptake is a move undertaken by the learner 

in response to the feedback the learner re- 

ceives from another speaker on his/her pre- 

vious utterance that contained an error. 

Lyster and Ranta (1997) defined uptake as 

the student’s reactive move that immediate- 

ly follows the teacher’s feedback. Moreo- 

ver, according to them, uptake has been re- 

garded as an indicator of the effectiveness 

of feedback because they may serve as 

proof for the learner’s noticing and incor- 

poration of the provided feedback. In addi- 

tion, Swain (1995) put that uptake consti- 

tutes a type of ‘pushed-output’ through 

which learners are likely engaged in met- 

alinguistic reflection, hypothesis testing, 

and active rehearsal of recently or previous- 

ly acquired linguistic items. 

 
Uptake can involve ‘repair’ or ‘no repair’ 

depending on whether the learner success- 

fully corrects his/her original error. In line 

with that, Lyster and Ranta (1997) distin- 

guished two broad types of uptake: (1) ‘re- 

pair’ as the correct response of the learner 

when his/her utterance successfully repairs 

the initial problem, and (2) ‘needs repair’ as 

the incorrect response of learner which fails 

to successfully repair the initial utterance. 

 
Sheen (2004) in Ellis (2008) showed that 

both uptake and repair vary according to 

setting. They occur more frequently in con- 

texts where learners are oriented to lan- 

guage as an object (such as adult EFL 

learners) than in contexts where the inter- 

locutors are predominantly concerned with 

content (such as immersion classrooms). 

One reason for this appears to be that in 

classrooms where there is a strong focus on 

message content, teachers often do not al- 

low time for students to uptake their recast, 

preferring instead to continue with topic 

development. 

Moreover, learner uptake of feedback is 

also more likely in a teacher-fronted lesson 

than in a pair work situation because many 

of the recasts in the pair work situation 

consist of confirmation requests where the 

appropriate response is simply ‘yes’ or ‘no’ 

(Oliver, 2000 in Ellis, 2008). Hence, the 

extent to which uptake with repair occurs 

depends to a large extent on the instruc- 

tional or social context of the interaction. 

 

In addition, repaired uptake indicates that 

noticing has taken place. When learners’ 

original errors have been self-corrected 

through incorporating the target forms from 

the recast, it means that learners have no- 

ticed those forms at one level or another. 

However failure to repair the original errors 

cannot be taken as evidence of a failure to 

notice the target forms. 

 

Bilingual Education for Young Children 

 

Ellis (2008) defines bilingualism as the use 
of two languages by an individual or 

speech community. Bilingual education, 

according to Richards et al. (1992), refers 

to the use of a second or foreign language 

in school for the teaching of content sub- 

jects. In Indonesia, institution which offers 

bilingual education program for young 

children is now mushrooming. Parents are 

likely to send their children to a preschool 

or kindergarten which use Bahasa Indone- 

sia as well as English for conducting teach- 

ing-learning activity or in teaching content 

subjects. Cummins (2000) states from data 

of four other experts that there is a tenden- 

cy of the bilingual program students ob- 

tained better achievements than those in 

monolingual program. In Indonesian con- 

text as multilingual society, where English 

is taught as a foreign language (EFL), such 

bilingual program has become significant 

breakthrough, encouraging the use of Eng- 

lish in non-English subjects. 

 
In spite of the significant breakthrough that 

bilingual education program brings, there 
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has been not much research on the occur- 

rence of feedback and uptake in this con- 

text, particularly in a young children bilin- 

gual classroom. Furthermore, the pattern of 

feedback and uptake of young children 

aged from 5 to 6 will also be different from 

children older than 6 and even adult. 

Hence, this study seeks to answer the fol- 

lowing research questions: 

 

1. What types of learner errors lead to 

what types of corrective feedback in 

young children bilingual classroom? 

2. What is the uptake rate of each type 
of feedback and the relationship be- 

tween learner errors, feedback, and 

learner uptake? 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 
Instructional Context 

This study was conducted in Satya Wacana 

Children Centre in Salatiga, Central Java 

Indonesia. It is a bilingual-kindergarten 

school which uses Bahasa Indonesia and 

English as the medium of instruction. The 

students were very young English learners 

aged from 2 to 6 years old. The teacher 

used English to teach and to give written 

and oral announcement. Satya Wacana 

Children Centre has 3 levels of class; Twigs 

(Pre-school aged 2-3 years old), Buds (Pre- 

school aged 3-4 years old), and Blossoms 

(Kindergarten aged 4-5 and 6 years old). 

This study was conducted in Blossoms class 

(Kindergarten) because the courses, such as 

music, reading and writing, art and craft, 

drawing, science, mathematics, and social 

studies, were taught in English. In addition, 

some extracurricular activities such as Eng- 

lish Club were also conducted in English. 

Due to the time constraint, the observation 

only took place in reading and writing 

class and English club class. 

Participants 

The participants of this study were the stu- 

dents of Blossoms class in Satya Wacana 

Children Centre. The participants’ ages 

ranged from 5 to 6 years old. The total 

number of participants was 13 students. 

The teacher participants were two female 

non-native English speakers (Indonesian). 

Ms. A (a pseudonym) was the first teacher 

participant and Ms. B (a pseudonym) was 

the second one. Ms. A had taught for six 

years and Ms. B had taught for one year in 

Satya Wacana Children Centre. Both of 

them graduated from English Department. 

The teacher participants were informed that 

the study would examine aspects of class- 

room interactions but not that the specific 

focus was on corrective feedback and up- 

take. 

Procedure 

The data for this research was obtained 

through observation in Blossoms class, par- 

ticularly when the students were having 

reading and writing lesson and also English 

Club. Altogether 100 minutes of lessons 

were observed and recorded by using a dig- 

ital audio-recorder. The researcher was pre- 

sent during the observation as a non- 

participant observer. Moreover, the re- 

searcher as a non-participant observer kept 

field notes to report any noteworthy in- 

stances during the recording. After the ob- 

servation done, the recorded data was tran- 

scribed and coded and presented the results. 

Moreover, the data were elaborated based 

on the researcher’s interpretation and relat- 

ed to the literature review. All in all, a con- 

clusion was drawn toward the study that 

has been done. 

Coding 

The coding scheme of this study was based 

on Lyster and Ranta’s (1997) error treat- 

ment sequence, which starts with a learner 

utterance containing at least one error. The 

learner error was followed either by teach- 

er’s corrective feedback or topic continua- 

tion. If feedback was provided then it was 

either followed by learner uptake or topic 

continuation. If there was uptake, then the 

learner’s initial error was either repaired or 
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still needed to be repaired. Below was the 

table of the coding scheme. 

Table 1. Coding Scheme for Error Treat- 
ment Sequence 

 

Sequences Categories 

1. Learner Er- 

rors 
Grammar 

 Lexical 
 Phonological 

2. Teacher 
Feedback 

No feedback 

 Recast 
 Clarification request 
 Explicit correction 

 Metalinguistic feed- 
back 

 Elicitation 
 Repetition 

3. Learner Up- 
take 

No uptake 

 Uptake: repair/need 
repair 

 
All student turns were coded as either hav- 

ing an error or not. Short turns with little or 

no potential for error were excluded, such 

as yes, no, thank you, please, ok, and so on. 

Error turns were classified as phonological, 

lexical, or grammatical. Below is a descrip- 

tion of error types based on Lyster’s 

scheme (1998) with examples from the da- 

tabase of the present study. 

1. Grammatical errors were errors in 

tense, verb morphology, auxiliaries, 

pluralization, question formation, word 

order, subject/verb agreement, and the 

use of closed classes such as preposi- 

tion, pronouns, and determiners. 

Example 1 

S (Student): I want sleep on Thursday. 
(grammatical error) 

T (Teacher): I want sleep? 

S: Eh eh …, I want to sleep on Thurs- 
day. 

2. Lexical errors were inaccurate and 

inappropriate choices of lexical items in 

open classes such as nouns, verbs, ad- 

verbs, and adjectives. 

Example 2 

S: Miss, my ruler is high, Jeje’s pencil is 

short. (lexical error) 

T: Your ruler is longer than Jeje’s pen- 
cil. 

S: Iyes. 

3. Phonological errors were mispro- 

nunciation in reading aloud or spontane- 

ous conversations. 

Example 3 

S: I want to bate (phonological error) 

T: bathe. 

S: bathe. 

All teacher turns within an error treat- 
ment sequence were classified as one of 

the following six corrective feedbacks 

moves: explicit correction, recast, clari- 

fication request, metalinguistic feed- 

back, elicitation, and repetition. The six 

types of feedback are exemplified be- 

low. 

1. Recast was reformulation of all or 

part of a learner’s erroneous utterance 

without changing its original meaning. 

Example 4 

S: Miss, color the wes black or brown? 

T: vest. (recast) 

S: color the vest black or brown? 

2. Explicit correction was the provi- 
sion of the correct form with a clear in- 

dication of what was being corrected. 

Example 5 

S: Whose has red pencil? 

T: Not, ‘whose has’ but ‘who have red 
pencil?’. 
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S: Who have red pencil? 

3. Elicitation was techniques to elicit 
the correct form from the students with- 

out providing the correct form such as 1) 

‘elicit completion’ moves (‘It is a …’), 

2) elicitative question (‘How do we say 

X in English?’), or 3) reformulation re- 

quest (‘Can you say it another way?’) 

Example 6 

S: I want play monopoly. 

T: I want ….. (elicitation) 

S: to play 

4. Metalinguistic feedback was met- 
alinguistic information regarding the 

student’s erroneous utterance 

Example 7 

Since there was no example of metalin- 

guistic feedback in the database of the 

present study, the example below was 

taken from the research article by Choi 

and Li (2012) 

S: She has best friend and her friends 
pretended that they are gonna … have 

her friends. 

T: Just be careful when you are telling a 

story that you keep to the same tense. 

(metalinguistic feedback) 

5. Clarification request was a move 
that indicated to learners that their utter- 

ances were either not understood or were 

ill-formed such as ‘Sorry?’ or ‘Pardon?’ 

Example 8 

There was no example of clarification 

request in the database of the present 

study, and thus the example below was 

taken from the research article by Choi 

and Li (2012). 

S: It’s a red bird? 

T: Sorry? (clarification request) 

S: It’s a red bird? 

6. Repetition was a repetition of the 
student’s erroneous utterance. 

Example 9 

S: I want to rid a car. 

T: to rid? (repetition) 

As in Lyster and Ranta (1997), multiple 

feedback moves were coded as follows: 

 recast or explicit correction + met- 
alinguistic feedback=explicit correction 

 recast or explicit correction + elici- 
tation = explicit correction 

 metalinguistic feedback + elicitation 

= elicitation 

Uptake is classified as follows: 

1. Repair was uptake that leads to the 

correct reformulation of an error as re- 

sponse to feedback. 

Example 10 

S: Miss, the wes black. 

T: the vest is black. 

S: the vest is black. 

2. Needs repair was uptake that does 
not entail the correct form. 

Example 11 

S: I want go to church on Sunday. 

T: I want to go. 

S: Iyes Miss. 

3. No uptake was when the student did 
not provide any response to the teacher 

feedback and carry on topic continua- 

tion; these cases were coded as ‘no up- 

take’. 

Example 12 

S: omos done Miss. 

 
T: omos? Almost. 
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S: (silent) 

RESULTS 
 

Errors and Feedback 

During the 100 minutes of lessons, student 

turns were produced both in English and 

Bahasa Indonesia. This study focused on 

student turns in English only. Totally 151 

student turns were produced, out of which 

54 contained error (36%). The errors were 

committed by all of the participants, though 

some of them were less talkative than oth- 

ers. In the Table 2 below, the average feed- 

back rate (98%) can be seen. 

Table 2. Errors and Feedback 
 

Moreover, Table 2 also presents the num- 

ber and percentage of student errors, feed- 

back moves by error type, and the rate of 

feedback for each error type. Of the 54 total 

error turns, 28 (52%) error turns were relat- 

ed to grammar, 22 (41%) error turns were 

related to phonological, and 4 (7%) error 

turns were related to lexicon. Then, of the 

53 (98%) total feedback moves, 27 (51%) 

feedback moves were provided for gram 

 
matical error, 22 (41%) feedback moves 

were provided for phonological error, and 4 

(8%) feedback moves were provided for 

lexical error. Furthermore, the results relat- 

ed to the rate of feedback can also be seen 

in Table 2. It shows that both phonological 

and lexical errors always received feedback 

(100%) and grammatical error almost al- 

ways received feedback (96%). 

The reports of teachers’ use of different 
types of feedback in response to the errors 

are presented in Table 3 below. Of the total 

53 feedback moves, 29 (55%) were recast, 

10 (19%) were explicit correction, 3 (5%) 

were elicitation, and 11 (21%) were repeti- 

tion. Metalinguistic feedback and clarifica- 

tion were not used by the teacher to give 

any feedback towards children’s errors. 

Table 3. Distribution of Feedback Types 
 

 Total 

(N=53) 
Percentage 

Recast 29 (55%) 

Repetition 11 (21%) 

Explicit correc- 

tion 

10 (19%) 

Elicitation 3 (5%) 

Metalinguistic 

feedback 

0 (0%) 

Clarification 

request 

0 (0%) 

 
To determine what type of feedback was 

provided to each type of error, the related 

data were cross-tabulated, and the results 

appear in Table 4. As shown, for the 27 

grammatical errors, the teachers provided 9 

recasts (33%), 5 explicit corrections (19%), 

3 elicitations (11%), and 10 repetitions 
(37%). Of the 22 phonological errors, 19 

received recasts (86%), and 3 received ex- 

plicit corrections (14%). For the 4 lexical 

errors, 1 recast (25%), 2 explicit corrections 

 
(50%), and 1 repetition (25%) were provid- 

ed. Thus, teachers used more recasts for 
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phonological errors than for the other er- 

rors. 

Table 4. Distribution of Errors Receiving 
Feedback (N=53) across Feedback Types 

and Error 
 

 
Gram- 

matical 

Phono- 

logical 

Lex- 

ical 

(n=27) (n=22) 
(n=4 

) 

 

Recast 
9 

(33%) 
19 
(86%) 

1 
(25 

%) 

Explicit 

correc- 

tion 

5 
(19%) 

3 
(14%) 

2 
(50 

%) 

Elicita- 

tion 
3 

(11%) 
0 0 

Repeti- 
tion 

10 
(37%) 

0 1 
(25 

%) 

Metalin- 

guistic 

feedback 

0 0 0 

Clarifi- 

cation 

request 

0 0 0 

 
Uptake 

The second research question consisted of 

two parts: the uptake rate of each type of 

feedback and the relationship between er- 

rors, feedback, and uptake. The relationship 

between feedback type and learner up- 

take/repair (which refers to successful up- 

take) can be seen in Table 5 below. 

Table 5. Uptake and Repair Following 
Teacher Feedback 

 

 
It can be seen that the highest uptake rate 

(100%) went to elicitation and repetition 

(although the number of cases for these two 

 

 

 
feedback types is small), followed by ex- 

plicit correction (70%), and recast (54%). 

With respect to learner repairs, elicitation 

and repetition yielded the highest repair 

rate (100%), followed by explicit correction 

(50%), and recast (46%). 

The rate of uptake and feedback after dif- 

ferent error types are presented in the Table 

6 below. 

Table 6. Uptake and Repair after Feedback 
for Different Error Types 
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Table 6 shows that 77% of phonological 
feedback resulted in uptake and 68% in re- 

pairs; 75% of lexical feedback led to uptake 

and 25% to repairs; 81% of grammatical 

feedback was followed by uptake and 78% 

was followed by repair. 

The results for the second research question 

which asked about the relationship between 

error type, feedback type, and learner up- 

take are presented in Table 7 below. 

Table 7. Relationship between Errors, 
Feedback, Uptake/Repair 

In terms of the relationship between error 

type and uptake/repair, grammatical error, 

the most frequent error type, received feed- 

back (27/28, 96%) almost always and re- 

sulted in the highest uptake rate (81%) and 

repair rate (78%). Phonological errors, the 

second most frequent error type, received 

the teachers’ feedback in all of (22/22, 

100%) cases where they were committed; 

about 77% of the feedback was taken up 

and 68% of feedback led to repairs. Lexical 

errors were the least frequent error type, 

received feedback (4/4, 100%) always, in- 

vited uptake in 75% and repairs in 25% on- 

ly of the cases where feedback was provid- 

ed. 

From the perspective of feedback, recast 
were the most frequent feedback type and 

led to a relatively high uptake rate (56%, 

and 79%, for grammatical errors and pho 
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nological errors respectively) and repair 

rate (56% and 68% for grammatical errors 

and phonological errors respectively). 

Then, recast led to the highest uptake rate 

for lexical errors (100%) but not for repair 

rate (0%). Repetition was the second most 

frequent feedback type and led to the high- 

est uptake and repair rate for grammatical 

errors (100% and 100% respectively) and 

for lexical errors (100% and 100% respec- 

tively). The third most frequent feedback 

type was explicit correction and led to a 

relatively high uptake rate (80% and 67% 

for grammatical errors and phonological 

errors respectively) and repair rate (60% 

and 67% for grammatical and phonological 

errors respectively). Elicitation was less 

frequent (3) but led to the most uptake and 

repair for grammatical errors (100% and 

100% respectively). Elicitation did not lead 

to any uptake and repair rate for both pho- 

nological and lexical errors. 

DISCUSSION 

Feedback 

The first research question concerns the 

relationship between error type and feed- 

back type in young children bilingual class- 

room. It was found that grammatical errors 

were the most frequent and almost always 

received feedback (96%). Phonological er- 

rors were the second most frequent error 

and always receive feedback (100%). Lexi- 

cal errors were the least frequent errors but 

always received feedback (100%). All er- 

rors tended to invite recast and explicit cor- 

rection. 

Actually, all of the errors received feedback 
from the teachers, even though one gram- 

matical error did not receive any feedback. 

The size of the class, which was not too 

big, provided opportunities for the teachers 

to pay attention well to every kid’s turns. 

Yet, one grammatical error was missed 

from the teacher’s attention because the 

teacher was busy taking the worksheet at 

that time so that she didn’t notice that error. 

It seems that in an unfocused event, error 

did not receive any feedback. Thus, it was 

in accordance with what Choi and Li 

(2012) put that whether an error received 

feedback or not was also constrained by 

whether it occurred in a focused or unfo- 

cused event (or task). Furthermore, one of 

the lessons observed in this study had lin- 

guistic focus so that the teacher paid atten- 

tion to the children’s turns or children’s 

turns were monitored in the focused event. 

However, in child classes, even when a les- 

son has a linguistic focus, there may be 

many unfocused events as children’s talk 

can go a bit wild. Then, during the unfo- 

cused events, children were mostly using 

Bahasa Indonesia and the teacher did not 

give any feedback to their Indonesian turns. 

Since this study focused only on children’s 

turns which was in English, therefore their 

Indonesian turns were not counted. 

In this young children bilingual class, the 

teachers almost always paid attention on 

the children’s turns. Grammatical errors 

(52%) as the most frequent errors occurred 

in the lessons observed invited 27 (96%) 

feedbacks which consisted of 9 (33%) re- 

casts, 5 (19%) explicit corrections, and 13 

(48%) prompts. Thus teachers tended to 

give prompts toward grammatical errors. 

Moreover, those prompts consisted of 3 

(11%) elicitations and 10 (37%) repetitions. 

It can be seen that repetitions were the ma- 

jority of feedback provided for grammatical 

errors. As what has been discussed before 

that one of the lessons observed had lin- 

guistic focus in which the children learnt 

about days and what they want to do on the 

certain day by using expression “I want to 

on .” Below is 
 

the example illustration. 

Example 13 
T: What do you want to do on Sunday 

Marcell? 

S: I want read a book on Sunday. 

T: I want read? 

S: Emm…, I want to read a book. 
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In that scenario the grammatical error oc- 

curred when the student missed to after 

want. Knowing that error, the teacher gave 

feedback in the form of repetition. The 

teacher gave prompt by repeating the stu- 

dent’s erroneous utterance. Regarding to 

what Ellis et al. (2002) put that online 

negative feedback is one of many form- 

focusing strategies and other remedial op- 

tions are available to prevent fossilized er- 

rors. Then, I interpreted that the teacher 

tended to give repetition feedback for 

grammatical error because the teacher 

wanted to build or to raise the students’ 

awareness on specific properties of L2. In 

other words by repeating the children erro- 

neous utterances, it could make them real- 

ize their mistake and then gave them 

prompt to repair that erroneous utterance. 

Phonological errors as the second most fre- 

quent errors invited 22 (100%) feedbacks 

comprised 19 (86%) recasts and 3 (14%) 

explicit corrections. There was no prompt 

given for phonological errors. The majority 

feedback for phonological error was recast. 

Teacher tended to directly give the refor- 

mulation of all or part of a learner’s errone- 

ous utterance without changing its original 

meaning. According to Loewen and Philip 

(2006) recast is time-saving, less threaten- 

ing to students’ confidence, and less disrup- 

tive to the flow of interaction in compari- 

son with other types of feedback. Further- 

more Lyster (2004) also contended that re- 

cast in communicative classroom are used 

not only as ‘corrective moves’ but also as 

‘supportive, scaffolding help’ that serves to 

move the lesson ahead when the target 

forms are not available in the students’ cur- 

rent production ability. In this study, chil- 

dren’s production abilities particularly their 

pronunciations of certain or new words 

were still inadequate and then it directed 
the teachers to give recasts as feedbacks in 

order to provide the assistance for the chil- 

dren to be able to pronounce word fluently 

so that it would not consume the time, 

would not threaten the children’s confi 

dence, and would not interrupt the flow of 

interaction in the class. Thus, in this present 

study, the occurrence of phonological er- 

rors which was mostly treated with recasts 

reflects Lyster’ argument (2004) which is 

in accordance to Loewen and Philip (2006). 

The least errors were lexical errors which 
invited 4 (8%) feedbacks. Feedbacks given 

for lexical error were 1 (25%) recast, 2 

(50%) explicit corrections, and 1 (25%) 

repetition. For lexical errors, the teacher 

provided explicit correction more than any 

other types of feedback. Example 14 below 

illustrates the feedback given for children’s 

lexical error. 

Example 14 

S: Miss, my ruler is high. Jeje’s ruler is 

short. 

T: Not high, Vino, not ‘my ruler is high’ 

but ‘my ruler is long”. 

 

From the Example 14 above, it can be seen 

that the teacher provided the correct form 

with a clear indication of what was being 

corrected. The tendency of choosing explic- 

it correction for lexical errors in this pre- 

sent study might be caused by two factors: 

the instructional context and the children’s 

age. First, this study was conducted in a 

bilingual school uses Bahasa Indonesia and 

English particularly in the class which les- 

son was more language-oriented. There- 

fore, the teacher’s tendency to use explicit 

correction was the way to draw children’s 

attention to linguistic forms. By giving ex- 

plicit correction, teacher helped the chil- 

dren to understand that the suitable adjec- 

tive for ruler was not high but long. Sec- 

ond, the children age in this study ranged 

from 5 to 6 years old. Thus, the participants 

of this study were considered as very young 

learners whose collection of lexis were still 

limited and they were still in the process of 

learning. Because of that, providing explicit 

correction which made the explanation 

clear could help those young learners to 

understand, to take it into their brains, and 

to remember it. 
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Overall, recast was the most frequent feed- 

back among all (55%) in this study. The 

finding that recast was the most frequent 

feedback type was also obtained in previ- 

ous study (Lyster and Ranta, 1998; Choi 

and Li, 2012). The second most frequent 

feedback in this study was repetition 

(21%). It was different from the previous 

study conducted by Lyster and Ranta 

(1997), which only found 5% repetition. 

Even in Choi and Li’s study (2012), repeti- 

tion was not found. Moreover, there was 

19% explicit correction found in this pre- 

sent study which was higher than previous 

study conducted by Lyster and Ranta 

(1997). Explicit correction in Lyster and 

Ranta’ study (1997) was only 7%. Yet, in 

Choi and Li (2012), explicit correction was 

the second most frequent feedback (27%) 

and it was higher than the present study. 

Furthermore, striking difference between 

this present study and other previous stud- 

ies is on the absence of metalinguistic 

feedback and clarification request. The ab- 

sence of metalinguistic feedback and clari- 

fication request found in this study might 

be caused by participants’ age which is 

much younger than the participants in other 

studies and the duration of the lesson which 

is quite short. Metalinguistic feedbacks 

were not used by teachers to provide feed- 

back because young learners’ metalinguis- 

tic information still limited. Then, since the 

duration of the lesson is short, clarification 

request seemed to be avoided because it 

would be time-consuming and disruptive 

the flow of the interaction in the class. 

Hence, the pattern of feedback of young 

children aged from 5 to 6 is different from 

children older than 6 and even adult. Table 

8 below present the difference of the pat- 

tern of feedback given to young children 

aged from 5 to 6, children older than 6, and 

adult. 

Table 8. Feedback in Different Studies 
 

Types of 

Feedback 

Present 

Study 

Lyster 

and 

Ranta 

Choi 

and 

Li 

Recast 55% 55% 58% 

Elicitation 5% 14% 8% 

Clarification 

request 
0 11% 3% 

Metalinguistic 

feedback 
0 8% 4% 

Explicit cor- 

rection 
19% 7% 21% 

Repetition 21% 5% 0 

 
Uptake 

The second research question of this study 

is asking about the uptake rate of each type 

of feedback and the relationship between 

learner errors, feedback, and learner uptake. 

The uptake rate was 54% for recast, 70% 

for explicit correction, 100% for elicitation, 

and 100% for repetition. There was no met- 

alinguistic feedback and clarification re- 

quest found in the data base. Elicitation and 

repetition led to a high uptake rate in this 

study. 

The high uptake rate of elicitation was not a 
surprise since it also occurred in other stud- 

ies (Lyster and Ranta, 1997 and Choi and 

Li, 2012). In this study, repetition also led 

to a high uptake rate and its repair rate was 

high too (100%). The high uptake rate of 

repetition indicated that children realized 

their errors and then it lead to their attempt- 

ed to repair it. Consequently, the high re- 

pair rate indicated that the children realized 

their errors and then understood what part 

should be corrected as well as understood 

the correct form that should be produced. 

Thus, it seemed that when the children suc- 

cessfully repair their errors meant that they 
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realized understood or the errors and under- 

stood the correct form. 

The uptake rate for explicit correction in 
this study was 70% which was more or less 

similar with the finding in Choi and Li’s 

(2012) study (80%). Yet, explicit correction 

in this study led to a bit low repair rate 

(50%) compared to previous study con- 

ducted by Choi and Li (2012). This oc- 

curred because when the teacher provided 

the correct form with a clear indication of 

what is being corrected, the children 

thought that their ‘job’ to repair had already 

done by the teacher so that they only re- 

sponded with “iyes, ohya, etc” (uptake 

which needs repair) or even silent (no up- 

take) and then continued the topic dis- 

cussed in the class. 

What stood out in this finding was that re- 

cast led to a low uptake rate (54%) compare 

to other types of feedback in this study. 

Based on the interpretation and observa- 

tion, the uptake rate for recast was low 

compare to others; because the children 

thought that their ‘job’ to response or to 

repair their grammatical and lexical errors 

was already done by the teacher since the 

teacher already provide the reformulation. 

However, in the case of phonological error, 

the uptake rate for recast was quite high 

(79%) and it lead to the 68% repair rate. 

Related to this case, there was a noteworthy 

tendency regarding to the relationship be- 

tween learner errors, feedback, and uptake 

that phonological errors primarily invited 

recast and resulted in a high uptake rate ir- 

respective of feedback types, even after re- 

casts (Choi and Li, 2012). The repair rate of 

recast for phonological error is quite high 

(68%) because the children tended to repeat 

the correct pronunciation provided by the 

teacher as their nature which is imitating. 

Furthermore, the uptake rate of recast in 

lexical error was high (100%) since the er- 

ror was only one. Yet, the repair rate was 0 

because the response is not the correct re- 

formulation but only ‘iyess’. 

The finding of this study shows different 

pattern of uptake of young children aged 

from 5 to 6 is different from children older 

than 6 and even adult. The differences were 

caused by two factors; the characteristics of 

the participants and the context. The higher 

uptake rate in this study is perhaps the con- 

text in this study was more form-focused 

and thus the students were more sensitive 

and receptive to feedback. Table 9 below 

shows the difference of uptake and repair 

rates in different studies. 

Table 9. Uptake and Repair Rates in Dif- 
ferent Studies 

 

CONCLUSION 

This study found that repetition was the 

majority feedback for grammatical errors. 

In providing feedback for phonological 
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errors, the teachers tended to give recasts. 

Then, explicit correction was the most 

frequent feedback for lexical errors. The 

finding related to the uptake rate of each 

type of feedback shows that elicitation and 

repetition led to the highest uptake rate and 

then followed by explicit correction and 

recast. Even though the overall uptake rate 

of recast was low compare to other types of 

feedback, in the case of phonological errors 

the uptake rate of recast was quite high. By 

investigating the relationship between 

learner errors, feedback, and learner uptake, 

it provided an integrated picture about 

construct under investigation. 

Furthermore, this study which attempted to 
investigate the corrective feedback and 

learner uptake in a young children bilingual 

classroom obtained somewhat different 

results from previous studies (Lyster and 

Ranta, 1997; Choi and Li, 2012). The 

pattern of feedback and uptake in this study 

was somewhat different from the previous 

studies. The differences were due to the 

distinctive characteristics of the context and 

participants. 

It could not be denied that there were 
weaknesses in this study. First, the duration 

of the observation was too short so that the 

data base obtained from the observation 

was not sufficient enough even reliable 

enough because the data for lexical errors 

for example was only a few. Second, the 

observation was not followed up with such 

interview to the teachers in order to ask 

their comments toward their choice of 

feedbacks in certain episode of the recorded 

lessons. Third, this study did not consider 

the role of individual differences in the 

occurrence of errors and provision of 

feedback. 

It is not clear whether certain ethnic and 

linguistic backgrounds were more likely to 

produce certain errors or whether the 

teacher varied the type and amount of 

feedback in accordance with the learners’ 

personal traits or dispositions. Thus, my 

suggestions for the further research related 

with this topic was that the further research 

could investigate the corrective feedback 

and learner uptake in a young children 

bilingual classroom by observing and 

recording the lesson in sufficient duration 

complete with follow up interview toward 

the teachers comments on their choice of 

feedbacks and also by considering the role 

of individual differences so that the results 

and the finding will be more holistic and 

reliable. 
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