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SECTION 1  PROJECT REGISTRATION 
 
1.1 Project Title 
Leader variation effects on interaction in second language conversation circles 
 

Start Date September 01, 2004 1.2a Anticipated Project dates 
Completion Date September 01, 2005 

1.2b While all protocols are dealt with as quickly as 
possible it is helpful to know in advance about 
pending agency deadlines.  Indicate if there is a 
specific funding agency deadline by which approval 
is required. 

Pending deadline date  

 
 
1.3 Principal or Lead Investigator at this site. (Must be a faculty or staff member in the Faculty of 

Education. If this is a student project, the faculty advisor is the Principal Investigator.) 
 

 PI Name Shelley Taylor 
Title & Position Assistant Professor 

Email taylor@uwo.ca 
(Please complete this section if this is a student project or thesis.) 

Student Name Anne Van Gilst 
Course / thesis / project Thesis 

Address 495 Baseline Rd. E 
Telephone 519-685-2908 

Email anne@vangilst.org 
 
 
1.4 Signature of Local Principal Investigator attesting that: 
a) all co-investigators have reviewed the protocol contents and are in agreement with the protocol as 

submitted; 
b) all investigators have read the Tri-Council Guidelines and the UWO Guidelines on Non-Medical Research 

Involving Human Subjects and agree to abide by the guidelines therein;  
c) the investigator(s) will adhere to the Protocol and Consent Form as approved; and  
d) the Principal Investigator will notify the Faculty Ethical Review Committee of any changes or adverse 

events/experiences in a timely manner; 
e) the study, if funded by an external sponsor, will not start until the contract/ agreement has been approved by 

the appropriate university, hospital or research institute official. 
 
 
 
Signature         Date 
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1.5 List all local co-investigators and collaborators.  Include research personnel only if they have a 

significant role in the conduct of the study. Expand chart as required. 
Name Title/Position Degrees Role 

    
    
    
    
 
 

YES  1.6a Is this a multi-centred study? 
NO X 

1.6b If YES, who is the Principal Investigator or Project Leader for the entire study? Provide name and 
contact information. 

 
 
SECTION 2 FUNDING 
 
 

Funding not required  
X 

Application Pending  
 

Funded  
 

2.1 What is the status of the funding or support for this 
project? Since preparing and reviewing a protocol 
takes a significant amount of time, we strongly 
recommend waiting to apply for ethics approval 
until after a project submitted for funding has 
received notification that the funding has been 
approved.  

In-Kind contribution only  
 If Application Pending; Funded; or In-Kind Contribution fill in chart below. 
2.2 
 

Name of funding agency(s) or 
sponsor(s) 

 

2.3 Name of investigator 
receiving/applying for funding 

 

2.4 Date submitted for funding.  
2.5 Agency/sponsor reference 

number if known 
 

2.6 Title as submitted to funding 
agency(s) if different than title of 
this ethics submission 
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SECTION 3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION  
 
Complete each section under the appropriate heading.  Be succinct and adhere to the page limitations. DO NOT 
DIRECT THE COMMITTEE TO ‘SEE ATTACHED’. DO NOT USE TEXT COPIED FROM FUNDING 
APPLICATIONS OR STUDY PROTOCOLS UNLESS IT PROVIDES A SUCCINCT SUMMARY OF THE  
METHODOLOGY APPROPRIATE FOR ETHICAL REVIEW AND DEALS WITH ETHICAL ISSUES.   Copies of 
detailed proposals submitted to a funding agency or sponsoring agency protocols will not be reviewed as the 
ethical issues are not often adequately addressed in  such documents and they frequently do not provide a 
succinct summary as noted above.  Your protocol will be RETURNED UNREVIEWED if the project description 
information is incomplete, illegible or improperly filled out. 
 

YES  3.1a Is this a sequel to previously approved research?   
 NO X 

3.1b If YES, indicate the previous ethics review number(s): 
 
3.1c If YES, describe differences from the previously approved protocol(s): 
 
 
 
3.2 Provide a brief one or two sentence overview of the proposed research describing the population, 

intervention and outcome. E.g. Children 5 to 8 years of age will view a video about animal mothers and 
their babies then be asked if they think there are any similarities between an animal mother’s 
behaviour and a  human mother’s behaviour.   The research will take place in the children’s classroom. 

To explore the learner/leader variation in relation to leader strategic competence in negotiation of 
meaning, I will use a case study approach to study 2 adult second language conversation circles over a 
series of 2 sessions.  The case analysis will involve a mixed method involving pre and post interviews of 
about 8-10 participants (3-4 multicultural English as a second language learners and one native speaker in 
each group) and an analysis of conversation sessions.   
 
3.4 Background & Justification – Address the scholarly and scientific validity of the study and the 

appropriateness of using human subjects.  (1 page maximum) 
⇒.  In the last few decades greater attention has been paid to the relationship between social, 

linguistic, and cognitive processes in language acquisition (e.g., Gass, 1997; Long, 1996; Swain, 1995; 
Wong Fillmore, 1991).  Long’s (1996) revised interaction hypothesis assumes that language acquisition 
results from meaning-negotiated conversational turns. He argues that negotiation for meaning “connects 
input, internal learner capacities, particular selective attention, and output in productive ways” (1996, p. 
452).  Long identifies a number of ways that meaning is negotiated: implicit and explicit negative 
evidence (information provided to learners concerning the incorrectness of an utterance), recasts 
(repeating utterances with modifications that correct errors), and modified input.  Spurred by Long’s 
interaction hypothesis, results from an increasing number of studies have begun to suggest that 
conversational interaction leads to better comprehension and linguistic production (e.g., Gas, 1997; Gass 
& Varonis, 1994; Long, Inagaki, & Ortega, 1998; Mackey & Philp, 1998; Mackey, 1999 and it “is not 
merely a forum for practice of grammatical structures but development of syntax” (Gas, 1997, p. 104). 
Subsequently, focus has been turned to specific interactional features, and recent studies are showing that 
negative feedback seems to promote linguistic development (e.g., Gass & Varonis, 1994; Long, Inagaki, 
& Ortega, 1998; Mackey, 1999). 

The goal of a conversation circle is to develop language proficiency or communicative 
competence. Savignon (1972) defines communicative competence as “the ability to function in a truly 
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communicative setting—that is, in a dynamic exchange in which linguistic competence must adapt itself 
to the total informational input, both linguistic and paralinguistic, of one or more interlocutors.” (p. 8). 
Shortly after Savignon’s work with communicative competence, Canale and Swain (1980; Canale, 1983) 
further clarified the components of communicative competence.  They identified four components: 
grammatical competence, sociolinguistic competence, discourse competence, and strategic competence. 
The integration of these competencies, they argued, should be the goal of language teaching in the 
communicative approach. Canale and Swain define strategic competence as a language user’s ability to 
negotiate gaps in knowledge of the language or breakdowns in communication. Although strategic 
competence is associated with the learner, it also plays a large role in the native speaker, or leader in a 
conversation circle. The leader is equally responsible for negotiating meaning with the added 
responsibility of providing access to the target language and helping learners fill those gaps in 
understanding or knowledge. A current gap in interaction research is the lack of understanding of what a 
teacher’s or a native speaker’s strategic competence is composed of. 

In her theory of second language acquisition, Wong Fillmore (1991) identifies three 
characteristics necessary for language learning and development of communicative competence:  
1)  learners who realize they need to learn the target language (TL) and are motivated to do so  
2)  speakers of the target language who know it well enough to provide the learners with access to the 

language and the help they need for learning it; and 
3) a social setting which brings learners and target language speakers into frequent enough contact to make 

language learning possible. (p. 53)  
In light of these, Wong Fillmore (1991) examines social, linguistic, and cognitive processes. This 

link between context and social, linguistic, and cognitive processes led me to be particularly interested in 
Wong Fillmore’s (1991) list of NS and NNS variations: willingness to interact, manner in which they do 
so, how they feel about interacting with learners/leaders/peers, what they regard as their responsibility, 
what they think would be helpful, and what they believe about own ability to communicate with 
learners/leaders/peers.   

Throughout the years, I have found conversation circles to be rich in interaction. Yet, because 
these programs have been optional with little to no curricular objectives to meet or guidelines to follow, 
the perceived value for learning and the approach to the conversations by both leaders and participants 
of conversation circles is in question. Understanding the interactions within a conversation may lead to 
the development of better practices by leaders and participants within the conversation circle and may 
further justify the inclusion of conversation circles as part of a second language curriculum. By improving 
the conversation circle environment, we also may increase the perceived value as a learning experience 
for learners and leaders.  

    
 
3.5 Objectives and Hypotheses: Provide a clear statement of the purpose and objectives of the  

project. (1 page maximum) 
⇒   
The following study looks at how the specific context of the conversation circle and participant 

variation affects negation of meaning. Specifically, what are the leader's specific competencies that 
are most helpful in providing learners with access to the language and help that they need for 
learning it? 
 
The following subset of questions will help guide my analysis:  

1. How does leader variation affect:  
a. What communicative competencies he/she chooses to help develop in the learner? 
b. What language forms (morphosyntactic, semantic, lexical, phonological) he/she chooses to 

attend to or negotiate? 
c. How he/she chooses to provide feedback? 
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i. How accurately the learner understands corrective feedback? 
ii. His/ her perceptions of learner attention and understanding?  

d. The role he/she plays in the conversation circle? 
e. How much he/she modifies input? 
f. The role he/she assigns to participants? 

2. How do the learners respond to and perceive the actions of the leader? 
3. How does learner variation affect 

a. What he/she chooses to attend to or negotiate? 
b. How he or she construes the leader’s feedback? 
c. How comfortable he/she feels to take risks? 
d. How much he/she initiates negotiation? 
e. The role he/she assigns to the leader, peers and himself/herself? 

  
 The answers to these questions will not be answered conclusively.  Rather by matching themes from 
interviews to the discourse analysis to see if there are any obvious correlations of perceptions, attitudes, 
and motivations, to the type of interaction initiated or language noticed by the participants, I hope to 
develop potential hypotheses to these questions which could then be further explored in future studies. 
 
 
3.6 Methodology – Describe the study design and what participants will be asked to do at each stage 

of the research.  Investigators are encouraged to use flow charts or diagrams in their descriptions. 
(2 page maximum) 

Part 1:  
The first part of my study includes semi-structured interviews with each of the participants to 

develop an understanding of both leader and learner variation. Although my study focuses on the leader, 
learner variation must also be considered to allow for a better understanding of subsequent leader action 
as well as learner perceptions of the leader. These interviews would have very open-ended questions that 
would allow the participants to describe their background and express their views freely while still 
addressing some of the areas of variation Wong Fillmore (1991) has identified.  See Appendix A for a list 
of possible questions. This interview is positioned before the observations to provide an understanding 
of the context and variations that will inform my analysis of the conversation session. Conversely, the 
observations of character displayed in the sessions may also inform my interpretations of the interviews.  
The post interviews, as explained later, will help minimize the bias from the interviews that guides my 
analysis of the conversation sessions.   

This would include 2 leaders and a maximum of 8 learners.  Each interview would last roughly ½ 
hour, totaling roughly 10 hours of pre-interviews.   I would not do all of these interviews during the same 
time period.  Rather, I would do all the members of one group a week before the recording of their 
conversation circle.  
 
Part 2:  

Next, I would videotape two one-hour sessions for each conversation group, totaling four hours. 
By videotaping the sessions I will be able to also view the body language that facilitates the interactions.  
The first session will be recorded near the beginning of a term when group members are starting to build 
relationships.   The second would be recorded well into a term when relationships are firmly established.  
I realize that two sessions do not allow me to see any long term changes in language use and limits my 
data.  However, two sessions from each group at different stages in a program will allow me to observe 
any variation in interactions caused by changes in group cohesion.  
 
Part 3: 
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The final data collection stage would be an hour post group interview with the learners in each 
group, totaling an additional four hours. In addition, I would conduct a 45 minute private interview with 
the leader after each session, adding an additional three hours.  The purpose of these interviews would be 
to clarify any questions that I may have of the participant’s and leader’s perceptions of the negotiations.  
Like Mackey, Gass, and McDonough’s (2000) study, I would rewind the video tape immediately after the 
session and replay it for the group and I would try to meet with the leader later in the day or the next day.  
The proximity of the interview to the conversation session is important to maximize participant recall, as 
I realize some of the participants’ thoughts may have been fleeting to begin with. At any point the 
participants could pause the tape and explain what they were thinking at that point in the interaction.  
Additionally, I would stop the tape during instances of negotiation and ask both leaders and learners to 
recall their thoughts at the time. I may also ask leaders why they chose to attend to a particular aspect and 
whether they thought the learners perceived the feedback correctly.  The clarification of the interaction 
thought processes is necessary to increase the reliability of my data since the cognitive processes are so 
elusive to the observer.   

After the final conversation session, I will also share with participants my initial interpretations 
and ask them to comment on the correlations I make from their interview responses to help reduce the 
influence of my own bias.   
 
 
3.7 Address the strengths and weaknesses of the selected design.  Specifically indicate why a 

particular design was selected. (1 page maximum) 
⇒  

Part 1:  
 The interview will give me access to participant’s backgrounds and attitudes that are necessary to 

know to address participant variation. By providing some guiding questions as well as open ended 
questions, key variations will hopefully be captured.  However, it will not be possible to know all 
participant variation as important variations may not be raised or the participant may not feel 
comfortable sharing with the researcher.  I realize that one challenge to attaining truthful and open 
interviews will be to gain the trust of the participants. To gain this trust, I will state that nobody but me 
will see the transcripts, and any excerpts that I plan to include in my thesis will only be included if the 
participant’s permission is granted. All of the participants’ names will be replaced by pseudonyms.  In 
addition, I will meet the group informally to help build their comfort around me, explain the process, and 
answer any questions they may have.   
 
Part 2:  

The focus of the conversation circle is not to elicit a particular grammar structure or learn 
specific vocabulary sets, but rather to negotiate meaning until all participants understand and successfully 
communicate.  Thus, to capture these processes as they naturally occur in this context, I will engage in 
naturalistic observation, recording and transcribing the conversation circles without modification to the 
normal session. Naturalistic observation dictates that I will only be an observer and will not become 
actively involved so as not to control or change what would normally occur in the conversation circle.  
By interviewing participants and having met previously as a group to discuss the study, I hope to 
minimize any discomfort arising from my presence.  The videotaping of the session will allow for close 
analysis and help the participants recall the session in the post interview.  

One concern of naturalistic observation is the potential absence of target data such as 
negotiations. Yet, the absence of one type or all types of negotiation lead to important questions of how 
the participants may influence this lack of negotiation. Of greater concern will be the interpretations I 
make of the findings in correlation to learner and leader variation. I will need to be extremely cautious of 
making any conclusions and will need to clarify my interpretations with the participants.   
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Part 3: 
The strength of the post interviews is to check my interpretations of the negotiations I observe in 

the videos.  Like Creswell (2003) summarizes, individuals “develop subjective meanings of their 
experiences…. These meanings are varied and multiple, leading the researcher to look for the complexity 
of views rather than narrowing meanings into a few categories or ideas” (p. 8). Thus, the goal of my 
research should be to “rely as much as possible on the participants’ views of the situation being 
studied”(p. 8).   With these perspectives, my job as the researcher becomes to make sense of these 
meanings acknowledging both my background and theirs.  Therefore, the post interview is an important 
portion of my study.  The interview acts to incorporate the participant’s views of the conversation circle 
and the interaction and learning that they are engaged in. Unfortunately, the participants may not 
remember their thoughts during some of the negotiations as they could have been very fleeting, or they 
may not be able to clearly articulate some abstract thoughts or understandings. In addition, participants 
may change their interpretation after viewing it for the second time. However those thoughts that they 
can remember will help make my interpretations more reliable.  
 
3.8 References – If possible please restrict the list to ten of the most relevant references.  References 

must contain the author, title of article, journal and page number(s). 
⇒ 
Canale, M., & Swain, M. (1980). Theoretical basis of Communicative Approaches to Second Language 

Teaching and Testing. Applied Linguistics 1: 1-47. 
Gass, S. (1997). Input, Interaction, and the Second Language Learner. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates, Publishers. 
Gass, S. (2003). Input and Interaction. (pp. 224-225). In Doughty and Long (Eds.) The Handbook of Second 

Language Acquisition. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing. 
Krashen, S. (1980). The input hypothesis. In J. Alatis (Ed.), Current issues in bilingual education (pp. 168-180). 

Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press. 
Long, M. (1985). Input and second language acquisition theory. In Gass, S.& Madden, C. (Eds.) Input in 

Second Language Acquisition. (pp. 377-393). Rowley, MA: Newbury House Publishers, Inc. 
Long, M. (1996). The Role of the Linguistic Environment in Second Language Acquisition. In W. Ritchie 

and T. Bhatia (Eds.) Handbook of Second Language Acquisition. (pp. 413-468).  San Diego, CA: 
Academic Press. 

Lyster, R., & Ranta, L. (1997). Corrective feedback and learner uptake. Studies in Second Language 
Acquisition, 20, 37-66. 

Mackey, A., Gass, S., & McDonough, K. (2000). How do learners perceive interactional feedback? Studies 
in Second Language Acquisition, 22, 471-497. 

Swain, M. (1995). Three functions of output in second language learning. In G. Cook & B. Seidlhofer 
(Eds.) Principle and practice in applied linguistics: Studies in honour of H. G. Widdowson (pp. 125-144). 
Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.  

Wong Fillmore, L. (1991). Second language learning in children: a model of language learning in social 
context. In E. Bialystok (Ed.), Language processing in bilingual children (pp 49-69). Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

 
3.9 Analysis – Discuss how the data will be analyzed.   (1 page maximum) 
⇒   
Part 1: 

 Each interview will be analyzed twice. Right after the interview the transcripts will be open-
coded using ATLAS TI.  Themes and patterns will be identified through this analysis.  After all 
interviews are completed they will be re-analyzed to identify additional themes that were more salient in 
other interviews. Later, these themes will be compared to the actions of the participants in the 
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conversation circle.  I will try to form possible correlations between the type and frequency of the 
interactions to some of the variations identified in the interview.    

 
 

Part 2:  
Each session will be transcribed. My hope is to minimize the time taken in the transcription by 

using voice recognition software into which I will repeat the interviews and conversation sessions.  The 
analysis would take the form of a micro ethnographic analysis that would be both quantitative and 
qualitative. Using ATLAS TI, I will code for particular categories identified in previous research: positive 
evidence, negative evidence, recasts, type of modifications made, and clarifying questions.  I would also 
code the focus of the attention, whether lexical, morphosyntactic, phonological, or semantic. I would 
also use open coding to look for additional categories that may appear.   These codes would be 
quantified as well as matched to the participants to observe who attended to what and how.   I will first 
do a pilot study to try and identify these codes and check for inter-rater reliability with two other raters.  
 

To aid in my analysis, I would include detailed descriptions of the setting, format, and learner and 
leader backgrounds. Chaudron (2003) states that naturalistic observation must systematically explain the 
physical and verbal context in order to “consider the possible social-interactive events that would 
influence pragmatic meanings and interpretations” (p. 766).  Indeed, this is the focus of my study--to 
look at the influences of the context and the participants on the negotiation processes that take place.     
 
 
Part 3: 
 The clarification of the interaction thought processes is necessary to increase the reliability of my data 
since the cognitive processes are so elusive to the observer. While this stage will be perhaps the most 
difficult, I believe it is necessary allow participants to add their own meanings and interpretations. If their 
interpretations differ from my own, I would be sure to include them in the discussion even if I did not 
agree with them. I would, however, include my analysis of their analysis. To be ethical, I would not 
include any sections of the transcripts without their permission. 
 
 
Part 4: 

Finally, the codes from both the interview and the conversation circle discourse will be 
qualitatively analyzed to try and correlate learner and leader variation with the negotiation actions.  I will 
attempt to create hypotheses in response to my questions.  
 
Complete this section ONLY if the duration of your project is expected to be longer than 12 months. 

ANNUALLY 
(default)  

EVERY 6 MONTHS  
EVERY 3 MONTHS  

3.10a Researchers are required to propose a continuing review 
process appropriate for this project.  At a minimum all protocols 
will require the completion of the an Annual Surveillance Report 
Form.   Please indicate your recommendation as to the 
frequency of the continuing review. EVERY MONTH  

3.1b If the risks associated with this project are such that they warrant  more than an annual review please 
discuss  what type of report you will provide.  

 
 
SECTION 4 RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS 
 
Sample Size: 
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4.1a Number of subjects in entire study 8-10 participants 
4.1b Number of subjects at this centre 8-10 participants 
4.1c Number of centres participating 1 
 
4.2 For all study types, justify the sample size.  If a formal sample size calculation was not used give 

a rationale for the proposed number of subjects. If a formal sample size calculation was 
performed, complete 4.3 and 4.4. 

⇒ A formal sample size was not used. Since this is a case study, two conversation groups will be selected 
with each group containing one leader and three to four participants. These small conversation groups 
allow for more interaction between participants and the native speaker to observe.  By having two 
groups, I would be able to observe the effects of variability of the participants, particularly with the 
leaders. Because of resource and time limitations, I am not able to study and interview more groups.  
However, I feel that this size is sufficient for a rich date study that will allow comparability. 
 
4.3 Sample Size Calculation – give the actual calculation 
⇒ 
 
4.4 Sample Size Reference:  

Give a reference for the formula used. If, instead of a calculation, a table in a published source 
was used, provide the reference(s) and table reference numbers.  If a sample size calculator was 
used, provide a description of the software package used and/or the URL for internet-based 
calculators. 

⇒ 
 
4.5 The study will involve: (check all that apply) √ 
Incompetent or unconscious participants  
Minors (under 18)  
Institutionalized persons (e.g. prison, extended care facility)  
UWO Psychology Pool  
Participants with language barriers (e.g. illiterate, non-English speaking, dysphasic)  
Employees or students of UWO or the institution where the study is being carried out  
Patients  
Pregnant women  
Participants recruited in emergency or life-threatening situations  
Other (describe) English as a Second language speakers who can communicate in English at an 
Intermediate level, although not fluently.  They are able to read English. 
   

YES X 4.6a Will the study involve males AND females? 
NO  

4.6b If NO, explain why only one gender is being selected. (e.g. condition under study is gender specific) 
 
 

LOWER AGE LIMIT 18 4.7 What is the age range of the participants? 
UPPER AGE LIMIT 65 

 
4.8 Participant Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria: List all inclusion/exclusion criteria and indicate with an 

asterisk (*) those criteria which will be included in the Letter of Information. 
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4.8a Inclusion Criteria 

A) Native speakers who are currently leaders in a conversation circle.  
B)  Both experienced and inexperienced leaders are required.  Leaders will be chosen for their 

variability in training.  Training may vary from no experience and no TESL training to leaders 
who have years of experience  with TESL certificates and other Second Language training.  

C) English as a Second Language learners of intermediate language levels currently in a conversation 
circle. 

4.8b Exclusion Criteria 
A) Participants who cannot read or whose language abilities are too weak to converse at an 

intermediate level. 
 

 
YES  
NO X 

4.9a Are these participants also taking part in other research? 

UNKNOWN  
4.9b If YES or UNKNOWN, explain any risks associated with participation in multiple studies 
 
 
4.10 What (if any) is the relationship between the researcher(s) and the subjects? 
There is no relationship between conversation circles in the city and the researcher expect for 
conversation circles at West London Alliance Church.   The researcher is the administrator for the West 
London Alliance (WLA) church conversation circles, although the researcher does not lead the 
conversation groups. Those participants at WLA do know the researcher as administrator, but she is not 
involved in the weekly small group conversations, but rather the administration of the program as a 
whole (i.e., set up, conversation topics, volunteer recruitment, announcements, long term planning). 
While there is concern for coercion, I believe the steps I have outlined in section 5.1 for agreement in 
the study would minimize any coercion that may be felt by participants. Additionally, there is no 
guarantee that the researcher would choose WLA groups as there are other groups in the community she 
would be contacting as well. 
 
 
SECTION 5 PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT  
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5.1 Describe the method of recruiting and sampling participants. 

I would choose  two conversation groups.  However, because I want to control for some of the 
variation, it could not be a completely random sample.  I will contact a number of conversation circles 
around the city for interested groups. I would try the LINK program, the Cross Cultural Learner’s 
Center, Limberlost Resource Center, and West London Alliance Church conversation circles in London. 
I would ensure that the programs chosen were comparable in size of the groups and formats.  From the 
responding groups I would select two groups. All groups would be multicultural and mixed sexes. Such a 
mix would ensure the naturally occurring cultural and gender variation in most conversation circles. To 
ensure the learner’s level of language would be high enough to participate in interviews with me and read 
the consent form, I would select two groups who were intermediate as determined by the programs.  In 
addition, to ensure leader variation, one of the groups would be led by a trained, experienced leader and 
the other would be led by a new volunteer. 

To avoid any sort of coercion, no financial incentives would be offered.  Participants would sign 
on because they were interested in the topic and wanted to be involved in a study. A potential source of 
coercion could be the influence of the institute providing the conversation circle. If the institute wants to 
promote the study they may encourage their participants to agree despite participant reservation.  All 
participants of the group must consent to participation for my study to include them. They will be asked 
to sign a consent form privately. (In the case of WLA, the groups would first be asked to cast a ‘yes’ or 
‘no’ anonymous ballot so that no names would be recognized by the researcher, and coercion because of 
acquaintance would be minimized.)   If one of the group members does not want to participate and does 
not sign, they would remain anonymous and the group would not be included in the study.  
 

 
5.2 Identify who will be contacting them . 
The researcher will contact the administrators of conversation circles around London, ON, and 
administrators will announce the study to conversation group leaders.  Interested conversation group 
leaders will inform learners of the opportunity.  After being informed of interested groups the researcher 
will contact the conversation groups directly and meet with them with consent forms. 
  
 5.3 Indicate where the research will be conducted. 
The research will be conducted in private rooms. 
 

YES  5.4 Will announcements or advertisements be used? 
NO X 

 If YES (Provide copies of all advertisements /announcements that will be used) 
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SECTION 6 RESEARCH PROCEDURES 
 
6.1 Indicate which of the following interventions, testing or procedures are to be performed on the human 

participants as part of this research study. (Check as many as needed) 
Interview/survey/questionnaire X Evaluation of program or services  

Cognitive or perceptual experiment  Non-invasive physical measurements (e.g. BP, 
temperature)  

Observation of public behaviour  Collection of biological materials  
Analysis of existing data  Retrospective chart or file review  

Audio or video taping X Other (specify)  
 
 
SECTION 7 INSTRUMENTS TO BE USED IN STUDY 
 
Instruments (forms) = questionnaires, assessment forms, scales, interviews, surveys and 

diaries etc. 
 
7.1 In the chart below list all instruments that will be used in the study.  Expand chart as required. 

 
If you are conducting open-ended or unstructured interviews or focus groups provide an outline of the 
topics to be discussed. 
 
Please indicate clearly on this chart, who will be completing the form (e.g. subject – self administered, 
subject-interviewed, caregiver, teacher etc) 

INSTRUMENT Who will be completing 
the form? 

STATUS 
Standard   
New    
Adapted 

Semi-structured Interview Researcher will 
tape record the 
interview 

New 

   
   
 
 
SECTION  8 DECEPTION OR PARTIAL DISCLOSURE TO BE USED IN THE STUDY 
 

YES  8.1a Do any of the procedures in this study include the use of deception or partial 
disclosure of information to participants?   NO X 

8.1b If YES, provide a rationale for the planned deception or partial disclosure. 
 
8.1c If YES, describe the procedures for a) debriefing the participants and b) giving them a second 

opportunity to consent to participate after debriefing. 
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SECTION 9 RISKS AND BENEFITS OF THE RESEARCH 
 
 

9.1 
RISKS & DISCOMFORTS: Discuss the overall risks of the proposed research, and specify the particular 
risks and discomforts associated with each aspect of the protocol. Consider physical, psychological, 
emotional, social, economic etc. risks and stressors.  

Because the conversation circles are pre-existing and continue regardless of this study, observation of the 
study would not create any risks or discomforts 
 
Groups with members who feel discomfort in being videotaped would not be chosen to be in the study. 
Members would be made aware of all parts of the study before they consent to participate. Participants 
would be assured that only the researcher, primary investigator, and their group members would see the 
video. 
 
 
 

9.2 
BENEFITS: Discuss any possible direct benefits to the research participants as a result of their 
participation in the study.   Please note that monetary compensation is not considered a benefit.  If 
applicable, discuss possible benefits to society at large or the population being studied. 

To the learners the interviews will provide extended conversational practice.  In addition, by observing 
themselves in the recordings and being asked to explain what they were thinking, the learners are 
developing their metacognitive understanding of learning a language.  Similarly, both learners and leaders 
and may become more aware of each other’s perceptions of their feedback which may help leaders 
provide more effective feedback to the learners, and help learners understand feedback more.    

 
Providing further insight into the role of interaction within a conversation circle and the influence of 
leader and participant variation will have a number of practical applications.  Understanding leader and 
learner variation may help match leader attitudes and feedback with learner expectations and may 
indicate the type of training required by leaders as well as the format, if any, the conversation circle 
should take. In addition, the resulting interactions can be examined for their role in linguistic, cognitive, 
and social language processes.  These understandings may lead to the development of better practices by 
leaders and participants within the conversation circle and may further justify the inclusion of 
conversation circles as part of a second language curriculum. By improving the conversation circle 
environment, we also may increase the perceived value of the conversation circle as a learning experience 
for learners and leaders.  

 
 
 
 
 
SECTION 10 COMPENSATION AND COSTS 
 

YES  10.1a Will the participants be compensated or reimbursed for their time and 
expenses? NO X 

10.1b If YES, provide details.  Specify the amount, what the compensation or reimbursement is for, and how 
payment will be determined for participants who do not complete the study. 

 
 
10.2a YES  



Faculty of Education Ethical Review Submission Form (version – May 2002)............................................................ Page 15 
  
 
 Are the participants likely to incur any additional expenses or inconveniences as 

a result of their participation in this study? NO X 

10.2b If YES, describe 
 
 
 
SECTION 11 PROTECTION OF HEALTH AND SAFETY OF PARTICIPANTS  
 
11.1 Describe facilities and procedures to protect the physical and mental health, comfort and safety of the 

participants. 
 
 

YES  11.2a Will the study be likely to induce stress, fear, anxiety in some or all participants 
or require them to discuss painful memories of past events? NO X 

11.2b If YES, explain what resources you will make available to subjects to cope with such stress. 
 
 
SECTION 12 INFORMATION ON THE RESEARCH RECORDS 
 
12.1 Describe the procedures to be used to ensure anonymity of participants and for preserving the 

confidentiality of data both during the research and in the release of the findings.  Describe any 
condition in which confidentiality or anonymity cannot be guaranteed or must be breached. 

All references to the participants will use pseudonyms except on the consent forms.  Only the researcher 
and primary investigator will have access to tapes and transcripts.  Before using any portions from the 
transcripts in published material, the researcher will ask for consent from the participants.  
 
If any conversation divulges information that indicates any sort of unreported abuse or criminal activity, 
anonymity cannot be guaranteed and a report to police or the appropriate authority must be made.    
 
12.2 Describe the procedures for securing and storing written records, videotapes, computer discs, 

recordings and questionnaires etc.  Describe the method of disposal and indicate the length of time the  
material will be retained. 

Transcripts and videotapes will be stored at the home of the researcher in a locked filing cabinet. The 
video tapes will be destroyed after the research is completed.  
 

12.3 Identify all agencies or individuals other than the research team who may have access to confidential 
data collected for this study, now or in the future e.g. the Sponsor(s), regulatory agencies such as 
Health Canada or the FDA etc. 

 
 
12.4 Briefly describe any plans for provision of feedback to participants. 

 
After the thesis or any papers are completed, I would contact the participants and provide them with the 
paper, highlighting sections where I use excerpts from the transcripts or interviews.  Participants would 
be able to approve the excerpts or ask for their removal.  These requests would be honored.  They will all 
be provided with a summary of the study once it is completed.  
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SECTION 13 INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENTATION 
 

Disclaimer: The Ethical Review Committee does not assess the legal validity of the consent form nor does it 
provide any other legal advice. 

 
13.1 If written consent cannot be obtained from potential participants prior to intervention or written consent 

is not appropriate, provide a justification. (E.g. completion of a questionnaire in a survey study is 
evidence of compliance.) 

 
 
 
13.2 Attach a copy of the documentation that will be used to inform and obtain consent from the potential 

participants about the research. Use separate pages for the Letter of Information and the Consent 
Form. Wording regarding the participant’s consent must comply with the UWO policies and procedures 
and participants must be given a copy of the Letter of Information to keep for reference. 
 
Requests for interviews with persons in authority need not follow such a structured 
outline. (see Section 10.0 in the Guidelines.) 

COMPLETE CHECKLIST ON NEXT PAGE  
&  

INCLUDE IT WITH YOUR SUBMISSION 
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Appendix A 

 
 

Possible interview questions 
 
Learners 

1) Where are you from? What are you currently doing? 
2) What amount of exposure do you get to the English language? 
3) Describe your language learning background and level of education. 
4) What are you most concerned about in your language development? 
5) Have you participated in conversation circles before?  Describe your experiences to this point. 
6) What value do you place on conversation circles? 
7) What do you see as your responsibility in the conversation circle? 
8) How do you view your peers in the circle? 
9) What role should the leader play? 

 
Leaders 

1) Describe your experience teaching or working with ESL students? 
2) What courses have you taken concerning second language acquisition? 
3) How long have you been involved conversation circles in particular? 
4) Why are you involved in this conversation circle? 
5) What do you see as the purpose of the conversation circle? 
6) What do you see as your responsibility in the conversation circle? 
7) What is your role in the conversation circle? 
8) How and when do you provide feedback? 
9) How do you view the learners? 
10) How do you monitor a learners understanding? 
11) Do you have any theories of how ESL students learn best
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13.3 CHECKLIST – INFORMATION & CONSENT DOCUMENTATION 

Checklist must be included with the protocol submission. 
HAVE YOU INCLUDED OR ADDRESSED THE FOLLOWING ISSUES? 
YES Not 

Appl 
(see Informed Consent documentation guidelines Appendix 1 NMREB 
guidelines for detailed description/requirements of each category) 

X  Title of the research 
X  Identity of researchers & sponsors 
X  Invitation to participate in research 
X  Information & consent documents addressed to research participant  
X  Summary explanation of  research 
X  Number of participants – total & local 
X  Participant inclusion & exclusion criteria 
X  Description of the research and any experimental procedures 
X  Explained specific research techniques 
X  Estimate of participant’s time commitment                     
X  Location of the research 
X  Described Risks / Harms / Benefits 
x  Explained voluntary participation and freedom to refuse to participate/withdraw at any time. 
  Participation in concurrent or future studies 
  Notification of new findings 
X  Anonymity 
X  Confidentiality  
  Alternative treatments 
X  Contact person(s) for participants a) regarding the study &  b) subject rights 
  Compensation & Costs to Subjects 
  No waiver of rights 
  No indication of institutional or REB approval 
x  Publication of results 
  Conflict of Interest declared 
  Measures taken to deal with stress, anxiety, or fear induced by study, if any 
X  Language Level -  lay language, grade 8 level 
  Formatting – pages numbered, type size, page layout, header/footer, headings 
X  Consent Statement as per UWO standard or written consent not required 
X  Signatures – participant, person obtaining consent 

 what the study is about 
 why the child is eligible to participate for the study 
 procedures, what will happen 
 voluntary participation, withdrawal 
 risks, discomforts 
 benefits 
 contacts 
 an invitation to ask questions 

  Assent form for 
children 7+ 
(Optional) 

 signature 
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SECTION 14 CROSS-CULTURAL RESEARCH 
 
INCLUDE THIS SECTION ONLY IF THIS ETHICS SUBMISSION DEALS WITH CROSS-
CULTURAL RESEARCH. 
 
Submissions dealing with aboriginal peoples, isolated or non-traditional communities, or 
work in other countries must include this section. 
 
If the research is cross-cultural, special consideration will be given when reviewing the 
ethical standards to ensure that the work is carried out in an ethically sound manner yet 
within the norms of the community. 
 
14.2a Indicate which of the following special considerations should be acknowledged when 

reviewing the ethical standards of your research. √ 
Barriers to or other unusual considerations about obtaining access to subjects.  
Reduced ability to obtain informed consent.  
Reduced ability to ensure privacy.  
Different cultural views of the kinds of activities and information to which privacy concerns apply.  
Acquisition and use of cultural property, both tangible and intellectual.  
 
 
14.2b Address how the work will be dealt with and what approvals have been or will be sought from the 

community. 
 
 


