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ABSTRACT 

The Oral Proficiency Interview (OPI) is an assessment of second language oral 

proficiency administered by the New Brunswick Department of Education and Early 

Childhood Development (NB-EECD) for students enrolled in French second language 

(FSL) programs, including French immersion (FI). OPI results for 2018-2019 indicate 

that approximately one-half of Grade 12 early French immersion (EFI) students reached 

the provincially-set target of Advanced oral proficiency. Another large percentage—

33.5%— reached the Intermediate Plus level, meaning that they possessed many 

characteristics of Advanced speakers but could not sustain this kind of oral competence 

throughout the interview. Similar results have been consistently reported over many years 

of testing using the OPI (NB-EECD, 2019b). This qualitative research of Grade-1-entry-

point EFI students’performance on the OPI, through detailed discourse analysis of OPI 

interviews retrieved from the NB-EECD, illustrates the discursive strengths and 

limitations of student performance on interviews rated at the Intermediate Plus (N=3) and 

Advanced (N=3) levels of oral proficiency. Following Celce-Murcia’s theory of 

communicative competence (2007a), these findings can inform teaching practices 

favouring a holistic approach to teaching (Celce-Murcia, 2007a; Goh & Burns, 2012; Le 

Bouthillier, 2018b), narrow the divide between practical and theoretical aspects of 

language learning and assessment (Council of Europe, 2001), and help deconstruct the 

assessment criteria to guide student discourse toward a higher student achievement at the 

Advanced level.  
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Chapter One: Introduction 

 
Statement of the Problem 

The year 2019 marked the 50th anniversary of New Brunswick’s Official 

Languages Act, which established English and French as the two official languages of 

New Brunswick. The adoption of Bill 88 by the Legislative Assembly in 1981 further 

reinforced “the equality of status and equal rights and privileges of the two linguistic 

communities [by entitling each] to separate institutions in which cultural, educational, 

and social activities could be carried on” (Office of the Commissioner of Official 

Languages for New Brunswick, 2013). Upholding the unique status of official 

bilingualism does not, however, come without its challenges, given the occasional 

tensions that surface between the minority francophone and the majority anglophone 

communities, especially with regard to linguistic rights. 

The New Brunswick Department of Education and Early Childhood Development 

(NB-EECD) has taken an active role in providing opportunities for all students to learn 

both of New Brunswick’s official languages (2018c) in order to reduce the linguistic 

divide between anglophone and francophone residents within the province and to ensure 

that no student of either linguistic community be disadvantaged. Within the New 

Brunswick context, “French immersion (FI) programs are especially well positioned to 

develop Anglophone students’ intercultural consciousness regarding French-English 

bilingualism and Francophone cultures” (Keating Marshall & Bokhorst-Heng, 2018, p. 

291). For francophones living in most parts of New Brunswick, the access and exposure 

to English renders its acquisition somewhat easier than is the case for anglophones 

learning French. For this reason, the opportunity for anglophone students to develop 
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greater French language skills as part of their schooling is extremely important in their 

personal development of bilingualism and in creating a greater number of citizens able to 

work and function in both official languages. 

 Currently, three pedagogical programs within the anglophone education system in 

New Brunswick offer the study of French as a second or additional language: early 

French immersion (EFI) and late French immersion (LFI), starting in Grades 1 and 6 

respectively, and the English Prime program, which has built-in Pre-Intensive, Intensive 

and Post-Intensive French programs (NB-EECD, 2018b, 2018c). In EFI, Grade 1 students 

have 90% of their instruction in French. This decreases incrementally as they move on to 

higher grade levels (i.e., 80% in Grades 3 to 5, 70% in Grades 6 to 8, 50 % in Grades 9 

and 10, and 25% in Grades 11 and 12) (NB-EECD, 2018b, 2018c). All students not 

registered in the EFI program commence their study of French in Grade 4 with 150 

minutes per week of French instruction delivered through the Pre-Intensive French 

program—the first of a three-tier French instruction program in English Prime.1 Intensive 

French in Grade 5 provides a minimum of 345 hours of French instruction, and Post-

Intensive French (PIF) in Grade 6 requires students to complete one French course per 

year up to Grade 10. Grade 6 is an important year: Students who have completed 

Intensive French in Grade 5 can either continue learning French through the PIF program 

or enter the LFI program. Much like EFI, time spent in French as a target language in LFI 

programs decreases incrementally as students proceed to higher grade levels (i.e., 70% in 

Grades 6 to 8, 50% in Grades 9 and 10, and finally 25% in Grades 11 and 12) (NB-

EECD, 2018b, 2018c). 

                                                
1 English Prime constitutes the regular program for all anglophone students nor registered in Early 

or Late French Immersion programs.  
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 The linguistic objective for French Second Language (FSL) is to have students 

meet or exceed the language proficiency expectation for their respective program as set 

forth by the NB-EECD. The anticipated level of oral proficiency attributed to each 

program is, among other factors, reflective of the amount of time allotted to the 

instruction of French within these programs (Kristmanson, 2006). According to Lazaruk, 

“the benefits of early entrance into a total immersion program manifest most strongly in 

graduates’ improved speaking skills” (2007, p. 610). In New Brunswick, proficiency 

levels that characterize the oral communication skills of L2 students derive from the Oral 

Proficiency Interview (OPI) scale. Both the OPI measure and its assessment scale are 

described in Chapter 2. For Grade 12 students with a Grade 1 entry point in the EFI 

program, the target is Advanced proficiency or better; for LFI students, it is Intermediate 

Plus or better; and for students in PIF, it is Intermediate or better (NB-EECD, 2009). 

These are but three of nine levels of proficiency to appear on the scale which presents a 

progressive description of language abilities (NB-EECD, 2003). Generally speaking, the 

reported differences between the Intermediate Plus and Advanced levels of proficiency—

of particular interest for this study given EFI students’ ranking within those two levels—

rest in the depth and wider range of topical conversation observed in Advanced speakers 

and the occasional language breakdown experienced by speakers at the Intermediate Plus 

level. That is to say, a speaker at the Intermediate Plus level can satisfy a wide range of 

the assessed conversational requirements and can do so with a high level of fluency but 

seemingly cannot maintain a performance at an Advanced level for the duration of the 

OPI. The Advanced level of the OPI assessment scale is expected to be attained or 
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exceeded by EFI students at the end of Grade 12. To this end, an active interest is taken 

in improving student performance on the oral proficiency assessment at the school level.  

 Due to New Brunswick’s unique status as a bilingual province, French language 

instruction occurs in both francophone (French first language schools) and anglophone 

(French second language programs) sectors. Policy 309—the policy governing the design 

and delivery of FSL programs within the anglophone sector—was initially implemented 

in 1994 and subsequently revised in 2001, 2009, and 2018 (NB-EECD, 2018c). 

Following its latest review, Policy 309 still “establishes standards for the provision of 

FSL programs in New Brunswick Anglophone school districts” (NB-EECD, 2018c, p. 1), 

despite the removal of the expectations and proficiency goals of all three FSL programs 

(EFI, LFI, and PIF), a feature explicitly stated in the 2009 version of this Policy (NB-

EECD, 2009). It remains to be seen whether the retraction of such anchoring information 

as end-of-program proficiency goals for students—now posted in the respective 

curriculum documents—will influence the learning of French within New Brunswick’s 

FSL Programs. Revisions to Policy 309 (2018c) have led to the retraction of the 

proficiency goal stating that 70% of EFI students were meant to achieve an Advanced 

level of French proficiency by the end of Grade 12. Although this information is no 

longer explicitly stated in the Policy, the 70% benchmark will remain, for the purpose of 

this study, as the point of reference against which the yearly OPI provincial results 

communicated by the Department can be measured in a meaningful way. Currently, New 

Brunswick’s 10-year Education Plan (NB-EECD, 2016) secures French as one of nine 

“key priority areas” and constitutes the only document asserting an achievement target 
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with “90% of Grade 12 students achieving appropriate2 or higher levels on the provincial 

French Second Language oral proficiency assessment” by 2025 (p. 15). That 50.7% of 

EFI students in the 2018-2019 academic year achieved their proficiency target (NB-

EECD, 2019b)3 offers a measurable performance gap. The initial target of 70% provides 

a sobering perspective. The revised target of 90% provides an even more sobering 

perspective.  

 Regardless of the existing policies and regulations set forth by the NB-EECD and 

of the efforts made by teachers throughout the years, a gap between policy, research, and 

practice results in many students falling short of attaining the targeted level of oral 

proficiency (NB-EECD, 2019b). Because decision-makers have relied on student results 

from such provincial assessments as the OPI to determine FI program efficiency and 

influence public opinion in favour of changes to language instruction for anglophone 

students in New Brunswick (Bosse, 2019; NB-EECD, 2018d; NB-EECD, 2019b; Poitras 

2019), and because EFI student performance on the OPI assessment remains below the 

70% achievement target (NB-EECD, 2009), let alone the 90% achievement target (NB-

EECD, 2016), research on student performance on the OPI is called for. With 46.7 % of 

Grade 12 EFI students attaining a proficiency level of advanced or higher in 2017-2018 

(NB-EECD, 2018d) and 50.7% in 2018-2019 (NB-EECD, 2019b), one could argue that 

the decision to change the entry point to the EFI program4 constitutes a superficial and 

                                                
2 There is no indication that “appropriate” in the 10-year Education Plan (NB-EECD, 2016) 

equates to an Advanced level of proficiency. 
3 This and all other in-text references to the “Grade 12 Provincial Assessment Results—2018–

2019 French Second Language Oral Proficiency” (NB-EECD, 2019b) can no longer be tracked online 
because this report has since been replaced. The original document can be retrieved directly from the 
Department of EECD. 

4 See Chapter 2, “Early French Immersion: Program and Oral Proficiency Goals in New 
Brunswick,” for information on the changes to the EFI program in New Brunswick. 
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simplistic attempt to address the current state of EFI student achievement on the 

provincial OPI, especially since “EFI is the one French second language program that has 

proven its ability to produce high levels of bilingualism” (Dicks, 2008, p. 9). Perhaps a 

more significant improvement and proactive approach to strengthening L2 proficiency for 

EFI students in New Brunswick lies within research on Grade 12 students’ language 

abilities at the time of their OPI. This research investigates student performances on the 

OPI assessment in the interest of improving pedagogy and strengthening L2 teaching and 

learning in New Brunswick.  

Theoretical Framework: Communicative Competence 

The FI curriculum serves to develop anglophone language learners’ ability to 

understand and use French to communicate and convey ideas in various day-to-day real-

life situations (NB-EECD, 2018a). Although “language learners’ speaking proficiency 

(and even the proficiency of native speakers) is not a monolithic construct” (Goh & 

Burns, 2012, p. 45), one of the fundamental principles facilitating language development 

for language learners stipulates that the target language should be viewed as a whole 

(NB-EECD, 2018a). Whereas studying sequenced isolated and fragmented elements of 

language has proven inefficient for language learning and for supporting learners in their 

understanding of the language, second-language acquisition and the understanding of 

conventions and language mechanisms are best achieved through an authentic 

communicative context through which integrated core language skills (listening, 

speaking, reading and writing) interact and collaboratively contribute to language 

development.  
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 Language acquisition is optimized by the interrelatedness of several language 

skills, and the acquisition of oral language embodies distinct elements. Models of 

communicative competence illustrate the knowledge and abilities that operate to facilitate 

oral communication within a context. Le Bouthillier (2016) noted an evolution of the 

communicative competence construct since its initial conception by Hymes in 1972. 

Despite contributions made by influential scholars (e.g., Savignon, 1972; Canale & 

Swain, 1980; Moirand, 1982; Bachman, 1990; Celce-Murcia et al., 1995), Hymes’ (1972) 

fundamental concept that language structure and its acquisition are context-dependent has 

remained faithfully represented in all subsequent developed models of communicative 

competence through the inclusion of linguistic and sociolinguistic competencies or their 

equivalents. I have chosen the model developed by Celce-Murcia (2007a) for its 

practicality in the language classroom and because it was designed specifically for 

language teachers. Although all models of communicative competence position language 

development as a construct reaching beyond grammatical accuracy, Celce-Murcia’s 

revised model (2007a), being the most recent, was conceptually instrumental in 

facilitating observations of EFI students’ spoken ability in the OPI, especially given the 

traditional overemphasis of grammatical accuracy in the L2 classroom and among L2 

instructional resources (Celce-Murcia, 2007b). Her work presents a model of 

communicative competence as six interrelated components which develop concomitantly 

with the learner’s language abilities (Celce-Murcia, 2007a). Celce-Murcia’s model 

includes linguistic, formulaic, sociocultural, interactional, and strategic competencies, all 

interacting simultaneously to build and strengthen L2 learners’ discourse competence.  
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 In its broadest sense, discourse competence refers to learners’ ability to coherently 

communicate “a unified spoken message” (Celce-Murcia, 2007a, p. 46). In New 

Brunswick, the OPI presents a venue through which language learners can demonstrate 

the extent of their spoken ability. Although interviewers rely on a holistic scale of 

performance descriptions (Appendix B) to situate learners’ language proficiency (NB-

EECD, 2019a), criteria defining functions, content and accuracy as facets of speaking 

competence also serve as guiding tools to measure how well students develop the 

speaking competence required to meet the linguistic demands of the OPI assessment. No 

framework, however, has yet to depict oral proficiency as comprehensively as Bachman 

(1990) with the components of language proficiency included in his model of 

communicative language ability (CLA).  

Celce-Murcia’s (2007a) theoretical framework of communicative competence for 

language teaching, which forms the theoretical basis for my analysis of selected OPIs, is 

congruent with Bachman’s (1990) depiction of proficiency as a construct for language 

assessment. Whereas Bachman’s model informs language assessment, Celce-Murcia’s 

model reinforces language teaching pedagogy. Because the OPI assessment remains as 

the existing framework used to determine students’ French oral proficiency, both Celce-

Murcia’s model of communicative competence and Bachman’s model of CLA constitute 

foundational frameworks for my research on EFI oral proficiency assessment in New 

Brunswick. My chapter on methodology for this research will elaborate on how samples 

of students’ language taken from OPIs will be measured in light of these frameworks in 

order to depict strengths and limitations in EFI student discourse. 
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Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this qualitative research is to gain a clearer understanding of 

selected students’current performance on the OPI in terms of strengths and limitations 

within EFI student discourse in relation to criteria from the OPI assessment scale. 

Ultimately, such findings could improve pedagogy and student attainment. Although 

results from the Grade 12 OPI are communicated to schools, they are seldom used, in my 

experience as a high school FI teacher, to initiate changes in language instruction or to 

advance L2 teaching, perhaps because they convey students’ attained levels of 

proficiency rather than provide anecdotal reports of student performances with 

descriptive feedback. Research on Grade 12 EFI students’ performance with respect to 

the communicative competence they exhibit during their OPI remains unexplored, thus 

presenting a timely opportunity to identify abilities and deficiencies in select interviews 

rated at the Intermediate Plus level, the half level below the targeted Advanced level of 

proficiency. Understanding the nature of the linguistic elements that seemingly prevent 

Grade 12 EFI students from attaining the anticipated level of oral proficiency expected 

from the NB-EECD is a logical step toward enhancing student achievement in French. 

 The findings of this research are anticipated to contribute to professional 

development initiatives with teachers in an attempt to help them support their students in 

attaining the targeted proficiency level. A qualitative comparative analysis of the oral 

performance of EFI students at two different levels—Advanced and Intermediate Plus—

provides a detailed exploration of EFI student ability. Advancing knowledge in the field 

of language assessment and rendering it accessible to L2 teachers in New Brunswick 
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presents an opportunity to improve assessment results that have remained rather stagnant 

for many years (NB-EECD, 2019b).  

 This research carries political, social, and pedagogical implications with respect to 

second language (L2) teaching and learning in Anglophone districts in New Brunswick. 

It is anticipated that this work will thus contribute to the collective efforts of those who 

seek to advance student oral achievement in L2 programming in New Brunswick and will 

also provide suggestions for further research in the field.  

Conclusion 

This first chapter establishes the background and purpose of this study and the 

need to conduct research on EFI students’ oral language abilities during the OPI. Chapter 

Two presents an initial review of the literature pertaining to language development and 

assessment, then delivers the two questions that highlight the main purpose of this 

research. Chapter Three depicts a detailed methodological approach, including the 

reflexive measures and considerations which informed my choice to apply a discourse 

analysis to the research problem. Chapter Four explicates the results and presents my 

analysis, informing the discussion and recommendations proposed in Chapter Five. 
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Chapter Two: Theoretical Framework and Empirical Literature Review 

 
History of the Oral Proficiency Interview as a Language Assessement 

In New Brunswick, the OPI is currently the only provincially-administered 

assessment tool used in the anglophone districts to identify FI students’ French oral 

proficiency level upon their graduation from high school. The use of oral interviews as a 

standard-based proficiency assessment can be traced back to the American Foreign 

Service Institute—a United States Government agency tasked with developing a method 

of testing the foreign language competencies of U. S. Government Civil Service 

employees (ILR, 2011b). American language testing frameworks such as the Interagency 

Language Roundtable (ILR) Scale and the Proficiency Guidelines developed by the 

American Council for the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) and the Educational 

Testing Services (ETS) have guided language assessment in U.S. Government agencies 

and academic contexts ensuring that “the two proficiency testing systems are 

complementary” (ILR, 2011b) regardless of the different proficiency scales. These 

frameworks have also influenced the OPI assessment scale currently used in New 

Brunswick (NB-EECD, 2003; 2019a; Vandergrift, 2006). Although the New Brunswick 

OPI framework stems from the principles of ACTFL and ETS, it is not paired with any 

other assessment to measure proficiency in reading and writing and thus is limited to 

documenting oral proficiency. Comparatively, the ACTFL scale, with its five levels of 

proficiency—three of which are further subdivided for a total of eleven levels—presents 

different ranges from the New Brunswick OPI scale and evaluates candidates’ language 

abilities in speaking, writing, listening, and reading (ACTFL, 2012b). Just as the ETS 

modifications to the ILR scale met the assessment needs of U.S. colleges and high school 
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students (NB-EECD, 2019a), further adaptations of New Brunswick students’ oral 

production allowed the implementation and use of the OPI tailored to a New Brunswick 

context.  

The ETS from Princeton trained the first cohort of New Brunswick evaluators in 

the mid-1970s (M. Vienneau, personal communication, January 24, 2020). The 

Memramcook Institute in New Brunswick then hosted subsequent training sessions for 

additional evaluators with student volunteers to assist in practical training exercises. 

Training for evaluators has since evolved with modern practices favouring mentorship 

with the pairing of new interviewers with experienced evaluators.  

Although knowledge of the various FSL programs and a sound understanding of 

language teaching and learning techniques are assets for any OPI evaluator, neither the 

OPI nor the ACTFL Guidelines (ACTFL, 2012b) are “based on any particular theory, 

pedagogical method, or educational curriculum” (p. 3). Each remains an independent 

“instrument for the evaluation of functional language ability” (ACTFL, 2012b, p. 3) 

within which raters adopt a floor-to-ceiling approach (Clifford, 2016; Cox & Malone, 

2018; NB-EECD, 2019a) in determining a candidate’s oral proficiency level. This 

establishes the notion that the candidate’s performance will be situated within a range 

of abilities (ACTFL, 2012; Clifford, 2016; NB-EECD, 2019a). The ultimate goal of the 

OPI interviewer is to decipher the highest sustained level of proficiency demonstrated by 

the candidate throughout the interview (NB-EECD, 2019a). Experienced interviewers 

analyze candidates’ speech samples according to a global impression of their language 

proficiency using a tridimensional model of analysis which assists in recognizing facets 

of proficiency that include function, content, and accuracy (NB-EECD, 2019a).  
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In the New Brunswick school system, the Grade 12 OPIs are semi-structured 

face-to-face recorded interviews conducted by trained examiners hired by the NB-

EECD. These interviewers visit New Brunswick high schools twice per year (once in 

each semester) to meet with Grade 12 FSL students preregistered according to their 

semester courses, which grants them a one-time access to the interview. These 

prescheduled interviews allow OPI evaluators to meet with students individually in a 

suitable space specifically designated for OPIs within each school. Evaluators can thus 

elicit language samples—a twenty- to thirty-minute conversation—from which oral 

proficiency can be assessed. The New Brunswick OPI comprises four consistent 

stages—warm-up, level checks, probes, and wind-down—designed to efficiently draw 

out rateable speech samples (NB-EECD, 2019a), with each stage holding a distinct 

purpose within the interview process. The warm-up helps students who may be uneased 

by this type of face to face interaction (Bachman and Palmer, 2010). This initial phase 

constitutes a simple introduction and exchange between the interviewer and candidates 

which allows them to get comfortable and possibly generate topics to explore later in the 

interview. The warm-up accustoms candidates to the target language as spoken by the 

interviewer and also situates the interviewer with an initial impression to candidates’ 

target language abilities (NB-EECD, 2019a). Whereas the level check positively 

identifies the highest level of competence candidates can sustain (the floor), the probe 

pushes them to the breaking point of their linguistic abilities (the ceiling), either to 

confirm or to review the proficiency level attributed during the level check stage of the 

interview. In the final stage of the interview, the wind-down leaves candidates with a 

positive impression of the interview experience.  
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 The assessment scale used to assess the language sample includes six main 

levels, where student proficiency is ranked as either Unrateable, Novice, Basic, 

Intermediate, Advanced or Superior (Appendix A2). Students who clearly meet the 

requirements of a given level yet struggle to maintain the conversation at the 

subsequent proficiency level for the duration of the interview may find themselves 

speaking in between levels. In such cases a “Plus” will be added to the level of 

proficiency (NB-EECD, 2019a). The global scale thus comprises nine levels: 

Unrateable, Novice, Basic, Basic Plus, Intermediate, Intermediate Plus, Advanced, 

Advances Plus, and Superior (Appendix B). Judgements of candidates’ functional use of 

language rests in their ability to execute speech acts (function) within a range of 

discussed topics (content) with an acceptable degree of precision and coherence 

(accuracy). Attainment of a given level of proficiency confirms that the candidate, based 

on the language sample provided, has met the assessment criteria established for that 

specific level of proficiency (Sandrock & Swender, 2012, as cited in Cox & Malone, 

2018). Unfortunately, because the interview elicits spontaneous and unrehearsed 

conversations, as stated by Cox and Malone (2018), students may feel challenged if 

presented with topics of conversations unfamiliar to them. Nonetheless, their linguistic 

profile of strengths and weaknesses as perceived by the interviewer at the time of the OPI 

defines their language proficiency in relation to the global OPI performance description. 

Grade 12 EFI students should reach the Advanced level of proficiency which is described 

as follows on the OPI scale:5 

                                                
5 See Appendix B for global descriptions of all levels included on the New Brunswick OPI scale. 
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Able to speak the language with sufficient structural accuracy and vocabulary to 

participate effectively in most formal, and in all informal conversations, on 

practical, social, and academic or work-related topics. Can describe in detail and 

narrate accurately. Can discuss abstract topics and ideas as well as events; can 

support opinions and hypothesize. Accent may be obvious but never interferes 

with understanding. Control of grammar is good and speech is fluent. Sporadic 

errors still occur, but they would not distract a native speaker or interfere with 

communication. (NB-EECD, 2003) 

As previously established as the main problem explored in this research, many EFI 

students struggle to meet the Advanced level of proficiency and rank at the Intermediate 

Plus, where students are:  

[a]ble to satisfy the requirements of a broad variety of everyday, school, and work 

situations. Can discuss concrete topics relating to special fields of competence as 

well as subjects of current public interest. Normally [do] not have to grope for 

words. Often [show] a significant degree of fluency and ease in speaking, yet, 

under pressure, may experience language breakdown. May exhibit good control of 

language structures, but be limited in overall language production; or, conversely, 

may demonstrate ample speech production, but have uneven control of structures. 

Some misunderstandings will still occur. (NB- EECD, 2003) 

For a complete description of all levels of proficiency within the OPI scale (NB-EECD, 

2003), please refer to Appendix B.  

The Manuel des évaluateurs de français (2019a) guides evaluators in the practice 

of conducting these interviews in order to extract from the candidates a satisfactory 
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sample of language to be assessed for proficiency. Calibration meetings hosted by the 

NB-EECD from February 20th to the 22nd, 2019 enabled evaluators to regroup with the 

intention of reviewing and refining evaluation techniques using the latest edition of the 

Manual in preparing for their scheduled visits with student candidates in Grades 6, 10 and 

12 in schools across New Brunswick. The Manuel des évaluateurs de français (2019a), 

and the tri-dimensional rubric (Appendix A1),6 in addition to the global description for 

each attainable level of proficiency (Appendix B), constitutes the core instruments 

evaluators rely upon to conduct effective, reliable and valid interviews. Accredited 

interviewers are also subject to refresher courses every year or so to maintain the validity 

and reliability of the OPI assessment.  

Theoretical Framework: Communicative Competence 

Bachman (1990) noted complexities in observing mental abilities such as 

language proficiency and concluded that these cannot be observed directly but rather are 

reported through interpretations and inferences on performance. He presented two 

approaches to defining proficiency, which he referred to as the “real-life approach” and 

the “interactional/ability” approach. The former represents OPIs used by American 

organisations such as the ILR and ACTFL, and by New Brunswick’s Department of 

EECD, and the latter draws from models where language proficiency is defined in 

relation to its component abilities, which are interrelated and combined to create 

proficiency. Such models would include, among others, Bachman’s CLA (Bachman, 

1990; Bachman & Palmer, 2010) and Celce-Murcia’s (2007a) model of communicative 

competence. Bachman favours the interactional/ability approach, which he claims 

                                                
6 The content of the tri-dimensional rubric as it relates to this study has been translated from 

French to English (Appendices A2-A3). 
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“provides a sounder foundation for continued development of communicative language 

tests and for the validation of their use” (p. 15). Celce-Murcia’s communicative 

competence framework, as an interactional/ability approach to proficiency, when used as 

a teaching model, could offer gains in students’ language abilities as they are currently 

measured using the New Brunswick OPI. Consistent with earlier models of 

communicative competence, Celce-Murcia places learners’ discourse competence at the 

centre, highlighting the ability to formulate a coherent and culturally appropriate 

message. Observing communicative competence while teaching speaking builds L2 

learners’ awareness of speaking as a process otherwise invisible to them, since they often 

do not perceive native speakers as subject to such mental processes (Goh & Burns, 2012). 

During the OPI, however, such knowledge may be instrumental in ensuring the delivery 

of a polished and more balanced speech sample for proficiency evaluation purposes. 

Students who navigate the interview while drawing from all the competencies display a 

higher level of fluency with the language—a notable advantage, given that fluency is 

often associated with high proficiency in a language (Ross, 2018; Tavakoli, 2011). 

 The evolution of L2 teaching in Canadian immersion programs and other 

jurisdictions has seen a progression toward a “functional use of language (communicative 

competency) as opposed to mastery of lexico-grammatical structures” (Kissling & 

O’Donnell, 2015, p. 284). Acknowledging the complexities of language learning 

(ACTFL, 2012a) and the difference between performance and proficiency, ACTFL 

released a supplementary resource to support educators in developing students’ linguistic 

abilities. The ACTFL Performance Descriptors for Language Learners (2012a) brings 

together 1) three main ranges of performance from the ACTFL proficiency scale (Novice, 
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Intermediate, Advanced); 2) three modes of communication (interpersonal, interpretive, 

and presentational) to organize language functions; and 3) the language domains 

(function, contexts and content, text type, language control, vocabulary, communication 

strategies, and cultural awareness) describing the distinctions between the interlocutors at 

the Novice, Intermediate and Advanced levels of oral proficiency. Embedding 

communicative strategies and cultural awareness within the domains of this ACTFL-

developed resource corroborates the value of these components in strengthening language 

performance, a claim supported by Celce-Murcia’s (2007a) model of communicative 

competence.  

I will now provide an overview of each component of Celce-Murcia’s model of 

communicative competence, given the construct’s ability to inform the qualitative 

analysis of EFI students’ speech samples in light of their performance ranking on the 

New Brunswick OPI. Celce-Murcia (2007a) presents a model of communicative 

competence where six separate components are interrelated and develop concomitantly. 

These integral components—discourse, sociocultural, interactional, linguistic, formulaic, 

and strategic competencies—have subcomponents which characterize each competence. 

Although conclusions about learners’ communicative competence can be drawn by 

observing and testing their communicative performance, Bagarić and Djigunović (2007) 

caution against attempting to measure all components of the communicative competence 

model, which would be practically impossible. 
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Figure 1 

Celce-Murcia's Model of Communicative Competence 

 

 

Discourse Competence 

Discourse competence, which comes closest to oral proficiency as it is understood 

within the OPI context, or to language competence in Bachman’s (1990) model, 

maintains its central position around which revolve all other competencies (Celce-

Murcia, 2007a). It also features the intersection point between competencies seemingly 

positioned on two axes. The vertical axis of sociocultural and interactional competencies 

(Bachman’s pragmatic competence) advances sensitivities to language use within cultural 
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contexts, while the horizontal axis of linguistics and formulaic competencies (Bachman’s 

organizational competence) offers “the lexical and grammatical resources” (p. 46) which, 

when combined, serve to convey meaning through the formulation of coherent texts. 

Discourse competence, according to Celce-Murcia, constitutes the “selection, sequencing, 

and arrangements of words, structures, and utterances to achieve a unified spoken 

message” (p. 46). Although discourse competence is a multifaceted construct including 

sub-areas such as cohesion, deixis, coherence, and generic structures, the context within 

which a message is formulated and the cultural appropriateness surrounding its delivery 

define overall communicative competence and perceived language proficiency.  

Sociocultural Competence 

Nadasdi and Vickerman (2017) support previously established views that 

successful mastery of an L2 extends beyond “knowledge of grammatical and 

phonological forms” (p. 20) to sociolinguistic norms. Situated at the top of the model, 

sociocultural competence refers to “the speaker’s pragmatic knowledge” (Celce-Murcia, 

2007a, p. 46), or what Bachman (1990) refers to as “real-world knowledge” (p. 84). It 

invites speakers to evaluate and apprehend the socially and culturally appropriate 

communicative measures suited to the communicative context (Celce-Murcia, 2007a). 

Three main sociocultural variables—social contextual factors, stylistic appropriateness, 

and cultural factors—further characterize sociocultural competence within this model.  

 Several studies show that FI students have limited sociocultural competence 

(Nadasdi et al., 2005; Nadasdi & Vickerman, 2017). This might reflect the deficiency of 

cultural experience in the language classroom. Keating Marshall and Bokhorst-Heng 

(2018) identified a disparity in the language classroom between a knowledge of culture 



 

21 

and of the target language, despite both elements being foundationally interconnected. 

Data from semi-structured interviews conducted on four New Brunswick FI teachers 

revealed “a language ideology that emphasized ‘language-as-code,’ devoid of culture and 

removed from its social contexts of use” (p. 290). Such an approach to language teaching 

might be sustaining a noticeable gap in FI language instruction by creating learning 

contexts that foster insufficient interactional opportunities in French with francophone 

peers—contexts that may be necessary in developing FI students’ native-like abilities 

(Lazaruk, 2007). For FI students in Mandin’s (2010) study, the context of attending a 

francophone university greatly supported their L2 development and its use in real life. 

 Awareness of native-like language abilities figures within the sociocultural realm 

of language development (Bachman, 2010; Celce-Murcia, 2007a). Research has 

reaffirmed L2 FI students’ acute awareness that the French they learn differs from the 

French that is used in real life (Bokhorst-Heng & Keating Marshall, 2019; Kissling & 

O’Donnell, 2015; Kristmanson et al., 2013; Mandin, 2010; Roy & Galiev, 2011), which 

may limit their use of French in social contexts beyond the classroom for fear of 

sounding “bookish” (Goh & Burns, 2012, p. 2). Studies conducted by Nadasdi et al. 

(2005) and Nadasdi and Vikerman (2017) confirmed the perceived limitations of French 

language learners’ sociolinguistic competence by comparing speech differences of a 

phonetic variation in both groups. Nadasdi and Vikerman sought to determine “the extent 

to which FI students approximate L1 speaker norms in their oral discourse” (p. 22) 

through their use of the lax variant (lax /I/) with the lax /I/ recognized as appropriate and 

neutral in the speech of Canadian francophones. The distinction between the tense /i/ 

(e.g., dit, vivre, disent, rire) and the lax /I/ (e.g., site, ride, prime) (p.22) can be depicted 
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through pronunciation. Results from the study indicated FI students’ significant underuse 

of the lax variant and how this distinguishes their sociolinguistic competency from the 

native-like norm—a revelation that incited Nadasdi and Vikerman (2017) to recommend 

the explicit instruction of the lax variant to favour an enhanced student awareness of 

linguistic variation. 

 Nadasdi et al. (2005) observed face-to-face, semi-structured, recorded interviews 

of FI students to determine their use of variants, on a stylistic continuum—vernacular, 

informal, formal, and hyperformal—as compared to first language (L1) speakers of 

Canadian French. This continuum illustrates how variants, otherwise known as speakers’ 

“variable use of sociolinguistic features” (p. 544), conform to the rules of the standard 

language. They noticed that FI students overuse formal and hyperformal forms of 

language while never using vernacular variants and rarely using informal variants. The ne 

retention by L2 speakers (e.g., “il ne vient pas” rather than “il vient pas”), the retention of 

the /l/ in the 3rd person singular and plural pronouns (i.e., pronouncing “il” or “ils” rather 

than “i”), and the use of the 1st person plural pronoun nous rather than on are but a few 

examples of reported sociolinguistic differences between FI students and Canadian 

francophones. It is unclear how FI students’ productive knowledge of vernacular variants 

that are not marginal in L1 Canadian French could affect their ranking on the OPI. 

 The NB-EECD (2019a) also reports a difference between students who learn 

French in schools through immersion programs and those who have learned it elsewhere, 

perhaps reinforced by exposure in their living community. The latter group is reportedly 

harder to assess due to high fluency and good pronunciation7 often concealing 

                                                
7 The Manuel des évaluateurs de français (NB-EECD, 2019a) uses the words “bonne prononciation” 

(p. 12). 
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weaknesses of a grammatical and lexical nature. The literature also recognizes FI 

students’ strengths in oral receptive skills and in their ability to express themselves 

spontaneously (NB-EECD, 2019a). FI students’ lack of accuracy, however, reveals the 

linguistic and sociolinguistic deficiencies in their L2 learning (NB-EECD, 2019a) and 

warrants researchers’ call for curriculum improvements expanding on students’ 

sociocultural understanding of French as a target language (Lyster, 1994, as cited in 

Mandin, 2010; Nadasdi et al., 2005; Nadasdi & Vikerman, 2017). 

Interactional Competence 

Essentially, interactional competence invites the manifestation of sociocultural 

knowledge (i.e., behaviours and expectations) through language use, emphasizing the 

complementary alignment of the sociocultural and interactional competencies within the 

model. Interactional competence, which includes actional competence, conversational 

competence and non-verbal/paralinguistic competence, has been regarded as “extremely 

important” because the conversational norms guiding language use may vary according 

to language and context (Celce-Murcia, 2007a, p. 49). Interactional competence 

constitutes speech acts and speakers’ conversational dispositions informed by cultural 

knowledge and the social norms of the target language (sociocultural competence). 

Interestingly, as Lazaruk (2007) points out, bilinguals exhibit “heightened sensitivity to 

verbal and nonverbal cues, and show greater attention to their listeners’ needs, than 

monolingual children do” (p. 619).  

 Ross (2018) recognized that current models of oral assessment do not reward 

interactional competence in their existing rating criteria because assessment schemes 

have not necessarily evolved to include new components characterizing proficiency. Such 
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would be the case for the OPI where interactional competence, although noticeable in L2 

learners’ speech production, remains underrepresented in the assessment criteria. The sole 

criterion from the tri-dimensional rubric seemingly alluding to interactional competence 

states that the candidate “fully participates in an informal conversation” (Appendix A). 

Since interactional competence is a distinct construct, its multicomponent nature 

challenges its measurement and operationalization within certain traditionally designed 

assessment tasks. His micro-analysis of Interagency Language Roundtable8 OPIs 

revealed an over-supply and an under-supply of backchannels,9 also known as “listener 

feedback” (Goh & Burns, 2012, p. 111), in the English and Japanese interviews 

respectively. In his study, Ross (2018) highlighted “how evidence of listener responses as 

a form of interactional competence is interrelated with candidate fluency, accuracy, and 

the discourse structure of the target language” (p. 372). He called for more research, 

however, as it remains to be determined whether such characteristics of interactional 

competence merge with or digress from fluency, accuracy, and coherence as facets of 

speaker proficiency—in other words, how accounts of interactional competence currently 

factor into pre-existing facets defining speaker proficiency.  

 If there were a quadrant formed by the intersection of the two axes crossing at the 

discourse competence point in Celce-Murcia’s communicative compentence model, one 

could posit that many of our EFI students demonstrate more strength in interactional 

competence, likely due to the nature of the free speech production activities that are 

provided in L2 classes (Rossiter et al., 2010). One element that is missing from such free 

                                                
8 The ILR is an American interagency organization that oversees language-related training and 

testing at the federal level.  
9 Backchanneling is a form of listener feedback where utterances relay, among other things, 

interest, understanding, and agreement. See Appendix F: Description of Codes for an example. 
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production activities, however, is the explicit form-focused instruction required to bring 

students’ attention to linguistic accuracy (Lyster, 2019; Le Bouthillier et al., 2017).  

Linguistic Competence 

Linguistic competence in the communicative competence model (Celce-Murcia, 

2007a) includes phonological, lexical, morphological, and syntactic knowledge. 

Empirical evidence suggests that FI teachers dedicate a disproportionate amount of FI 

class time to reinforcing linguistic accuracy through various grammatical exercises (Le 

Bouthillier, 2018a,10 2018b) perhaps inadvertently straying from the holistic and 

integrative approach afforded by the communicative competence model. More often than 

not, time is spent on linguistic accuracy at the expense of all other oral communication 

traits. Research states that linguistic accuracy is but one aspect of oral communication 

(Celce-Murcia, 2007a; Le Bouthillier, 2018b) and is not in itself sufficient to enhance L2 

learners’ competency in the target language. Even with communicative free-production 

activities seemingly adhering to new communicative approaches to L2 teaching (Rossiter 

et al., 2010), FI students’ weaknesses remain engrained at the grammatical and lexical 

levels of competence (Swain, 1996, as cited in Lazaruk, 2007)—an awareness shared 

with the most conscientious language learners. Kissling and O’Donnell (2015), for 

example, reported that form (vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation, and syntax) remained 

the area where learners in their study were most self-critical. Additionally, these 

participants associated problems in other areas as the direct result of errors in form. This 

                                                
10 In this FI professional development session, a task detailing a teacher-generated repertoire 

of L2 classroom activities revealed a higher proportion of these activities tending to linguistic 
accuracy, as opposed to other traits fostering communicative competence. 
 



 

26 

parallels Mandin’s (2010) study, where participants saw problems with semantics, 

syntax, phonology negatively impeding their ability to integrate in francophone 

surroundings.  

 A holistic approach to learning languages is warranted in light of the limited 

success observed of L2 learners focused on the grammatical aspects of language (Yeon, 

2013–2014) and as a means of ensuring positive implications for language learning 

classes as a whole. In his research, for example, Yeon noticed that some students’ 

heightened concern for grammatical understanding, in asking many grammar-related 

questions, negatively affected the overall classroom language learning experience. 

Grammatical knowledge of the target language does have contextual limitations. Goh and 

Burns (2012) reported differences in the grammatical accuracy of clause structure in 

spoken and written language, with the prevalent use of coordinating conjunctions linking 

clauses in spoken grammar. This acknowledges allowances made in the grammatical 

discrepancies between spoken and written language, rendering spoken language less 

grammatically complex than written language. Understandably, teachers’ best attempts at 

strengthening L2 learners’ oral proficiency through grammatical rigour may offer little 

support to learners at the time of their OPI, where spontaneous, accurate, unrehearsed and 

fluent speech attests to students’ proficiency. Under such pressure, however, 

“grammatical accuracy may be compromised, even if [students] know about the type of 

grammar they are supposed to use” (Goh & Burns, 2012, p. 43). Celce-Murcia (2007b), 

with regard to prevalent traditional and uncontextualized grammatical instructional 

approaches used in L2 classrooms, instead recommends context and discourse to ensure 
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that grammar instruction is delivered in an authentic and effective manner for language 

learners.  

 Reports show that most EFI students can sustain conversations fluently but may 

lack accuracy (NB-EECD, 2018d; NB-EECD, 2019b). Under such circumstances, 

students’ formulaic competence may complement linguistic competence by easing 

cognitive demands and enabling access to formulaic language from learners’ memory 

store.  

Formulaic Competence 

Formulaic competence refers to “prefabricated chunks of language” (Celce-

Murcia, 2007a, p. 47), or common sayings featured in speakers’ linguistic repertoire that 

filter into everyday conversations. These formulaic sequences are easily retrievable and 

ready to use in context with little grammatical consideration required from the speaker 

(Wray, 2002, as cited in Rossiter et al., 2010). The significance of formulaic knowledge, 

although often overlooked in proficiency assessment, is best observed in the performance 

of fluent speakers whose usage of the target language is sustained by drawing from both 

formulaic and systematic linguistic knowledge in comparable fashion (Celce-Murcia, 

2007a). Speakers’ demonstration of formulaic competence, however, remains 

unrewarded or unaccounted for under the OPI functional criteria of functions, contexts, 

and accuracy (Ross, 2018).  

 In their study, Rossiter et al. (2010) observed formulaic sequence use as a way of 

enhancing language fluency, which along with accuracy constitute prominent facets 

defining performance (Ross, 2018). With the OPI assessing spontaneous language use, 

speakers can capitalize on formulaic language from their language repertoire to 
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compensate for time pressures and delays encountered by communicative blockages (Goh 

& Burns, 2012). The use of formulaic structures thus eases language production and 

poses a valuable strategy for greater fluency (Rossiter et al., 2010). 

Strategic Competence 

The effective use of strategies in language learning applies to all contexts. 

Strategic competence as part of the communicative model, however, enables learners to 

compensate for deficiencies in all other components of the communicative competence 

model (Celce-Murcia, 2007a). Effective language learners must master both learning and 

communication strategies. These should be taught explicitly and practised, especially for 

struggling learners who usually do not transfer previously learned strategies from one 

context to another, much less from one language to another (Arnett & Bourgoin, 2018). 

 Speakers of a language, who naturally draw from all components of the 

communicative competence model (Celce-Murcia, 2007a) during formal and informal 

conversations, convey high levels of fluency in their speech production. This merits 

consideration for L2 speakers, who may compare their oral production ability in the 

target language to that of native speakers. 

Empirical Literature Review 

The purpose of this empirical literature review was initially to explore the 

research so far conducted in second-language assessment for high school students in 

anglophone schools in the Province of New Brunswick. This presented a challenge 

because the narrow focus of this search returned few relevant and current results. 

Although an overwhelming amount of data seeks to inform assessment in language 

learning and second-language acquisition, this search was further limited to an 
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assessment of oral proficiency, which reflects the current model of assessment used by 

the NB-EECD to determine students’ proficiency level at the end of their program of 

study. The review also sought to identify the assessment tools used in second-language 

proficiency assessment in New Brunswick and in other jurisdictions, as well as to 

consider the role of participant preparation in this type of assessment.  

 The OPI results received from the Assessment Branch at the Department of 

EECD identify the ratings attributed to each language participant at the end of his or her 

program of study. For this reason, a few articles related to L2 oral proficiency 

development were included as complementary sources. Also, when referring to 

proficiency, I gave precedence to oral proficiency over reading and writing proficiency in 

order to be consistent and relevant to L2 methods of assessment within New Brunswick. 

For the purpose of reviewing the literature, I did not discriminate among types of FSL 

programming, which would have further limited the research to Early Immersion, Late 

Immersion or PIF. I opted to keep the search open, using key words including 

“proficiency,” “assessment,” “immersion” and “New Brunswick.” Because the 

delimitations of my search were region-, age- and language skills-specific, the relevant 

results relating to research in L2 learning and oral proficiency assessment were few and 

limited.  

Because FSL pedagogy has evolved in both Immersion and English Prime 

programs since immersion was first introduced in our schools, I selected articles 

published from 2005 onward, with the exception of Bachman’s Fundamental 

Considerations in Language Testing (1990), given McNamara’s characterization of it as 
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the “most significant book on language testing of our, or possibly any, generation” 

(McNamara, 2006, p. 34).  

Perceptions of Bilingualism in French Immersion 

Teachers recognize the benefits of securing time for students to practise speaking 

in the target language during class time, especially given the limited amount of time EFI 

students may have to practise French outside of the classroom, and because regular 

exposure to French in a real-world context varies and quite often depends on where 

students live in New Brunswick’s linguistic landscape. Although some students may have 

a limited exposure to French outside class time and fewer opportunities to use it, 

empirical evidence suggests that others willingly refrain from communicating in the 

target language in social contexts for various reasons, including but not limited to their 

perpetuated belief that “native speakers speak effortlessly” (Goh & Burns, 2012, p. 35). 

How can language learners’ perceptions of their own linguistic abilities compared to 

those of native speakers influence their likeliness to hone their linguistic identity as L2 

speakers? Could this contribute to L2 learners’ linguistic insecurities and hamper 

language use and development for EFI students in authentic contexts? Exposure to 

French outside of the classroom certainly makes learning the language relevant for 

students and ultimately reinforces the status of bilingualism in New Brunswick. 

Nonetheless, the extent to which New Brunswick EFI students reflect on their bilingual 

identities remains somewhat unexplored, as does the value of such identities in providing 

intrinsic motivation for FSL learning.  

Through their ethnographic and sociolinguistic study, Roy and Galiev (2011) 

provided insight into the perception of bilingualism as reported by junior high school 
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students and other stakeholders of two Albertan schools. Although the concept of 

bilingualism can be understood in various ways, it is most often seen as “two isolated 

monolingualisms” (p. 351), a rather restrictive ideology which fails to reward code-

switching and divergent language proficiencies and varieties of French. The 

comprehensive data accumulated during their three-year study included 100 interviews 

with students, parents, teachers, administrators and initiators of the program and field 

notes from more than 200 hours of classroom observations. The study evoked themes 

including bilingualism in Canada, linguistic varieties, and participants’ competencies in 

French to explore how participants’ discourses correlated to their identities. The strengths 

of this study centre on the richness of the data and how all participants were given “a 

voice” to explore the notion of bilingualism from their own perspective. Sadly, the self-

imposed standard of bilingualism many FI students strive to achieve remains unattainable 

despite their time invested in the program (Roy & Galiev, 2011). Previous studies have 

shown the importance FI students attribute to their ability to match their quality of spoken 

French to that of their interlocutor, and also that these language learners aspire to speak 

like same-age native francophones (Nadasdi et al., 2005; Roy & Galiev, 2011). 

Participants in a study conducted by Kristmanson et al. (2013), however, revealed FI 

students’ acute awareness of the discrepancy between the French they learn in school and 

the way it is spoken in “the rest of the world” (p. 474), a discrepancy substantiated in 

research (Bokhorst-Heng & Keating Marshall, 2019; French et al., 2017; Goh & Burns, 

2012; Kissling & O’Donnell, 2015; Mandin, 2010; Nadasdi et al., 2005; Nadasdi & 

Vikerman, 2017; Roy & Galiev, 2011). Seemingly a growing body of research supports 
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the notion that FI students’ experience in learning French is heavily influenced by the 

unnecessary pressure and expectations associated with meeting native-like competency.  

 Because language is tied to cultural identity (Keating Marshall & Bokhorst-Heng, 

2018), there is value in examining discourse to understand peoples’ perceptions of other 

linguistic communities to shape individual views of bilingualism. The “Francophone 

assumptions of Anglophone ideology” (Keating Marshall & Bokhorst-Heng, 2018, p. 

303) add to the discourse on bilingualism, exemplified by a Grade 3 FI teacher’s 

observation that Anglophone parents have their children learn French through schooling 

more for the cognitive and academic benefits—and perhaps the prospect of future job 

security—than for the intercultural advantages (p. 303). Although these reasons echo 

those reported by Roy and Galiev (2011), there is an added emphasis on learning French 

in the latter study as a result of French being recognized as an official language in 

Canada. 

 Keating Marshall and Bokhorst-Heng (2018) reported that some teachers are 

uncomfortable addressing culture in the context of their FI courses. This substantiates the 

complexity in teaching immersion which, as Cammarata and Haley (2017) stated, differs 

considerably from the work carried out by educators teaching unilingual programs (p. 

332). This complexity further emphasizes that successful integration of language teaching 

in content courses requires teachers’ reflexive planning paired with a strategic use of 

instructional skills (p. 332), and more so in implementing the cultural elements required 

to facilitate a cultural understanding of the language. The role of the FI teacher truly and 

inevitably remains that of the intercultural mediator. 
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 The historical and Canadian contexts of Roy and Galiev’s study (2011) exploring 

perceptions of bilingualism through discourse is relevant and applicable to New 

Brunswick, especially since such discourses impact learners. Few opportunities have yet 

been extended to FI students in New Brunswick to openly reflect and express their 

thoughts on their experience as language learners despite the sometimes-politicized 

nature of FI in New Brunswick public schools. Bokhorst-Heng and Keating Marshall 

(2019), though, have conducted research adopting a constructivist approach to seek New 

Brunswick students’ perception of bilingualism. Unlike previous research related to this 

theme, their participants were limited to a group of 31 EFI adolescents with six years of 

experience in the immersion program. Through various introspection activities, students 

recalled their own experience in learning French and recognized the different regional 

varieties of French within New Brunswick. They offered varying views of bilingualism, 

some of which were negative. One student used the words “horrible bilingualism” and 

added, “Learning French has come with a toll…. Bilingualism has hit our province so 

much” (Bokhorst-Heng & Keating Marshall, 2019, p. 155). This would suggest that 

students, even young adolescents, are not immune to transcending opinions of 

bilingualism driving public discourse. Could it be that views on bilingualism are more 

critical in New Brunswick (Canada’s only official bilingual province) than in other parts 

of the country? More research relative to EFI students’ perception of bilingualism in 

relation to their own learning experience is needed.  

The FI program is successful in developing L2 learners’ proficiency in French as 

a second language, and, as for any language, acquisition is facilitated through the regular 

use of the target language in social contexts. Based on the language socialization theory 
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(Duff & Talmy, 2011, as cited in Bokhorst-Heng & Keating Marshall, 2019) which sees 

the learning of language and culture as interrelated, “learners actively construct new 

identities for themselves, consciously or unconsciously, as they acquire and use 

language” (p. 148). It thus remains to be determined the extent to which FSL learners’ 

bilingual identity is influenced negatively or positively by overarching public discourse 

in New Brunswick. In addition to public discourse, results from the OPI also contribute to 

the shaping of FSL learners’ linguistic identity, which is unfortunate for high school 

students upon reception of a below-level proficiency ranking. Many of them allow this 

ranking to define their linguistic identity. Although the OPI presents an opportunity for 

students to demonstrate their acquired proficiency at the end of their program of study, 

results should define neither EFI students’ experience nor their bilingual identity—

especially since bilingualism, as Roy and Galiev (2011) remind us, “became one of the 

mediums for transferring the success of French immersion educational programs into the 

English-dominant provinces of Canada” (p. 355) rather than the founding goal of the 

program. Throughout the years, public opinion on bilingualism has become amplified in 

New Brunswick media platforms at times when the efficiency of the EFI program was 

questioned in its ability to produce more bilingual students (Bosse, 2019; Poitras, 2019).  

Early French Immersion: Program and Oral Proficiency Goals in New Brunswick 

New Brunswick’s EFI program, through content and language courses taught in 

French as the target language, allows students to develop a higher level of French 

proficiency than any other FSL program in the province (NB-EECD, 2019a; Dicks & 

Kristmanson, 2008). EFI facilitates the development of FSL skills for students at an early 

age as a result of their exposure to the target language, both as the medium of instruction 
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and as the object of learning (NB-EECD, 2018c) within a curriculum that parallels that 

used in the English prime program. The program fosters “additive bilingualism” 

(Lazaruk, 2007; Lapkin & Swain, 2005) through which students develop their French 

language skills with no negative impact on their home language. The program, however, 

has seen three major changes in entry points in the last ten years (MacPherson, 2018). In 

2008, the Conservative government announced Grade 3 as the new entry point, a decision 

that was reversed by the Liberal government in 2018. A report from the Auditor General 

of New Brunswick (MacPherson, 2018) disclosed the instability in the New Brunswick 

education system partly as a result of rushed changes to EFI introduced by provincial 

governments throughout the years. Even with 50.7 % of EFI students attaining the 

Advanced level of proficiency or higher, and with an additional 33.5 % ranking slightly 

below at the Intermediate Plus level in the 2018-2019 academic year (NB-EECD, 2019b), 

the current government proposes yet other changes, namely seeking to redesign French 

instruction altogether. Such initiatives, unless supported by sound pedagogical research, 

may impart more strains to the New Brunswick education system. Changing the entry-

point to EFI—or even considering lowering proficiency standards—constitutes a 

simplistic and narrow approach to this problem. Because the number of EFI students 

grappling at the “near attainment” level of targeted proficiency is considerably lower than 

those reaching the proficiency target, perhaps a more proactive use of our financial and 

human resources would favour an understanding of what is holding some students back 

from reaching the established proficiency goal within the EFI program. 

 Although FI programs may vary according to province and jurisdiction, New 

Brunswick secures 90% of the instructional time in French as the target language for EFI 
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students in Grades 1 and 2. The French instruction is then reduced to 80 percent in the 

following three years and rests at 70 percent in the remaining two years of middle school 

(Grades 7 and 8). In high school, EFI students receive 50 percent of their instruction in 

French in Grades 9 and 10, which then diminishes to 25 percent in their final two years 

(NB-EECD, 2018b, 2018c). The BICS-CALP theory (Cummins, 2008) explains that 

language learners develop two different kinds of language proficiency: basic 

interpersonal communication skills (BICS)—conversational skills developed through 

everyday interaction—and cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP) which 

relates to academic and textbook language. The increased academic focus on learning 

outcomes in high school, paired with the reduced hours spent in French as the target 

language, may see greater FI teaching time directed to developing students’ CALP at the 

expense of their BICS (Cummins, 2008). Because both BICS and CALP are necessary to 

develop communicative abilities, some students may experience a reduction in overall 

proficiency, especially given the interpersonal nature of the OPI as an end-of-program 

assessment. Students’ time in high school—sometimes viewed as maintenance years as 

far as language proficiency development goes (Dicks, 2008; Lazaruk, 2007)—must be 

met with enhanced use of the target language in the classroom.  

 Under Policy 309 (2009), EFI students were expected to develop French oral 

proficiency at the Advanced level by Grade 12. With the revised Policy 309 (2018), all 

anticipated levels of proficiency associated with FSL programs have been redirected to 

appear in the curriculum documents provided by the NB-EECD rather than remain in the 

updated policy. The most recent high school French Immersion Language Arts (FILA) 

curriculum guide—redesigned to accommodate high school FI students from a Grade 3 



 

37 

and a Grade 6 FI entry point—features an alignment in proficiency levels (NB-EECD, 

2018a). This alignment displays the New Brunswick OPI levels to levels of the Common 

European Framework of References for Languages (CEFR). The CEFR is an 

internationally recognized framework depicting an international standard of language 

proficiency. It is also a prominent language tool gaining currency in New Brunswick for 

its ability to foster L2 student autonomy in language learning.  

The current alignment, as represented in various sources, reveals approximations 

between OPI and CEFR levels of proficiency (NB-EECD, 2018b, 2018d, 2019b; 

Macfarlane & Montsion, 2016). Macfarlane and Montsion (2016), for example, advised a 

B2.1 level from the CEFR scale to the OPI Advanced level of proficiency, a correlation 

reflected in NB-EECD program information (2018b) and approximated in proficiency 

assessment publications (2018d, 2019b). The most recent curriculum document for high 

school FI, however, places EFI students’ level of proficiency in oral communication at 

the B2.2 CEFR level (NB-EECD, 2018a, p. 27), which seemingly raises the target 

proficiency level for EFI students from an Advanced to an Advanced Plus by the end of 

Grade 12 (NB-EECD, 2018a, 2018b, 2018d). The global description of the Intermediate 

Plus level of proficiency on the OPI scale (Appendix B) describes a “minimal threshold 

level for bilingualism” (Dicks, 2008, p. 5), which approximates a B2 level on the 

European Language Portfolio (ELP) level descriptions (Appendix D). Understandably, 

the ELP is a companion piece to the CEFR rather than a formal proficiency assessment 

tool, but considering the slight discrepancies in the established CEFR-OPI level 

correlations, current provincial publications displaying proficiency alignments may 

require slight revisions. 



 

38 

Exploring Validity and Reliability in Second Language Oral Assessment  

Test validation remains at the forefront of many discussions on assessment.  

Establishing the validity and reliability of measurement instruments is an essential 

process in ensuring that results generated from the use of such instruments adequately 

inform current progress and suggest further directions for higher achievement and 

learning. Validity confirms the efficacy with which the instrument measures what it is 

meant to measure (NB-EECD, 2019a). The OPI—in New Brunswick and in other 

jurisdictions—would seem a valid assessment instrument to determine candidates’ oral 

proficiency. Reliability is, rather, concerned with identifying and minimizing the error 

factors (Bachman, 1990) that could influence the measured outcome and consequently 

affect the validity of the instrument. Error factors will be identified in greater detail later 

in this section. It is important to note, however, that many researchers (Bachman, 1990; 

Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Cox & Malone, 2018; Goh & Burns, 2012; McNamara, 2006; 

McNamara & Roever, 2006; Nakatsuhara, 2008; NB-EECD, 2019a; Roy & Galiev, 2011) 

identify potential threats to validity and reliability in interviews as assessment tools for 

oral proficiency. When the reliability—the ability to administer the test in similar 

circumstances but separate occasions while gathering comparable results—is jeopardized, 

so is the validity of the assessment. Researchers concur that validation is not an automatic 

characteristic of an assessment instrument but rests heavily on judgement and the 

accumulation of sufficient evidence to support a validation claim (Bachman, 1990; 

Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Cox & Malone, 2018; McNamara & Rover, 2006).  

Test validation remains at the forefront of research in language assessment, giving 

high importance to construct validity (McNamara & Roever, 2006),  
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Hamavandy and Kiany (2014) identified Messick as one to have revolutionized validity 

as a concept through his design of a progressive matrix of construct validity—a tool 

meant to inform a test’s construct validity. Messick has greatly influenced the work of 

researchers (e.g., Bachman, 1990; 2013; Bachman & Palmer, 2010; McNamara, 2006) 

concerned with the intended and unintended social consequences of test use and the 

impact it imposes on individuals and society.  

Bachman (1990) defines construct validity as the “extent to which performance on 

tests is consistent with prediction that we make on the basis of a theory of abilities or 

constructs” (p. 255). Bachman's model of CLA, for example, provides a construct (a 

prediction) of proficiency against which the performance of a speaker can be assessed. 

An interview measuring a speaker's oral communication skills in light of Bachman's CLA 

(or perhaps another theory of communicative ability) would have construct validity given 

the administrator's ability to infer the speakers' ability and to draw interpretations from 

the test scores. An interview could also convey face validity in the sense that it assesses 

speaking abilities. Face validity usually refers to the superficial validity of a construct as 

perceived by someone unfamiliar with the field of assessment. Anyone could see, for 

example, that a written exam would constitute an inadequate assessment method and thus 

lack face validity to determine oral proficiency.  

A recent publication relating to construct validation in language assessment (Cox 

& Malone, 2018) investigated the validity argument supporting the ACTFL Assessment 

of Performance Toward Proficiency in Languages (AAPPL), an assessment designed to 

meet the needs of U. S. K-12 students who until 2012 did not all have a proper tool to 

measure language development toward proficiency. Cox and Malone examined results 
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from 10 000 student participants across three languages (French, Chinese, and Spanish) 

from the 2014 administration of the AAPPL to collate support toward an assessment 

validity argument. Their Center for Applied Linguistics Validation Framework (Kelly et 

al., 2017, as cited in Cox & Mallone, 2018) partially drew on Bachman and Palmer’s 

(2010) Assessment Use Argument (AUA), a tool which evaluates the appropriateness of 

test use under the keen awareness of the consequences it imposes on participants and 

society, and more specifically on “how scores might be used and interpreted” (Cox & 

Malone, 2018, p. 551). The study conducted by Cox and Malone, however, confined 

itself to three distinct stages: Design, Assessment Record, and Interpretation. Although 

limitations included financial and personnel-related resources, this research demonstrated 

1) the depth of formulating a validity claim to an assessment, and 2) a unified construct 

across languages in the performance task of the assessment. Not only did the process 

provide opportunities to make inferences and address identified weaknesses, it also 

invited further research toward generalizability across languages for the AAPPL. In their 

study, Cox and Malone revealed how the construct validation of an assessment tool, 

using the AUA, enabled the gathering of evidence while considering the consequences 

associated with the use and the interpretation of the results. Given the availability of the 

AUA as a construct that explicitly specifies, for any particular assessment, “the link 

between interpretation and use” (Bachman, 2013, p. 23), articulating an AUA for the 

New Brunswick OPI may be beneficial. Such a reflective process could inform the 

interpretations and use of this assessment in a New Brunswick context while also 

bringing attention to some of the intended and unintended social consequences. The use 

of French oral assessment results to depict program efficiency is but one example of such 
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concerns. Other concerns include the perceived responsibility of producing bilingual 

residents resting solely on the education system; the disparity or inequity with access to 

employment opportunities within the province; and the disappointment instilled in 

students who do not reach the anticipated level of proficiency yet receive no feedback 

justifying their attained proficiency placement. 

In addition to construct validation, the literature revealed variables likely to 

influence the validity of the oral interview as a proper construct to determine proficiency 

or to threaten the validity of the inferences made (McNamara & Roever, 2006). Elements 

such as inter-rater reliability (Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Cox & Malone, 2018; 

McNamara, 2006; NB-EECD, 2019; Nakatsuhara, 2008), quality of speech sample, 

native speaker bias (Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Roy & Galiev, 2011), test familiarity 

(Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Cox & Malone, 2018) and time constraints are commonly 

known factors. Other factors, such as personal attributes, topical knowledge, affective 

schemata, and cognitive strategies (Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Goh & Burns, 2012; Le 

Bouthillier, 2016), while being external to language abilities, still influence performance. 

Seemingly, the factors affecting candidates’ performance on OPIs are as innumerable as 

the linguistic characteristics interviewers draw upon to rate candidates within any of the 

proficiency levels in the OPI scale (Bachman, 1990; NB-EECD, 2019a).  

Attributing a proficiency level following an interview requires an acute 

understanding of the OPI framework and can constitute a challenge for the untrained. 

Accuracy in assigning language proficiency depends on the assessor’s ability to extract 

from the student a sample of language that illustrates the full range of the student’s 

abilities in the target language. Because the interview lasts from 10 to 30 minutes, the 
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language sample can only constitute a snapshot of students’ oral proficiency. This 

remains a concern to many who, like Bachman (1990), question the extent to which a 

sample of language produced within the constraints of a test adequately reflects the 

overall language ability of candidates, meaning their ability to communicate in a broader 

range of situations. The fact that students may not have equal opportunities to initiate 

topic changes or ask questions (Van Lier, 1989, as cited in McNamara & Roever, 2006) 

also exemplifies how interview conversation may differ from real life.  

 New Brunswick OPI users and administrators take measures to ensure the 

interview’s validity (content and construct validity) and reliability (NB-EECD, 2019a). 

These measures and the test procedure itself, however, may not be sufficiently 

transparent to convey face validity—which may have currency in the political realm but 

has little in academia (McNamara, 2006). In his interview with Chen (2011), Bachman 

confirmed a shift in language testing in light of the “proliferation of types of validity” 

(pp. 284-285), where a validity argument justifying the use of assessments and score-

based interpretations can be achieved through the articulation of an AUA (Bachman & 

Palmer, 2010). 

Fluency as an Indicator of Proficiency 

Language fluency remains a characteristic used to depict the quality of learners’ 

speech (Goh & Burns, 2012). Compared to students in other FSL programs, EFI students 

often display greater fluency and spontaneity (NB-EECD, 2019a), both of which are 

“closely linked to natural language development…[and seemingly] strengthened by an 

early start to second-language learning” (Dicks & Kristmanson, 2008, p. 2). Interestingly, 

FI students' language proficiency is often compared to that of students in different types 
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of immersion programs (NB-EECD, 2018d, 2019b) or of native speakers of the same age 

(Nadasdi et al., 2005; Nadasdi & Vickerman, 2017; NB-EECD, 2019a; Roy & Galiev, 

2011; Préfontaine, 2013).  

When looking at how oral proficiency is defined, quantitative research studies 

undertaken by Préfontaine (2013) and Baker-Smemoe et al. (2014) offer an in-depth 

approach to defining fluency and illustrating its role as a factor in proficiency. 

Préfontaine (2013) defined fluency as "a salient quality of language that renders the 

spoken utterance natural, effortless, and automatic, for the speaker and perceiver alike" 

(p. 325). Similarly, Baker-Smemoe et al. (2014) saw it as the	“measurable	features	for	

the	ease	and	smoothness	of	L2	speech,	such	as	the	speech	rate,	number	of	

hesitations,	and	number	and	length	of	pauses”	(p.	708).	In	her	study,	Prefontaine 

(2013) investigated how fluency is perceived by both learners and judges. Fluency, also 

referred to as utterance fluency or temporal fluency, was also a key focus for Baker-

Smemoe et al. (2014), who examined utterance measures and how their use could predict 

L2 proficiency. Both studies examined utterance fluency as a factor determining oral 

proficiency. There is some consistency in the findings of both of these studies with regard 

to the measures of utterance fluency determined to be the strongest predictors of language 

fluency. Préfontaine’s findings (2013), consistent with previous research pertaining to 

native-speaker judgements, identified mean length of runs and average pause time as 

dominant predictors influencing learners’ self-perception of fluency. For Baker-Smemoe 

et al. (2014), combining the length of run and the number of pauses is ideal to estimate 

fluency, and they added rate of speech as an additional factor. Levelt et al. (1999, as cited 

in Goh & Burns, 2012) reported that speakers engaged in fluent conversation could likely 
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generate two to three words per second by accessing tens of thousands of retrievable 

items from their memory store. In light of growing research on L2 speaker fluency, 

Segalowitz (2010, as cited in Baker-Smemoe et al., 2014) cautioned against “approaches 

focusing mainly on speech rate as an L2 fluency measure because it is unclear whether 

speech rate correlates with efficient L2 processing” (p. 721). While this last study 

explored the merits of automated language proficiency assessment, readers recognize the 

advantage of having trained raters to assess L2 language proficiency, especially given the 

nature of L2 assessment when assessing productive skills such as speaking and writing 

(Cox & Malone, 2018).  

 Goh and Burns (2012) noted how “listener feedback is pervasive in dialogic 

speech” (p. 111), yet this characteristic remains absent in a formal interview conducted 

by trained interviewers and may influence trained raters’ perception of candidates’ 

language abilities. Nakatsuhara (2008) explored interviewer variation from 22 raters on 

the basis of their scoring of two separate interview sessions of the same candidate by two 

different interviewers. Although both were experienced interviewers in speaking tests and 

both were experienced teachers of English as a foreign language, only one had formal 

training from the International English Language Testing System (IELTS). The 

quantitative analysis of scores given by the raters demonstrates how pronunciation and 

fluency were rated significantly higher in the interview conducted by the untrained 

interviewer, potentially as a result of a more frequent change of topics as opposed to the 

in-depth exploration of topics required in language testing contexts (NB-EECD, 2019a). 

A qualitative analysis of interviewer variability observed differences in the two 

interviewers’ ways of providing feedback, initiating and developing topics, and asking 
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questions. The trained interviewer conducted a more controlled interview, upholding 

IELTS standardization guidelines common to those practised by OPI interviewers (NB-

EECD, 2019a, p. 29). Trained interviewers, for example, are encouraged not to interrupt 

speech production or pauses indicative of language gaps (NB-EECD, 2019a; 

Nakatsuhara, 2007), although the opposite usually unfolds in authentic conversations 

where all parties are equally invested. During interviews, long pauses can be interpreted 

as time needed to reflect or, depending on frequency, as a language blockage revealing a 

candidate’s breaking point (NB-EECD, 2019a). Because fluency, in addition to accuracy, 

content, and pronunciation, influences the perception of candidates’ oral proficiency in 

the New Brunswick OPI (NB-EECD, 2019a), it should be neither taken for granted nor 

neglected as a skill requiring development.  

 As posited by Rossiter et al. (2010), the salience of oral fluency depicts 

proficiency in an L2. In their research Rossiter et al. (2010) reviewed the quality of 

published fluency-enhancing resources used as learning materials in ESL adult learner 

classes. Of all the activities promoting oral fluency, communicative free-production 

activities far outnumbered other types of activities such as consciousness-raising tasks, 

rehearsal or repetition tasks, the use of formulaic sequences, and the use of discourse 

markers, all of which are essential in developing fluency (Rossiter et al., 2010). They 

concluded that resources must be supplemented, since there appears to be a deficiency in 

the quality of available resources and the way they support learners. Rossiter et al. 

provided examples of fluency-promoting activities and call for more collaboration 

between researchers and teachers as a means to narrow the gap between research and 

practice (Mady, 2013).  
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 Le Bouthillier et al. (2017) also recognized the potential of furthering research 

and of enhancing language learning by capitalizing on partnerships within the teaching 

community. Through an exploratory research of learning materials and oral-

communication-enhancing activities for Grade 2 students engaged in literacy centres, 

they revealed a gap in the quality and variety of resources and also in the way the target 

language was mostly used as a medium of instruction rather than the object of instruction. 

Their conceptual framework and the taxonomy grid (Le Bouthillier, 2018b) developed 

within the scope of their research remind teachers of the many facets of oral 

communication, all of which are essential to fully develop oral proficiency.  

Unfortunately, EFI students often do not receive the explicit instruction required 

to master fluency skills. Although some of these students may develop fluency, empirical 

evidence suggests they do so within the context of free-production activities, in which 

case fluency develops at the expense of accuracy (NB-EECD, 2019a). Many researchers 

advocate for a balanced and holistic approach in teaching oral communication (Celce-

Murcia, 2007a; Goh & Burns, 2012; Le Bouthillier et al., 2017; Rossiter et al., 2010). 

Both Le Bouthillier et al. (2017) and Rossiter et al. (2010) are fervent advocates of the 

benefits of explicit teaching paired with ample opportunities to practise, consolidate and 

review new knowledge. Arnett and Bourgoin (2018) highlighted how recycling and 

reusing language facilitates its retrieval from the memory store—a process recognized for 

its efficiency even by language learners themselves (see Kristmanson et al., 2013). In 

developing fluency through repetition and practice, students acquire a greater level of 

automaticity, which reduces the cognitive demand imposed on the candidate at the 

moment of completing communicative tasks (Goh & Burns, 2012).  
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 Perhaps most prominent in the literature is the expressed need to foster language 

learners’ metacognitive awareness (Bachman, 1990; Goh & Burns, 2012; Kristmanson et 

al. 2013; Mandin, 2010; Rossiter et al., 2010) as a means to build students’ awareness of 

their own language development and foster agency. Préfontaine’s study (2013), in 

particular, is beneficial to future candidates of oral proficiency assessments including the 

OPI because it favours a participatory role and implication in self-assessment as a process 

leading to increased fluency in L2. Although her study is not OPI-specific, it does 

directly target fluency within the CEFR, which, as seen earlier, is being correlated to the 

OPI in New Brunswick. 

Learner Autonomy 

Research has noted the merits of increasing student awareness of language 

development through self-assessment and building learner autonomy using such tools as 

the ELP (Kristmanson et al., 2013; Little, 2005; Mandin, 2010) or the ACTFL 

proficiency guidelines (Kissling & O’Donnell, 2015). Honing self-assessment practices 

to guide long-term language learning empowers students and provides orientation for 

further progress. It may also serve as a motivation strategy for achieving long-term 

language learning goals.  

Little (2005) recognizes collective efforts to facilitate language learning and 

learner autonomy through self-assessment using the CEFR and the ELP as its companion 

piece. His article reported on the applicability of the ELP in an Irish primary school, 

justifying its implementation in early years of language learning and in various contexts. 

Including self-assessment practices at an early age establishes normalcy in self-assessing 

and instills this as a positive learning habit needed for continued application in 
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subsequent years. Little (1991, as cited in Kristmanson et al., 2013) noted the limitations 

of traditional teaching and how students accustomed to “institutionalized learning” (p. 

465) can show strong resistance to the idea of autonomy. He suggested such students 

“cannot be expected to assess themselves accurately” (Little, 2005, p. 322). This would 

be supported by Kissling and O’Donnell (2015), who conducted research exploring the 

increased language awareness of students using self-assessment and who claim that “self-

assessment only works as well as the preparation learners undergo prior to beginning the 

process” (p. 297).  

 In their research on 13 university students enrolled in an advanced Spanish 

conversation course in a U.S. university, Kissling and O’Donnell (2015) observed the 

qualitative development of students’ self-assessment over time as the participants better 

understood the construct of oral proficiency, practised and received feedback on their 

self-assessment, and selected ongoing personal goals guided by ACTFL Can-Do 

statements. This process provided these language learners rich developmental 

opportunities for greater language awareness. Opportunities to build topical knowledge, 

enhance vocabulary, strengthen grammar, and self-reflect were included as part of the 

holistic approach to language learning. The course instructor also conducted three oral 

assessments resembling the structure of a computer-delivered OPI. Participants’ self-

analysis on each interview enabled Kissling and O’Donnell to use a coding scheme to 

qualitatively analyze learners’ self-assessment based on the ACTFL proficiency 

guidelines and draw a “quantitative overview of learners’ perceptions of their abilities” 

(p. 290). Observations from learners’ self-assessment demonstrated a quantitative 

increase of more positive statements where learners reported on what they could do rather 
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than what they could not do in relation to their goals. In addition, learners’ self-

assessments “evolved qualitatively” over time (p. 290), with participants demonstrating a 

new understanding of fluency, recognizing the need for compensatory strategies, and 

reporting the use of a more “extensive, rich, advanced, and/or precise” vocabulary (p. 

292). Understandably, self-assessment has the potential to widen learners’ language 

awareness, enhancing for those who take it seriously their attainment of greater 

proficiency. This, however, remains a skill to be developed. Doing so effectively requires 

initial guidance and ongoing reflection (Kissling & O’Donnell, 2015). 

 Little (2005) advanced the benefits of the CEFR used both within L2 curricula 

and for individual learning programs—fitting for New Brunswick’s three FSL programs 

and current inclusion policy.11 One study of particular interest, conducted by 

Kristmanson et al. (2013), involved an interpretative qualitative inquiry exploring 

students’ use of language portfolios to support their L2 learning. Researchers conducted 

semi-structured interview on twelve Grade 12 participants of various language 

backgrounds from a large high school in New Brunswick and qualitatively analyzed data 

using a memoing technique. Results showed students responding positively to their use of 

language portfolios, with most students recognizing its benefits in developing learner 

autonomy and in self-assessing their learning—typical characteristics of the ELP with its 

principles and guidelines extended to the language portfolios in this study (Kristmanson 

et al., 2013). A few participants, however, associated language portfolio usage strictly 

with the school setting and saw limited use for it outside school. The appeal in using such 

                                                
11 Provincial Policy 322, administered by NB-EECD, constitutes a broad framework for inclusion 

in education. It ensures inclusive public education for all New Brunswick students by delineating the 
administrative roles and systematic requirements by which to create common learning environments where 
students receive equal access to learning through individualized learning plans conceptualized by teachers.  
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tools as the language portfolio to generate learner autonomy, to enhance language 

awareness, and to increase motivation in language learning must be met with language 

teachers’ ability to establish favourable conditions to evoke students’ sense of 

responsibility (Mandin, 2010). Kristmanson et al. (2013) similarly noted “dedicated and 

targeted instructional time” as invaluable requirements (p. 467) to develop students’ 

“metacognitive strategies such as evaluation and monitoring” (p. 467). Participants in this 

research recognized their role and their responsibilities in learning and in expanding their 

language skills, a sentiment also echoed by FI students choosing to pursue their language 

learning in a post-secondary francophone institution (Mandin, 2010). Participants’ 

answers throughout the interviews also alluded to competence, relatedness, and 

autonomy—“three key, universal human needs” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, as cited in 

MacIntyre et al., 2011)—which, when they converge, can enhance the learning 

experience (Bonney et al., 2008, as cited in MacIntyre et al., 2011). 

Motivation—A Factor in OPI Preparation 

The literature reporting on learner success in language proficiency assessment 

identified motivation as a key factor driving candidates’ success in striving toward 

greater language proficiency (Mandin, 2010; Sullivan, 2011; Yeon, 2013–2014). 

Sullivan’s quantitative approach to measuring teachers’ preparation strategies prior to 

their ACTFL OPI, for example, could be seen as pertinent for EFI students preparing for 

the New Brunswick OPI. Sullivan compared study strategies used by teacher candidates 

who scored Advanced or above to those candidates who were unsuccessful with the 

assessment. Sullivan’s description of the OPI as taken by her adult participants resembled 

the way the OPI is administered in New Brunswick (NB-EECD, 2019a; Sullivan, 2011) 
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rather than the more high-stakes context of the ACTFL OPI administered in the U.S. 

(Aoki, 2013; Burke, 2013; Sullivan, 2011). Additionally, by answering a 23-item survey, 

with most questions including a 4-point Likert scale, 734 participants in Sullivan’s study 

were able to provide information about their preparation strategies for the OPI (2011). 

Her findings highlighted successful candidates’ willingness to make considerable use of 

the target language beyond class time but also their likeliness to seek out discourse and 

culturally rich settings, ultimately enriching their language input. In both cases such 

proactive behaviours exceeded the requirements for the course.  

 For New Brunswick EFI students, capitalizing on the ELP would include 

extending its use outside of the classroom to maximize the cumulative effect of 

compounded L2 experiences as noted in successful candidates in Sullivan’s research. 

Successful OPI participants in Sullivan's study also identified reading newspapers and 

literature regularly as an important preparation strategy in the months leading up to their 

assessment (2011). According to participants, this provided better topics for use during 

the OPI and better scaffolding for the language features needed to discuss them (Sullivan, 

2011), namely through access to precise vocabulary. Although the OPI is not an 

assessment for which candidates can study (NB-EECD, 2019a), the candidates in 

Sullivan’s research draw a compelling profile of successful OPI candidates as learners 

actively engaging in activities and language experiences that supplement in-class 

learning.  

 Yeon’s research (2013–2014) also focuses on successful L2 learners’ traits in 

determining speaking proficiency, but this is from an OPI rated using the ILR scale 

following the four-to-six-month intensive language course delivered to 50 candidates in a 
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military training program. In addition to the OPI, a biographical questionnaire paired with 

the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (Oxford cited in Yeon, 2013–2014) 

demonstrated that “most of the successful speakers showed greater use of metacognitive 

and social strategies” (p. 75). Yeon affirmed, however, that strategies alone cannot 

account for the success of language learners in this study and drew attention to 

motivation as an important factor. Leaver and Atwell (2002, as cited in Yeon, 2013–

2014) agreed, noting the intrinsic and extrinsic motivational nature of high achievers. In 

Yeon’s research, program requirements constituted extrinsic motivation, whereas 

intrinsic motivation could be linked to learners’ personal beliefs associated with learning 

a language, especially given that 35% had not chosen to learn their assigned target 

language. One learner, for example, expressed how honored and privileged he felt 

knowing that someday he would save a life using the learned language given its use in the 

field.  

 Participants in Sullivan’s (2011) research reported personal traits—namely 

shyness, nervousnous and lack of confidence—as the greatest perceived impediment to 

success in the OPI, along with the lack of knowledge about its procedures and structure. 

Perhaps greater awareness of the OPI construct and of the interview process is required 

for candidates to reach a higher level of proficiency (Sullivan, 2011). Greater success can 

also be met by engaging in opportunities favourable to oral proficiency development. 

Additional strategies include elevating students’ metacognitive (Kristmanson et al., 2013; 

Yeon, 2013–2014) and metalinguistic awareness. Such an approach to language learning 

and development fulfills the goal of being life-long learners (NB-EECD, 2018a).  
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 It is currently unclear the extent to which language portfolios are systematically 

being used in various jurisdictions in New Brunswick, despite the learning orientation 

and language-awareness opportunities provided to language learners through self-

assessment. Mandin (2010) calls for a strong partnership between teachers, 

administrators, and researchers to change mentalities that risk jeopardizing the future of 

FI programs in Canada—quite applicable to the New Brunswick context with the 

provincial government’s use of OPI student results to portray EFI program efficiency. 

My research thus seeks perspective in EFI students’ current performance on the 

provincial OPI and proposes initial orientation for performance improvements—an 

attainable goal following the proficiency testing at the Defense Language Institute 

(Smemoe et al., 2014), which confirms that, for anglophones, learning French, as 

opposed to any other language, requires the least amount of allocated and engaged 

learning time” (p. 717).  

Much like Yeon’s research, most of the information relevant to L2 proficiency 

assessment was developed in an American context, where testing also includes the OPI as 

a common tool of assessment. Because the OPI only measures participants’ oral 

communicative skills, it is difficult to get a sense of a candidate’s overall proficiency 

level without consideration of reading and writing proficiency. This research relating to 

the OPI identified candidates’ intrinsic motivation as a key factor driving success 

(Mandin, 2010; Sullivan, 2011; Yeon, 2013–2014). Little available research involved the 

New Brunswick OPI. Instead, interview assessments were administered by ACTFL, 

TOEFL, and ILR. Also, candidates tended to be young adults building language 
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competency to fulfill the requirements for employment. Such motivation is unusual in 

high school for most student candidates taking the OPI.  

Research Questions 

The literature reviewed revealed that most findings related to proficiency 

assessment, while rich in data, were dated (e.g., Lang, 1993; Parkin et al., 1987; Young, 

1995), and that it was impossible to recover equivalent findings of FI research conducted 

in Canada (Morrison, F., & Pawley, C. 1986; Parkin et al., 1987) or New Brunswick 

(Lang, J., 1993) from more recent years. Although understanding what has been done in 

language assessment in New Brunswick and what we have yet to do in order to promote 

and facilitate gains in EFI students’ French oral proficiency became the focus of this 

research, Lang’s research (1993) was not included as it no longer coincides with current 

FSL programs administered in New Brunswick. New Brunswick offers three different 

FSL programs (EFI, LFI, and PIF), and my research focuses on the achievement results 

of students from the EFI program. The literature reviewed initially sought to include high 

school students who have taken the OPI within New Brunswick, but very little of this 

surfaced, so my review was extended to participants, including university students and 

young professionals, seeking language accreditation to pursue language teaching in the 

United States. The gap in the research specifically tailored to oral language proficiency 

assessments in New Brunswick is concerning, especially in light of our students’ current 

performance results.  

In light of the literature reviewed and the paucity of New Brunswick assessment 

literature other than the NB-EECD-generated reports, my research, which exemplifies 

current oral language assessment needs in New Brunswick, investigates the 
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communicative competence, knowledge, and processes EFI students engage in when 

ranked at the Intermediate Plus and Advanced levels of proficiency as described on the 

OPI scale. Specifically, my research thus centers on the following two questions:  

 

Question 1. What linguistic evidence can be identified in the oral proficiency 

interviews to explain the level of proficiency at which EFI students were assessed 

in relation to the performance criteria for the Intermediate Plus and Advanced 

levels of the OPI? 

 

Question 2. How can the OPI criteria for each of these levels be defined and 

deconstructed to guide the planning and teaching related to oral language in the 

EFI secondary classroom?  

 

Conclusion 

The literature reviewed in Chapter Two justifies the use of the OPI and the 

communicative competence frameworks as main underpinnings for this research. It also 

revealed a lack of context-specific research on teaching and learning with respect to 

students’ French oral language proficiency in FI programs. This study’s contextualization 

of French proficiency testing in New Brunswick, in addition to its exporation of themes 

related to proficiency development and assessment, will inform potential 

recommendations tailored to EFI teaching and assessment practices specific to the New 

Brunswick context in light of the Chapter Four data analysis. Chapter Three will detail 
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the intended methodological approach undertaken to retrieve the data required to conduct 

a comprehensive analysis of six New Brunswick OPIs. 
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Chapter Three: Methodology 

 
The initial review of literature revealed a paucity of research-based strategies 

meant to inform and remediate student assessment results on the New Brunswick OPI. 

The theoretical and empirical review further reinforced the need for research, thus 

supporting this study’s objectives. This third chapter presents the research design and 

describes the methodological choices I have taken to address potential threats to validity. 

I explore researcher positioning within my research context, explain the procedures 

undertaken to secure the OPIs used for analysis, and describe how I generated 

transcriptions for analysis purposes. Reflexive practices have guided every step of the 

conceptualization process of this research—from the selection of an appropriate design to 

the data analysis stage—and will continue to do so until its conclusion.  

Research Design 

The majority of EFI students in New Brunswick do not meet the targeted 

proficiency level on the OPI at the end of their program of study. This remains a 

prevalent and persistent problem, and one on which no apparent research has been 

conducted. The nature of this problem situates my study within the field of applied 

linguistics, which according to Schmitt and Celce-Murcia (2010) requires “using what we 

know about (a) language, (b) how it is learned and (c) how it is used, in order to achieve 

some purpose or solve some problem in the real world” (p. 53). The problematization of 

oral assessment practices and the consistently unattained results in New Brunswick invite 

reflection and the construction of knowledge as we envision how to best support EFI 

students in attaining the required level of oral proficiency on the provincial OPI.	With 
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discourse analysis well situated as a qualitative methodology (Lumley & Brown, 2005) 

and used extensively in the field of applied linguistics (McCarthy et al., 2010), I deemed 

it an appropriate methodology for conducting my research, given my intention to analyze 

students’ oral language interaction during an OPI. Although discourse analysis 

approaches are common and often used to explore language-related real-life problems, 

Lazaraton (2002) reports a lack of such approaches in studies involving languages other 

than English. 

 Because much of my research centered on holistic views of L2 learning and 

teaching (Celce-Murcia, 2007a; Go & Burns, 2012; Le Bouthillier, 2018b), and given the 

OPI’s tridimensional language evaluation, namely precision, content and function (NB-

EECD, 2019a), the inclusion of (1) the OPI scale and (2) Celce-Murcia’s model of 

communicative competence as two underpinnings for comparing student OPI 

performances presented a logical and strategic start to my research. As previously stated 

in Chapter One, my research explored the nuances between EFI students’ linguistic 

abilities and the criteria listed in the currently used OPI scale. During the methodological 

conceptualization of my approach to research, I sought a design that afforded flexibility 

and supported my vision of conducting a holistic analysis of sampled New Brunswick 

OPIs, which constitute a form of discourse within a specific context. In so doing, my 

research considered (1) the current conceptual holistic approach to language teaching and 

learning, and (2) the theoretical shift depicting oral language proficiency as a holistic 

rather than a structurally-isolated construct to avoid a narrow focus on isolated linguistic 

features which would have proven limiting and insufficient given my research objective.  
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Discourse Analysis 

I will now discuss discourse analysis and its relevance to this study. Schiffrin 

(1994) cited Hymes’s description of two paradigms to illustrate two definitions of 

discourse analysis in linguistics. These paradigms demonstrate beliefs about “the general 

nature of language and the goals of linguistics” (p. 20). The structuralist paradigm views 

“language above the sentence” where “structural analyses focus on the way different 

units function in relation to each other” (p. 23), disregarding context relativity. The 

functionalist paradigm, however, sees discourse as “language use” (p. 31), where 

discourse is “assumed to be interdependent with social life, such that its analysis 

necessarily intersects with meaning, activities, and systems outside of itself” (p. 31). How 

discourse analysis is used and what it looks like as a methodology relates to the 

researcher’s own beliefs about language within structuralist and functionalist linguistic 

paradigms (Schiffrin, 1994). The analysis of discourse within the scope of my research 

draws on the communicative competence model (Celce-Murcia, 2007a) inspired by 

Hymes (1972) who, by recognizing the importance of sociolinguistic competence in 

addition to linguistic competence, seemingly gravitates toward a functionalist linguistic 

paradigm (Schiffrin, 1994). The Data Analysis Grid did, however, require some structural 

analysis on my part.  

McCarthy et al. (2010) compared discourse analysts to grammarians in order to 

contrast each approach to text analysis. They state that discourse analysts, for example, 

focus on real texts and attribute great importance to context. Utterances (i.e., words 

sequenced in specific contexts) take precedence over word sentences (i.e., sequences 

upholding grammatical rules for sentence construction). Discourse analysts also consider 
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the participants involved in discourse, their relationship, a potential disparity in power or 

knowledge between the interlocutors, and the goals and purpose of the discourse, all of 

which inform the context of discourse and the potential factors influencing language 

production. Simply put, McCarthy et al. (2010) refer to discourse analysis as the 

“analysis of language in its social context” (p. 54).  

Discourse Analysis: Selecting an Approach 

After selecting discourse analysis as the best methodology to advance my research 

initiatives, I reviewed the different approaches presented by Schiffrin (1994), initially 

questioning whether I needed to be more precise in my selection of methodology by 

identifying a specific branch of discourse analysis. Schiffrin (1994) presented six 

approaches to discourse analysis in research, two of which were of particular interest to 

me: ethnography of communication and conversation analysis. I was initially drawn to 

ethnography of communication for its connection to Hymes (1972), whose idea of 

communicative competence inspired Celce-Murcia (2007a) in her conception of the 

model I selected for this study. Understandably, my intention to analyze recorded 

interviews did not entail ethnographic research, so I continued exploring other branches 

of discourse analysis. Conversation analysis (CA) also drew my attention when I read 

Lazaraton’s (2003) definition as a “rigorous, inductive approach to examine authentic 

discourse” (p.3). The way CA gives importance to all details of conversation (Schiffrin, 

1994) echoed my vision in coding and analyzing OPI transcriptions. The preassigned 

methodology, however, and the focus on the structural view of interaction, specifically 

the adjacency pair, constrained my research design and objectives. Consequently, I 

concluded that CA did not fully align with my research intentions for collecting and 
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analyzing data. This search provided a broader understanding of alternate research 

approaches and facilitated the understanding of additional terminology associated with 

my field of research. I returned to my research questions knowing that my research 

design and methodology should reflect my research purpose in relation to the problem I 

was seeking to explore.  

Observing the connection between Celce-Murcia’s (2007a) model of 

communicative competence and the concept as presented by Hymes (1972), I revisited 

the ethnography of communication as a potential branch of discourse analysis to guide 

my data analysis. What had initially deterred my attention from this branch was my 

understanding of ethnography as a methodology used by researchers to study the 

dynamics of society and culture (Cranton & Merriam, 2015), one where the researcher 

becomes immersed in the life of a group of participants in order to understand their 

culture through observations. Although interviews also constitute common techniques for 

data collection in ethnographic research, they often serve to gather respondents’ point of 

views of a given topic. Given that my research does not entail observing EFI students in 

the classroom as a natural setting, nor interviewing them personally, I originally 

discarded the ethnography of communication as a suitable approach to my research, 

perhaps prematurely associating an ethnography to the ethnography of communication. 

As pointed out by Cranton and Merriam (2015), ethnography goes beyond applying 

participant observation and interviewing techniques to problems and questions within an 

exploratory approach and entails building “an account of the data, an account that 

interprets the data within a sociocultural framework” (p. 57). They further stated that 

ethnography distinguishes itself from other methodologies through the concern it places 
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on the cultural context. This concern for the cultural context brought me back to the 

ethnography of communication for a more in-depth consideration of how this approach 

might appropriately guide my analysis of EFI student interviews, especially with its 

connection to Hymes as the “key figure” responsible for the development of this 

approach to discourse analysis. Hymes, as mentioned previously, also initiated the idea of 

communicative competence. Selecting an approach to discourse analysis became an 

exercise of following a thread and noticing the connectedness of the elements that would 

allow me to approach my analysis with a clearer understanding of underlying principles 

that would sharpen the relevance of the data I would soon interpret.  

Ethnography of Communication 

My research did not require direct observation of EFI students per se but rather an 

acute interpretation of how this “speech community” (Hymes,1972, as cited in Schiffrin, 

1994, p. 139) communicates in a particular social setting—in this case, how FI students 

communicate in their L2 (which is captured through the OPI). An ethnography of 

communication as an approach to discourse analysis unites linguistics and anthropology 

(Schiffrin, 1994), two dichotomies in ethnographic research. It also brings attention to 

“differential knowledge…[where] members of a culture may have available to them 

different forms, and be differently comptetent [sic] in, the way they draw upon a 

communicative repertoire (or the parts of the repertoire from which they choose)” 

(Hymes, 1973, as cited in Schiffrin, 1994, p. 139). The approach constitutes the “most 

encompassing” of all discourse analysis approaches presented by Schiffrin (1994), with 

an “openness to discovery of the variety of forms and functions available for 

communication” (p. 137). This holistic and integrative approach to researching 
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communicative competence allows for the discovery of patterns in differences and 

similarities within the culture, with speech analyzed as linguistic structure within a 

relativistic and holistic mode of inquiry. Considering all possible aspects of oral 

discourse rather than focusing on a preselected few, the ethnography of communication 

will be applied as an approach to the discourse analysis of OPIs in order to identify 

linguistic trends and guide my interpretation of the data. In doing so, I used Hymes’ 

SPEAKING mnemonic (Hymes, 1972, as cited in Schiffrin, 1994) to contextualize the 

analysis of the interview conversations as a speech event. 
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Table 1 

Hymes' SPEAKING Model 

Model applied to all six OPIs in this study 

Setting The OPI takes place in a quiet space within the participant’s school 
during the school day as per the request by the NB-EECD. 
Although the setting is not a perceptible element in the data source 
(Audio files) for this research, interviewers prefer a room with a 
window. 

Participants12 Interviewer: A francophone and representative of the NB-EECD. 
Interviewees: Grade 12 EFI students unknown to the interviewer 
(Susan, Troy, Louis, Gabriel, Celine, Mathias). 
Although there are six interview candidates, the interview is 
conducted with only one participant at a time.  

Ends Assessment opportunity: 
The interviewer lacks information (about the participant’s language 
abilities) and retrieves a rateable language sample to determine 
each participant’s level of oral proficiency. 
The interviewee answers questions and participates in the interview 
knowing that this is an assessment meant to determine a 
candidate’s level of French oral proficiency.  

Act sequence How form and content are delivered and organized within the 
speech event (the interview). 
What happens chronologically. 

Key Semi-formal interview (conversation). 
Interviewer: Standard French with characteristics of spoken 
French–informal.  
Interviewee: pleasant, respectful, shy, nervous, confident. 

Instrumentalities Linguistic and non-linguistic tools used to make the speech act 
perceptible. Verbal, maybe physical (Louis seems to be using 
gestures and explaining a concept using paper as a prop). 

Norms Act—norms of interpretation.  
React—norms of interaction.  
Interaction is based on a need for information. 

Genre Interview, discussion. 

 

Cognizant of the deeply-embedded interpretative nature of a qualitative research 

design and keenly aware of my role as the researcher—a primary instrument (Cranton & 

                                                
12 To maintain confidentiality, I used pseudonyms for all interview candidates from the audio files 

used in this study.  
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Merriam, 2015; Tilley, 2016) directly and personally involved in the collection, 

interpretation, analysis and representation of data (Tilley, 2016)—while conducting 

qualitative research, I found Denzin and Lincoln’s (2000) characterization of qualitative 

research most comprehensive and affirming. They described qualitative research as  

[a] situated activity that locates the observer in the world. It consists of a set of 

interpretive, material practices that make the world visible. These practices 

transform the world…, [turning it] into a series of representations…. At this level, 

qualitative research involves an interpretive, naturalistic approach to the world. 

This means that qualitative researchers study things in their natural settings, 

attempting to make sense of, or to interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings 

people bring to them. (p.3) 

This only reaffirms my choice of pursuing research in the qualitative realm but also 

invites introspection as a strategy to ensure meaningful operational developments in my 

attempt to understand the problem I am researching.  

Researcher Positioning and Bias 

As I progressed with my research, I reflected on the native speaker bias. As a 

Brayonne13 from the northwestern part of New Brunswick, I have been privileged to 

grow up in an environment where French and English languages are both prevalent and 

accessible. As a francophone, I attended francophone schools from Grades 1 to 12 and 

pursued my undergraduate degrees at St. Thomas University, all the while sharpening my 

skills in English as my second language. This skill has provided job security and enabled 

me to work as an educator within my home province. It has also, and more importantly, 

                                                
13 Francophone originating from the northwestern region of the province (Madawaska County). 
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grounded my sense of identity and pride, providing opportunities to form meaningful 

relationships with both Francophones and Anglophones within and outside this province. 

There is a sense of openness to the world that comes with embracing bilingualism and 

experiencing life through two languages. It opens access to people, experiences and 

opportunities.  

 As a Francophone, an educator in an Anglophone school district, and an FI 

teacher, I strive to convey enthusiasm for learning languages, to model language as a 

conduit to cultural appreciation of the other, and to facilitate students’ access to French 

so that they also may experience bilingualism and multilingualism as an inclusive aspect 

of New Brunswick identity. Relying on a strong L2 pedagogy, I aim to make FSL 

accessible to all learners. As a Francophone teacher in an anglophone setting, I have also 

become aware of linguistic insecurity—the loss of confidence associated with the use of 

one’s language—as an inadvertent consequence of living in a predominantly anglophone 

geographic region.  

My personal and professional experiences with both official languages are assets 

to my school and have served my students well in facilitating the development of their 

L2. I have taught at the high school level for thirteen years, many of them teaching Grade 

12 students who were preparing for their OPI assessment. In addition, I gained 

knowledge and experience as a program facilitator holding a supplementary position of 

responsibility for French within my school, which has provided an acute understanding of 

the OPI assessment from the lens of a language instructor and program administrator. 

Additionally, this year I have benefited from attending calibration sessions designed for 
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OPI provincial evaluators, adding insights into my research context, which I feel I am 

approaching as an insider.  

 I undertook this research with my knowledge as a teacher with thirteen years of 

classroom experience and thus understand that my identity as a French language teacher 

and native-speaking francophone determine the lens I bring to my research. The act of 

drawing from these previous experiences to guide my interpretations and findings 

constitutes a common practice for the qualitative researcher, as explained by Crotty 

(1998, as cited in Creswell, 2009). While doing so, I must consider how my experiences 

and understanding of L2 language learning and teaching might influence my analysis of 

data, proceeding with caution and care.  

Native speakers are often prone to noticing mistakes made by non-native 

speakers; even mistakes that could otherwise be overlooked in informal conversations 

could irritate some native speakers. One simply has to look at recent comments made by 

Denise Bombardier14 to understand the intolerances some purist native speakers have 

with regard to non-native speakers’ use of the target language (Bourgeault, 2019). In a 

way, these purists position themselves as gatekeepers of the target language, often 

excluding even other native speakers in their characterization of language proficiency. 

Native speaker bias can therefore render language proficiency goals unattainable (French 

et al., 2017; Roy & Galiev, 2011). As an L2 teacher and student-researcher, my native 

speaker bias might manifest through the mistakes I note while listening to OPI 

recordings, especially if the noted mistakes are not explicitly listed as assessed criteria on 

                                                
14 In Denise au pays des Francos, a recent documentary produced by Paul Bourgeault (2019), 

Denise Bombardier travels to minority francophone communities within Canada and draws a sombre 
reflection of the quality of French spoken outside Quebec. 
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the OPI scale. Noticing liaisons constitutes an example of such scrutiny. When students 

are speaking French and doing their liaisons, speech is pleasant to the ear and the liaison 

itself is not perceived. In contrast, the absence of a liaison causes this error to be noticed 

instantly by a native speaker.  

Acknowledging my researcher positioning revealed an integral part of myself that 

can neither be ignored nor extracted from my research. This awareness and reflection of 

the native speaker bias guided how I interacted with—and analyzed—the data. 

Methods 

Data Source 

I informed a representative from the Assessment and Evaluation branch at the 

NB-EECD of my research initiative and my request for OPIs at the Intermediate Plus and 

Advanced levels of proficiency conducted within the past five years. The time 

delimitation ensured the retrieval of language samples reflecting the most recent 

curriculum and program changes. Although I knew I was only going to use three 

interviews rated at each level, taking proactive measures, I requested six from each level 

to allow some flexibility in choice. The NB-EECD was very accommodating in this 

respect and tasked an OPI evaluator with gathering interviews meeting my research 

needs. The evaluator provided a link granting Dropbox access to 24 OPIs and including a 

spreadsheet stating the semester and year in which the interview had been conducted, the 

name of the students interviewed, the proficiency level received, and, in some cases, the 

school. I immediately cropped out the name of the school to avoid bias and because this 

information was irrelevant for the purpose of my study. One important piece of 

information missing, however, was whether the students were in the EFI or LFI program. 
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I emailed the Department requesting confirmation that the interviews received were 

indeed those of EFI students (Grade 1 entry point) who had followed the immersion 

program up to Grade 12 with 25% of their classes in French in their two final years in the 

program. These criteria illustrated my basic standardizing components for the selection of 

the audio files.  

With clarification revealing the program of study, I began a selection-vetting 

process including two phases. I created a new folder on my personal laptop and labelled it 

“Entrevues_Thèse.” This folder was then subdivided into three additional folders to 

contain and organize the audio recordings for each stage of the vetting process. I 

abbreviated the French word for “recordings” to label these next folders (i.e., 

enregistrements became Enr.). The three folders conveniently located in the 

“Entrevues_Thèse” folder were titled “Enr. Originaux,” “Enr. Révisés,” and “Enr. 

Sélectionnés_Analyse.” They were labeled in such a way as to appear in that order, 

reflecting the two vetting phases I would be conducting: original interviews, revised 

interviews and interviews selected for analysis. Finally, within each of these three 

folders, two more folders were created to separate the interviews according to their rated 

level of proficiency. These final folders were labelled “Avancé” and “Intermédiaire 

Plus.” 

 All interviews retrieved from the Dropbox were separated according to the 

proficiency level and filed in the “Enr. Originaux” folder. This ensured that I could 

maintain access to the interview should the link to Dropbox become inactive. At this 

stage, I had twelve Intermediate Plus OPI interviews and twelve Advanced OPI 

interviews.  
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  I reduced this initial pool of interviews by eliminating those of students who did 

not meet the grade-level and program requirements (e.g., my initial list contained some 

interviews from the LFI program and two interviews of students in Grade 10 rather than 

Grade 12). That left nine Advanced and six Intermediate Plus interviews to be filed in the 

“Enr. Révisés” (Revised Interviews) folder. At this phase, I kept all MP3 files and 

eliminated the one WMA file (Advanced Interview) that would not play on my Apple 

devices. I then listened to all fourteen interviews from the “Enr. Révisés” folder, starting 

with the six located in the Intermediate Plus folder to avoid comparison between levels 

this early in the selection process. While I listened, I took preliminary notes stating the 

students’ name, the name of the interviewer, the length of the interview, the number of 

topic changes, and any general impressions that came to mind. I refrained from selecting 

the final three for this level until the same process had been repeated with all the 

interviews listed at the Advanced level of proficiency. With eight interviews listed at the 

Advanced level, I noticed an emerging pattern with regard to the number of questions 

asked by the interviewers and recognized a variety in interviewing styles. This compelled 

me to select interviews administered by the same interviewer in all cases to ensure some 

consistency and minimize error variance. This decision further reduced the selection pool 

to six interviews ranked at the Advanced level but inadvertently eliminated all but three 

Intermediate Plus interviews. In the Advanced category, I also eliminated two interviews 

that could potentially jeopardize confidentiality, in cases where the identity of 

interviewees could be inferred even with the removal of information and the use of 

pseudonyms. And finally, with only four interviews left at the Advanced level, gender 

representation supported my rationale for the elimination of the final interview. I had 
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until then selected only one other interview from a female student and sought to balance 

my selection of candidates. My selection of the three interviews rated at the Intermediate 

Plus and Advanced levels were filed in the “Entrevues_Sélectionnés_Analyse” folder in 

the appropriate subfolder according to proficiency, thus completing the second and final 

phase of my selection process.  

Instruments 

I prepared six separate Microsoft Word documents—one for each transcription—

with audio file information posted at the top of the first page. I configured the document 

so that the line numbers would automatically appear as the conversation developed. This 

detail facilitated information retrieval during coding and analysis. I chose to transcribe 

the interview in one single column with the alternating turns between interlocutors 

identified by the pseudonyms in the left margin next to the line numbers. The 

transcription also reserved ample space—one third of each page on the right-hand side—

for note-taking. 

I copied the interviews from the “Entrevues_Sélectionnées_Analyse” folder to my 

iPhone to expediate the transcription process and to facilitate file navigation during 

transcription. I played the audio file of the recorded interview on my phone, wearing 

headphones to enhance detail perceptibility. I also used the Beecaster, an external USB 

recording microphone borrowed from Equipment Services at UNB, to dictate to an initial 

draft of my transcription. Listening to the audio files from my iPhone enabled me to play, 

pause and repeat the recording instantly while dictating on my computer. The 

transcription process, nonetheless, was time-consuming. Although I intended to replicate 

exactly what I perceived on the audio recordings through verbatim transcription, which 
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Oliver et al. (2005) referred to as naturalism in transcription, my initial draft was a 

polished version of the final transcription simply because the dictation feature only 

recognized proper wording. As such, I had to clearly articulate when using this 

equipment. 

I ultimately worked backwards to insert the fillers and the repeated and truncated 

words or phrases. Because this research explores EFI students’ use of French as an 

additional language during an OPI assessment, exact pronunciation and traces of regional 

dialect constituted important elements to capture in transcription. Attempts to convert 

utterances, distorted words, or even dialectal expressions from spoken language to 

written language are not without challenge. Edwards (1993) suggested using either 

modified orthography (e.g., quoissé rather than qu’est-ce), which requires no formal 

language training on the part of the researcher and renders the transcription more 

accessible, or the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA), which does require formal 

language training and has little use considering the purpose of this research and the 

language usage of the participants. I chose to proceed using modified orthography, 

always keeping in mind my audience and the fact that this research should be accessible 

first and foremost to L2 teachers as well as to linguists and other scholars in the field. 

Choosing to write phonetically to capture the pronunciation, I also cross-referenced with 

terminology currently identified in the Brayon and Acadian lexicons.  

 Transcribing is a conscious exercise which requires more than simple utterance 

replication. Making methodological choices increases the usefulness and readability of 

transcriptions for data extraction. While reviewing my transcriptions, I followed familiar 

transcription conventions developed through my ED 6821: Qualitative Methods of 
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Research in Education course and using Qualitative research methods: A data collector’s 

field guide (Mack et al., 2005). I also drew from Schiffrin (1994), especially for passages 

denoting crosstalk. I found that my transcription lacked precision and clarity without the 

indicators specifying which segments of speech were being overlapped by each 

interlocutor. My readings on conversation analysis allowed me to finalize details of my 

transcription that required adjustments, namely with regard to turn-taking, interruption 

and crosstalk—essential aspects of conversation to consider when analysing students’ 

interactional competence during OPIs. Aside from transcription conventions proposed by 

Mack et al. (2005) and Schiffrin (1994), I proceeded by choosing a vertical layout to 

alternate from one speaker to the next, ensuring that the approach to reading the content 

felt natural and manageable to me. In no way do I assume that my approach is better than 

previous documented transcription conventions, but I would argue that omitting certain 

symbolic indicators, such as pause length, intonation markers, utterance speed, etc., 

provided clarity and maintained transcription readability. Whereas the interview audio 

recordings constitute the main source for data, elements of any relevance—including 

length of pauses—could be noted through codes and still inform the analysis. The final 

steps to finalizing the transcriptions entailed replaying the recordings in their entirety 

while reading over the texts to ensure consistency with wording, punctuation, and 

sentence structures. I deemed each transcription acceptable for analysis once the exercise 

of listening while reading revealed no interruptions and the pace could be effortlessly 

maintained. Once that was achieved, I timed-stamped each transcription at thirty-second 

intervals corresponding to its respective audio file. Although working backwards was a 

lengthy process, it provided an enhanced familiarity with the data and stimulated the 
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“close attention and interpretive thinking that is needed to make sense of the data” 

(Tilley, 2016, p. 132). Please see Appendix E for a list displaying the transcription 

conventions I chose to apply.  

 Having to negotiate between readability and accuracy (Roberts, 1997) requires 

choices and interpretation but also relativizes the notion of distance, a concept to which 

Tilley (2016) gave particular attention. The act of transcribing, she stated, “creates a 

degree of distance between raw data and what is ultimately represented and used for 

analysis purposes” (p. 131). In my research, for example, the audio recording of the 

interview fails to capture facial expressions and gestures, which themselves convey 

meaning. A degree of distance thus characterises the interview as a recorded 

communicative event. Furthermore, as Green, Franquiz, and Dixon posited (1997), 

especially in a situation where I am a transcriber who has not conducted the interview, 

the transcriptions are at best a representation of my interpretation of the event. I do not 

assume that the transcription captured the objective reality of the interview (Tilley, 2016), 

and in acknowledging “distance,” I resolved that the transcriptions would constitute a 

secondary source, with the audio recording of the interviews remaining my primary 

source.  

Data Collection, Coding and Analysis  

Coding was an essential part of my work. I started by reading through the 

transcriptions, coding any and every element that captured my attention. I generated a 

hand-written list of codes (colour-coded symbols) at the same time as I read through the 

first transcription. Although there was some crossover between the codes used for both 

the Intermediate Plus and Advanced transcriptions, I created a separate list for each 
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proficiency level in order to then collapse and collate them into a common list of codes 

containing eight distinct categories: Fluency, Correction, Solecisms, Barbarisms, 

Strategies, Interaction, Other, and Characteristics of Spoken French–Informal. In this 

section, I define each category and expand on a few specific codes within those 

categories. All other codes, which I deemed did not require additional clarification, are 

located in Appendix F, which serves as an easy-access reference guide gathering the 

codes in turn and displaying them in the same order as they appear in the data analysis 

grid. The appendix provides a context-specific definition of the codes as they pertain to 

this study along with an example extracted directly from the six transcriptions of student 

interviews.  

Research in language proficiency presents fluency as a defining trait 

characterizing oral proficiency (Baker-Smemoe et al., 2014; Goh & Burns, 2012; NB-

EECD, 2018d; NB-EECD, 2019a; Prefontaine, 2013; Ross, 2018; Rossiter et al., 2010; 

Tavakoli, 2011). When I first started listening to interviews, I noticed an interruption in 

fluency brought upon by false starts, which I defined as an interference of speech 

characterized by an abrupt abandonment of an utterance. An utterance, in this case, 

constitutes words uttered with an intention as opposed to sounds and fillers. Because false 

starts are also a normal occurrence in speech contexts of both L1 and L2 interlocutors, I 

resolved to highlight all instances of false starts, while paying particular attention to what 

came after. Depicting false starts in such a way allowed me to notice a pattern relating to 

what followed them in a sentence. I concluded that they are followed by either a 

continuation marked by a repetition of the initial utterance, a restructuring depicting a 

reformulation, a different approach in order to extend the conversation, or a correction 
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where the interlocutor corrects the initial utterance. In most if not all cases, a false start 

followed by a correction brought upon a correction of a grammatical nature. Other codes 

that influenced the perception of fluency included redundancy, linking words, perceptible 

pauses, trail-offs, and the length of responses where fluency related to the perception of a 

natural flow.  

Correction follows Fluency in the data analysis grid, although the order of these 

categories remains arbitrary. Within this section, all codes pertained to a correction, an 

attempt to correct, or a perceived failure to correct. That is to say, the codes in this 

category (Failed correction attempt, Self-correction, Correction uptake, and Failed 

uptake) relate to an opportunity, taken or seemingly missed, that would have contributed 

to speech improvement. Although I initially included a code for Fossilization to 

characterize cemented and seemingly repeated mistakes made by FI students, I opted 

against its use given the assumptions and inferences it imposed in my analysis.  

All codes depicting a range of grammatical mistakes formed the Solecisms 

category. These included Verb error, Word omission, Gender error, and Syntax error. For 

verb errors, I did not discriminate the nature of the error, as this would have gone beyond 

the purpose of my research. Verb errors thus include anything verb-related, including but 

not limited to conjugation, auxiliary selection, and selection of tense or mode. A final 

code labelled Grammar error–other captured those mistakes that were not captured by the 

previously denoted codes. Such mistakes usually related to preposition errors, and 

although I had initially coded them as Syntax error, I concluded that leaving them as such 

concealed a forming pattern—one that did not become apparent until coding the 

Advanced-level transcriptions. The transition from coding the Intermediate Plus to the 
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Advanced-level interviews in itself prompted an adjustment in previously developed 

codes. The Solecism category reconciled previously unresolved hesitations I may have 

experienced in coding syntactic errors, and it also revealed that most remaining mistakes 

coded as Grammar fault–other included similar mistakes.  

The category with the least amount of codes reflected students’ language 

enunciation. Naturally, for the listener, mispronunciations draw more attention than 

proper pronunciation. I found it challenging to distinguish what constitutes a regionalism 

as opposed to a mispronunciation, especially in reference to the familiar language 

repertoires. This prompted me to consider words or expressions used by francophones 

during informal conversations yet perhaps not recognized as appropriate in the context of 

a language proficiency evaluation such as the OPI. I sought the expertise of Dr. 

Wladyslaw Cichocki, a professor and linguist at the University of New Brunswick and an 

expert in language variation in small rural communities. This meeting with Dr. Cichocki 

proved invaluable in guiding my approach to coding this section and somewhat facilitated 

the task of distinguishing between a regionalism and a mispronunciation, especially with 

Louis’ interview, which bore the noticeable characteristics of a francophone-like accent 

stemming from a specific region of New Brunswick. I limited the coding of 

mispronunciations to those enunciations containing errors in phonemes and developed a 

table to extract the presence of regionalisms from each candidate’s transcription. I 

labelled this category Barbarisms, which includes both mispronunciations and 

regionalisms as enunciations that divert from traditionally accepted language use. 

I counted as strategies those linguistic resources or approaches that students used 

to avoid language breakdown during the interview. My perception of language 
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breakdown included those times when students struggled or were altogether unsuccessful 

in relaying their message. Indicators of breakdowns included prolonged pauses but more 

often segments where comprehension became compromised as a result of recurring false 

starts and unsuccessful correction or restructuring attempts. Noted strategies that students 

used to advance communication manifested in various forms. The use of fillers, however, 

occurs naturally in the speech of all interlocutors regardless of L1 or L2. Fillers provide 

an opportunity to think quickly as we speak. More importantly, they reduce the gaps or 

time lapses which potentially affect the perception of fluency. Other strategies included 

inter-lingual transfer,15 restructuring, circumlocution, and approximation, with only 

circumlocution recognized as a strategy on the OPI.  

In contrast to the Barbarisms section which houses only two codes, Interaction has 

the most—a total of fifteen—as a result of the nature of the assessment. Five codes 

(Backchannel, Interruption, Comprehension check, Clarification request, and 

Information-seeking question asked) tracked evidence of interaction for both the 

interviewer and the candidates. Only in this section were the interviewer’s actions 

documented. This allowed the focus to remain primarily on student performances. The 

Interaction category denotes all elements that reveal a degree of engagement and 

participation beyond answers to questions which, in an interview context, are a given.  

Three of the eight categories related to candidates’ linguistic competence; these 

included Solecisms, Barbarisms and another category which I initially labelled Diction in 

my attempt to track the quality of students’ use of vocabulary. The category’s name 

                                                
15 Inter-lingual transfers in this study refer to students’ use of English terms in a French 

conversation. This would be the equivalent of translanguaging and code-switching in some research 
literature.  
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changed to “Other” following the merging of “Appropriate verb use” and “Direct 

quotation use” because neither aligned with themes from previously developed 

categories. I opted to count the number of verbs that students used correctly. This not 

only counterbalanced the “Verb error” code from the “Solecisms” category, but it also 

upheld my intention of highlighting positives in student performance.  

Where “Barbarisms” reports on students’ use of language that seemingly diverges 

from standard French—the variety of French expected from interviewers—the category 

“Characteristics of spoken French–Informal (CSF–Informal)” acknowledged what 

research has confirmed: the way we speak a language differs from the way we write it 

(Goh & Burns, 2012), based on situational and social factors (Nadasdi et al., 2005). 

These characteristics of spoken French were apparent in the speech of the interviewer. 

Although I noticed these characteristics, my focus remained on the elements perceptible 

in the students’ discourse. This section counts the characteristics of spoken French 

noticed in students’ speech—the utterances that made FI students’ speech sound native-

like. The “ne” deletion in negation and the “l” deletion in the 3rd person personal 

pronouns “il” and “ils, and also the Schwa deletion (Nadasdi et al., 2005), account for 

Codes 1, 3 and 7 in the grid. My meeting with Dr. Cichocki also prompted my wording of 

the codes within this category.  

The coding process was quite lengthy and required attention to such details as 

pauses, repetitions, and stutters that would not necessarily impede comprehension in 

conversation but became apparent in the transcription and complicated the coding process 

and data analysis. Coding at the core became an interpretative exercise. The coding 
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scheme became extensive but ultimately reached saturation (Fusch & Ness, 2015) when 

no new codes were needed to document occurrences.  

The OPI situates students according to the perceived range of abilities they exhibit 

during the interview (ACTFL, 2012a; Clifford, 2016; NB-EECD, 2019a). Although I 

have not received formal OPI training, I was fortunate to attend professional meetings 

with OPI evaluators. Confident, I took the liberty to organize each interview from the 

weakest to the strongest within both the Intermediate Plus and Advanced levels of 

proficiency. Because there were only three interviews per category, I identified the 

strongest and the weakest of the three, leaving the third in between. This provided a 

comparison threshold. I also chose to code two of the three interviews rated at the 

Intermediate Plus level before moving on to the Advanced ones to gain a better 

understanding of the potential progression in skills and content. I left Louis’ interview 

until the very end after noting its high fluency and regional influence of French—likely 

acquired through his exposure the francophone presence in his community. Starting from 

the weakest performances to the strongest seemed like a logical approach to more clearly 

depict improvements in interview performance. This approach also served well in 

inductive code development, assuming that new codes would be created as noticeable 

elements surfaced. (See Appendix F for a description and example of each code.)  

My qualification of answer length figured among the codes that required an 

adjustment as I progressed with coding interviews. At first, I relied on my initial 

description of short (S), medium/appropriate (MA), and long/elaborated (L) answers to 

characterize and code students’ answers, not yet realizing that these descriptions would 

require revisions once I reached the Advanced-level interviews and noticed a qualitative 
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difference in the length and content of students’ answers. To ensure consistency in coding 

and comparability for analysis within the two levels, I revisited previously-coded 

interviews once I had adjusted my definition in light of my observations. With students 

speaking more freely and straying from the typical question/answer type of exchange 

between interviewer and interviewee, it became necessary to extend the qualification of 

student speech using the labels (S), (MA), and (L) beyond their answers to questions and 

thus use them to account for questions posed by students and general comments they 

made even when not asked a direct question by the interviewer.  

I attempted to group the codes according to specific traits. I assigned a colour to 

each category as well as a colour-coded symbol to each code. Coding the transcription 

while listening to its corresponding audio file required continuous playing and pausing. I 

proceeded with coding as I had with the transcribing process, going from a rough draft (i. 

e., coding quickly those elements that stood out the most) to multiple polished reviews, 

which enabled me to add the codes missed on the first attempt. I felt confident with the 

appropriateness of conducting multiple reviews of coding, given the wide range of 

developed codes. Keeping with a three-cycle revision, I ensured a minimum of three 

meticulous coding reviews of each transcription, each time focusing on a different set of 

codes.  

The use of colour greatly facilitated the code retrieval and count when I tabulated 

the number of occurrences in the data analysis grid. Because many of the pages were 

heavily marked with codes, developing a system to count the codes proved necessary to 

ensure that every symbol on every page was accounted for and not overlooked. I started 

by dividing the transcriptions in ranges of 10 pages, only working with one selected page 
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range at a time and counting the codes specific to one of the eight sections (e.g., Fluency 

(yellow), Correction (green), Solecisms (red), Barbarisms (orange), Strategies (purple), 

Interaction (blue), Other (pink) and CSF–Informal (white). If I selected Solecisms as a 

section, for example, I counted each code from that section within the 10-page range, 

looking for the red colour-coded symbols corresponding to the codes within that section, 

isolating only one symbol at a time to avoid missed or doubled counts. I also adopted a 

three-count review in code tabulation. To do so, I scanned the page while counting the 

number of times I saw the selected code, only recording its frequency on a paper copy of 

my data-analysis grid once I had confirmed the same count thrice. To facilitate the 

counting of certain codes which because of greater frequency increased the error factor in 

recording counts, I used a cardstock the size of a recipe card to cover sections of text and 

other codes. This allowed more focused attention to the targeted codes which revealed 

themselves in a manageable way as I glided the card from the top of the page toward the 

bottom, revealing the pages’ content one line at a time. It became easier on the eyes to 

focus on and spot the targeted code and further minimized the risk of human error while 

counting and recording numbers in the grid. Again, I did this process three times to 

ensure a level of accuracy in my count tabulation. I conducted occasional total code 

checks sometimes by column and other times by row. Conducting a total code check by 

column provided a spot check which confirmed accuracy in seeing that the registered 

number of all of the combined codes from a specific colour-coded section of the grid 

corresponded to its number of colour-coded counted occurrences on a given page. Such a 

check could be conducted to verify accuracy in a sectioned part of a column from the grid 

or from the entire column itself.  
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A second practice in conducting a total code check to ensure accuracy involved 

counting the number of occurrences of one specific code in a selected page range within 

the transcription, with each transcription previously divided in ranges of 10 pages.That is 

to say, if I wanted to confirm that Gabriel did indeed have 12 occurrences of a coded 

“Word selection error" within pages 11 to 20, I simply needed to go through the pages 

looking for pink circles containing a dark blue X, which became the colour-coded symbol 

representing that code. I then checked to confirm that the total number of occurrences 

counted within that page range corresponded to the total number recorded in that row of 

the data-analysis grid. Understandably, this process required the use of a paper copy of 

the Data-Analysis Grid. 

Once the coding was completed, I tallied the codes from each interview 

transcription, working with one transcription at a time and going backward—that is to 

say, starting with Louis and then continuing from the strongest (Mathias’) to the weakest 

(Susan’s) interview, thus reversing the order from which the interview transcriptions had 

been initially coded (Louis, Mathias, Celine, Gabriel, Troy and then back to Susan). I 

labeled the sheets in my Excel document by student name and ordered them by category 

(Intermediate Plus and Advanced) ranging from the weakest performance to the strongest 

within each level. I also kept the same order in every subsequent table.  

To ensure consideration and representation of both the OPI scale and Celce-

Murcia’s (2007a) model of communicative competence, I kept notes that were either 

OPI- or communicative competence- specific. To facilitate this process, I created six 

packets each containing a copy of the OPI performance description (Appendix B), the 

OPI performance criteria (Appendix A3), and Celce-Murcia’s communicative 
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competence model (Figure 1). I allocated one packet for each student performance, which 

enabled me to collate my observations while isolating and identifying evidence depicting 

prescribed components of both the communicative competence and the OPI frameworks. 

This was yet another conscious attempt to maintain data manageability and comparability 

throughout the coding process.  

I developed several Excel spreadsheets to collect and represent my data. The 

initial prototype, which later became my data analysis grid for this research, was 

developed as part of an assignment in ED 6821: Qualitative Methods of Research in 

Education, a course that proved to be instrumental in the early conceptualization stages of 

my research design. The data analysis grid served to manage data collection responsibly 

and to guide data analysis. Recognizing the advantage of tracking occurrences for data 

analysis, an idea inspired by a student-researcher colleague (M. Raza, personal 

communication, March 1, 2018), I designed six tables, one for each of the “original” 

transcriptions. These tables display final codes and record numeric counts of code 

occurrences within each page of every transcription—one column corresponding to each 

page. I added an additional column to the electronic version of the data analysis grid to 

include the total number of occurences for the entire recording (Appendix G). To 

facilitate the thorough process of counting codes, I opted for a printed version of the data 

analysis grid which in turn eased the process of imputing the data on the computer. With 

each column in the grids directly corresponding to—and recording the data from—its 

counterpart page in the original transcriptions, navigation from the table back to its 

original transcription rendered data easily retrievable.  
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 To consolidate the data gathered from each individual grid, I designed an 

additional table (Table 2: Code Tabulation of Individual Student Performance 

Characteristics) which juxtaposed the last column of each “original” data analysis grid. 

This provides a visual representation of the data collected from all six interviews in such 

a way that students’ abilities could be easily perceived and readily compared. Table 2 

also inspired the development of vocabulary repertoires (Appendices H-N) for those 

specific codes pertaining to vocabulary (e. g., Word selection errors, Vague terminology, 

Regionalisms, Word precision, Approximation, and Inter-lingual transfers). The added 

feature of tabulation within select sections in Table 2, namely for all categories without 

polarizing codes, also enabled a quick comparison of student performance within these 

sections. Such sections excluded “Fluency” where the codes, although different in nature, 

influenced the perception of fluency. There would be no benefit in adding the number of 

trail-off occurrences, for example, to the number of linking words—just as there would 

be no reason to combine code occurrences within the “Interactions” category, given that 

it includes elements from both the interviewer and the interviewee in each interview. For 

sections like Solecisms, where all codes report on some type of error, however, a 

tabulation within the section proved informative.  

Data Analysis Procedures 

I analyzed the data at various stages as it was being generated. After coding each 

transcription—but before counting and inserting the codes in the data analysis grid—I 

documented my preliminary impression of each student’s overall interview performance.  

I then examined the data analysis grid in detail (Table 2: Code Tabulation of Individual 

Student Performance Characteristics), highlighting notable observations for each of the 
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eight categories. I noticed that numeric discrepancies between the two interview rankings 

in some categories were not as obvious as I would have anticipated. I determined that 

conclusions would need to be drawn by examining codes in combination with one 

another rather than in isolation. It also became apparent that the numbers alone would not 

deliver conclusive results and were superficial indicators. I created tables for several 

categories and used the data analysis grid for each interview transcription to retrieve 

words and passages. Placing these in the tables that corresponded to sections of the Data 

Analysis Grid and identifying the tables’ contents with either the page number or line 

number, and in some cases the number of occurrences for each entry enabled a clearer 

comparison between students’ choice of words, the nature of their mistakes, and the 

vagueness or the precision of their word choice. Essentially, I created a table for every 

code relating to vocabulary in order to provide a richer comparison of students’ word 

usage. Adding these tables also provided qualitative data that complemented the tally of 

ocurrences. The rationale for counting every occurrence included replicating what the 

interviewer would have heard. If the same English word was repeated numerous times 

throughout the interview, for example, this number is represented in the analysis grid, 

whereas the corresponding tables in the appendices add depth to the analysis by 

presenting variety and potential patterns involving vocabulary, regionalisms, and inter-

lingual transfers minus the repetitions.  

The process of coding, then counting and recording codes, brought my focus to 

isolated components of students’ speech performance. I therefore felt the need to listen to 

all of the audio recordings without the transcriptions before continuing with my analysis. 

My rationale was to revisit students’ performances from a holistic perspective using only 
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the audio files. This would allow me to ignore that which the eyes could see (on the 

transcriptions) but which the ears would not necessarily discriminate against or penalize 

(on the interview). Such an example would include Gabriel’s use of “des fois” insead of 

“parfois”—“des fois” being accepted in spoken language as a lax and informal equivalent 

of “parfois,” which is preferred in written contexts. I then analyzed the data in relation to 

each component of the communicative competence model. In my final stage of 

qualitative data representation, I duplicated Table 2, changing the “Codes” repertoire to a 

list of “Skills and Abilities” which I generated using 1) the OPI performance description 

provided for the Advanced-level performance, 2) the list of codes inductively developed 

while coding the transcriptions, 3) the documented summary of student performances, 

and 4) skills and abilities pertaining to the six communicative competencies from Celce-

Murcia’s model. I extracted terms depicting student’s linguistic ability within each 

framework (the OPI and communicative competence), noting and collapsing common 

criteria from all consulted sources. Using these sources, I created a drop-down menu for 

each cell in the final table from which I could qualitatively analyze the students’ 

performances. To that end, I created a three-colour drop-down menu from which I could 

associate a colour—either green, yellow, or red, with the traffic light analogy in mind—

thus rating each student’s mastery of the skills and abilities as I interpreted it from the 

data sources. The intention was to colour-code students’ language abilities by making a 

subjective decision in relation to the criteria. I attributed green for skills that had clearly 

been mastered, yellow in cases where the skills were emerging or present but limited in 

use, and red where there were no successful attempts in using the language skills, even 

given the opportunity. This final step illustrated qualitatively students’ holistic 
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performance, reduced the attention on numeric counts of occurrences, and allowed global 

comparability of the three interviews ranked at the Intermediate Plus level to those at the 

Advanced level of proficiency. Although this design tracks code occurrences, numeric 

data are not being used for statistical purposes. With this added consideration, my study 

remains grounded in qualitative research.  

Research Validity  

The decisions regarding the number of interviews and the range of performance 

were made purposefully to ensure the manageability of data collection and analysis. 

Because I am conducting a qualitative discourse analysis, considerable amounts of rich 

and thick data will be generated, all of which must be included to properly inform my 

analysis. Deliberate measures taken to strengthen the validity of this research include 

reaching data saturation while coding the transcriptions but also triangulating data 

stemming from the audio recordings, all sets of transcriptions and charts, and my research 

journal. 

 My intention in conducting this research is not to generalize my findings through 

characterization of OPI levels or typification of student participants, but rather to 

contribute to the construction of knowledge through an understanding of the current 

problem tainting EFI student achievement on OPIs in New Brunswick. This phenomenon 

can be explored in greater depth using a qualitative approach to research.  

The researcher’s position as a primary instrument in qualitative research and the 

interpretative approach to data analysis could threaten the validity of my research. It will 

be important as I work through the research process to be mindful of these issues. 
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Ethical Considerations 

My research did not require direct interaction with human participants since my 

data source stems from audio recordings of past OPIs retrieved from the Department of 

NB-EECD. Where “human participants” are those individuals whose data—their 

response to interventions, stimuli or questions by the researcher—are relevant to 

answering the research question (Canadian Institutes of Health Research et al., 2018), 

there are no roles and procedures imposed on any subjects in my research. Consent from 

participants for secondary use of information was not obtained for my research, nor was 

it necessary in accordance with Article 5.5A of the Tri-Council Policy Statement 2 

(Canadian Institutes of Health Research et al., 2018). 

 Although anonymity could not be ensured (students’ names appeared directly in 

the audio recording throughout the interviews), as a student researcher I am committed to 

ensuring security and confidentiality of all materials through the safeguarding of 

information. The access to any information within the context of this research is restricted 

to myself as a student researcher and my research advisors. Pseudonyms were created for 

all participants in the selected interview recordings, and no identifiable information was 

included in the final transcription documents. 

 Data and all research materials are stored on a computer to which access requires 

password identification authentication. All research-related materials will be stored in a 

locked compartment at all times (Canadian Institutes of Health Research et al., 2018). 

The data from my research will be preserved until such time as I can meet with 

representatives at the Department to debrief and deliberate. Because they have provided 
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me with the OPIs used to conduct this valuable research, sharing my findings and raw 

data reflects a simple act of reciprocity.  

Conclusion  

This chapter details the thought process and careful consideration given to the 

conceptualization of my research design. Writing Chapter Three invited an in-depth 

reflection and sharpened my awareness of potential bias emerging from my researcher 

positioning. The data analysis grids facilitate the gathering and organization of data in a 

way that is conducive to a detailed analysis. Chapter Four will follow the reporting 

standards for qualitative research (American Psychological Association, 2020) to report 

the analysis of the data and my results as they relate to this research. 
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Chapter Four: Data Analysis and Results 

 
I present my findings with Chapter Four divided into two parts—each part 

addressing one research question exclusively. Part 1 offers three perspectives. “Student 

Profiles” presents a combination of my impression of students’ personality traits during 

the interview and their performance in relation to the New Brunswick OPI level 

descriptions (Appendix B); “The Data Analysis Grid—A Global Overview of Table 2 by 

Category” summarizes the contents of the Data Analysis Grid in relation to student 

performances; and “Performances Depicting Communicative Competence” reports on 

student performances in relation to the components of Celce-Murcia’s model of 

communicative competence. In Part 2, the visual representation of student profiles in 

“Illustrating and Contrasting Student Performance by Level of Proficiency” brings forth 

an achievement contrast between individual performances and the two proficiency levels. 

“Student Performance: Function, Content and Accuracy” then explicates how these 

findings characterizing student performances relate to the tridimentional analysis model 

of the OPI.  

 

PART 1: Question 1  

Question 1. What linguistic evidence can be identified in the oral proficiency 

interviews to explain the level of proficiency at which EFI students were assessed 

in relation to the performance criteria for the Intermediate Plus and Advanced 

levels of the OPI? 
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Student Profiles 

Susan (Intermediate Plus). Susan, an honour-roll student in a small-town rural 

high school, backchannelled subtly at the beginning of the interview, sometimes with 

“OK” but more often with a subtle murmur or chuckle. Her speech at times hesitant, she 

sounded nervous and remained soft-spoken throughout. She was quick to reply, at times 

interrupting the interviewer. She experienced two noticeable linguistic ruptures, with 

redundancy accentuating her struggles, especially when joined with localized use of false 

starts and fillers. On two occasions, her strategic use of fillers enabled her to buy some 

time.  

Susan’s vocabulary was not extensive, and this impeded her ability to elaborate. 

She did not have to grope for words, but fruitless attempts to clearly express her ideas 

resulted in using recycled structures, which ended with trail-offs. Mistakes, including 

missing liaisons, hyper-pronunciation of some final consonants, and especially the 

noticeable syntax and verb-related mistakes, drew attention and contributed to the 

choppiness of her speech. Although she showed a certain degree of fluency, her schwa 

retention and the scarcity of characteristics of spoken French in her speech became more 

noticeable and prevented a more natural flow, despite her clear enunciation and pleasant 

intonation.  

Susan’s answers, rather short yet in most cases beyond few-word replies, resulted 

in fewer false starts but prompted the interviewer to keep asking questions. She displayed 

limited topical knowledge and discussed rather superficially topics that were familiar to 

her, namely future studies, family, and school and community-related activities. 
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Throughout the interview, Susan limited her speech production to answering questions 

and thus remained a reactive participant. 

Troy (Intermediate Plus). Troy backchannelled thirteen times in the one 

minute it took the interviewer to explain the interview process. Troy sounded 

comfortable, attentive, and confident early in the warm-up phase of the interview, yet he 

exhaled audibly when answering some questions.  

He discussed his hometown, sports, and work—both current and future. In his 

discussion with the interviewer, Troy’s chuckle was an appropriate response to the 

conversation rather than a nervous laugh. He provided answers of appropriate and 

medium length, yet at times they fell short of answering the questions. I noted five 

instances where the question remained unanswered. Such questions, however, usually 

pertained to abstract topics. His limited topical knowledge, paired with his reluctance to 

ask for clarification, restrained his ability to formulate in-depth answers.  

He sometimes groped for words and used fillers in addition to making mouth- 

popping noises to reduce the perception of silent pauses. His excessive use of fillers 

concealed what sounded like an occasional “j’ai a” rather than j’ai” and also revealed 

cautious speech production which at times appeared choppy and interrupted overall 

fluency. His overuse of direct citations, his irregular use of liaisons, and his hyper-

pronunciations of final consonants all attracted attention, as did his mispronunciation of 

some common words. 

Troy experienced a few language breakdowns, but this did not interfere with the 

comprehensibility of his message. He remained a reactive participant in the interview, as 

he did not reciprocate in asking the interviewer questions at the end. 
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Louis (Intermediate Plus). Louis’ initial interaction with the interviewer 

revealed a high level of confidence in his ability to converse in French using 

regionalisms. His dynamic intonation and rhythm remained consistent throughout the 

interview. He spoke very passionately about his interests and became somewhat of a 

storyteller in recounting specific events, adding many details while maintaining 

controlled voice intonation. His hobbies included outdoor activities; he was passionate 

and very knowledgeable about working, four-wheeling and hunting, using context-

specific words such as “panaches,” “trappage,” and “collet.” Louis’ answers aligned with 

a concrete rather than abstract realm of discussion.  

Drawing from an informal language register, Louis often spoke at length, with 

little interference from the interviewer, except for ongoing backchanneling. Louis spoke 

fluently and abundantly, fully illustrating his French regional dialect while producing 

long stretches of speech containing few fillers. He demonstrated an ability to self-correct 

and to think quickly, minimizing interruptions when he recognized his mistakes. Despite 

good structural accuracy and fluency, his frequent use of English words affected his 

lexical accuracy. His speech also contained engrained patterns of verb errors in the past 

tense while displaying accuracy in other tenses; he said, for example, “y faut,” “y’a 

fallu,” and “y’avait oublié,” which still reflected regional norms. 

He engaged with the interviewer throughout his discussion by making comments, 

hypothesizing, and ensuring comprehension while demonstrating conversational control. 

Despite the length of the interview (30 minutes), Louis took the opportunity to ask the 

interviewer a few questions at the end. He appropriately conveyed his greetings and 
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salutations, concluding his strong performance with a notable interaction with the 

interviewer.  

Gabriel (Advanced). While listening to Gabriel’s interview, I immediately 

noticed his relaxed demeanour. His speech, given his tone and vocal expression, revealed 

an air of confidence but an apparent cautious approach to speaking French. Gabriel’s 

speech contained characteristics of informal spoken French, including prosodic features 

like pronunciation and intonation, lending a familiar French pronunciation. He expressed 

the importance for people to develop French-speaking abilities in New Brunswick. 

Although neither of his parents were francophones, Gabriel often spoke French at home 

due to his mother’s job working for the government.  

His ability to sustain the conversation by adding examples and details using a 

wider range of linking words contributed to his delivery of long responses. Using topic-

related vocabulary, he demonstrated structural and lexical accuracy. Gabriel did not ask 

clarification questions that could have prevented misunderstanding, but this was a rare 

occurrence. He shared a few laughs with the interviewer and interacted with ease, 

demonstrating controlled voice intonation. Gabriel made sporadic grammatical and 

pronunciation mistakes. However, they did not distract from the conversation or 

jeopardize speech fluency. He also demonstrated emerging grammatical awareness by 

self-correcting, maintaining control of his language structures throughout the interview. 

He comfortably engaged in abstract topics of discussion, including his personal 

development from working part-time. The conversation flowed effortlessly and 

transitioned from one topic to the next, ranging from sports to present and future study 

and work ambitions. Although he claimed not to have questions for the interviewer, the 
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conversation extended after he asked his first question, and several additional questions 

ensued. 

Celine (Advanced). In asking a clarification question within the first thirty 

seconds of her interview, Celine revealed an outgoing personality—a perceived trait 

reinforced on several occasions with her enthusiastic replies to many of the questions. 

Her tone and intonation displayed a distinct expressive nature, showing her concern 

through intonation—a trait that remained constant throughout the interview. Celine was 

energetic, expressive and lively, and she laughed with the interviewer on multiple 

occasions.  

She demonstrated an emerging grammatical awareness through her self-

corrections and unhesitatingly checked the appropriateness of her word selection with the 

interviewer the few times she had doubts. She commanded sufficient structural and 

lexical accuracy, took risks, and fully engaged in the discussion. She even anticipated a 

word in the interviewer’s reply, filling a brief pause before he himself could complete his 

sentence.  

Celine spoke clearly, with a good rhythmic speech delivery. She articulated her 

ideas and her opinions very well, her speech accuracy strengthened with the use of 

adverbs despite other sporadic errors. She provided examples, weighed pros and cons, 

hypothesized, and considered alternate perspectives to strengthen her argument. She 

discussed her extracurricular activities, ambitions to pursue a medical career, the 

privatization of medical services, and other topics both concrete and abstract.  

She firmly upheld her opinion, at one point speaking for a minute and a half. The 

discussion was pleasant and seemed effortless, even with an increase in false starts and a 
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few stumbled utterances toward the end, none of which hindered fluency. Celine 

confidently answered all of the interviewer’s questions, leaving time for her to ask a brief 

question at the end. 

Mathias (Advanced). Mathias’ speech was expressive; he demonstrated 

controlled voice intonation and expanded his answers. He proved to be a good 

conversationalist and fully engaged in conversation rather than merely participating as an 

interviewee. His role even changed from interviewee to interviewer when he seized the 

opportunity extended by the interviewer to ask some questions. Mathias seemed mature 

and self-assured, asking thought-provoking questions that revealed his curious nature and 

interest in what became a mutual exchange of information. The conversation evolved 

organically, revealing his ability to tackle abstract topics and share his knowledge of the 

French culture.  

With his lexical range and calm disposition, any search for words was brief and 

met with strategic metatalk. This approach limited any long pauses and maintained 

fluency and a strong speech coherence. Mathias still made sporadic grammatical and 

syntactical mistakes, but these did not distract from or interfere with communication. He 

was knowledgeable, remained poised throughout the interview, and spoke elaborately 

about sports, his future endeavours, and his aspirations to become a mechanical engineer. 

He presented valuable arguments when he discussed the impact of technology on 

humanity and hypothesized societal implications. His ability to make connections while 

speaking ensured that the discussion flowed smoothly, going from one topic to the next. 

Mathias’s topical knowledge, his enthusiasm, and his strong interactional and linguistic 

skills all contributed to his Advanced performance on the OPI. 
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These brief student profiles provide a basic overview of each participant and 

summarize students’ OPI performances. “The Data Analysis Grid–A Global Overview of 

Table 2 by Category” will now illustrate the occurrences of various linguistic features 

recorded in the Data Analysis Grid and explain how they compare to performances at 

each level according to the New Brunswick OPI level descriptions (Appendix B). 

The Data Analysis Grid: A Global Overview of Table 2 by Category 

Table 2, “Code Tabulation of Individual Student Performance Characteristics,” 

presents the results from each student’s individual data analysis grid (Appendix G). The 

juxtaposition of each grid’s final column in Table 2 displays how each participant 

performed in each of the categories and subcategories that emerged from my analysis of 

the interviews (described in “Data Collection, Coding and Analysis,” Chapter Three). 

Although Table 2 gives a general overview, the eight subdivisions in this section of 

Chapter Four allow for a more detailed description of the results pertaining to each 

category that emerged from the data. The results will be presented in the order in which 

these categories appear in Table 2. When I cite from my transcriptions, the context of my 

writing will identify whether it was the interviewer or a student who spoke. Information 

in brackets, for example (Troy, p. 16, l. 460), will simply identify the transcription from 

which the utterances were pulled rather than identify the speaker. Finally, some elements 

included in Table 2 will be further developed in “Performances Depicting 

Communicative Competence,” in the next section of this chapter, with my analysis of the 

OPIs using Celce-Murcia’s model of communicative competence. 
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Table 2 

Code Tabulation of Individual Student Performance Characteristics 
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Fluency. 

Table 3 

Fluency (Excerpt from Table 2) 

 
 

Fluency remains a feature of speech used to determine oral language proficiency. 

I perceived fluency as an “uninterrupted stream of smooth and hesitant-free speech” 

(Tavakoli, 2011, p. 72), operationalized by the length of student responses in relation to 

speech interruptions caused by false starts, redundancy, perceptible pauses, and the 

number of trail-offs in student performances. Although my study did not measure 

students’ fluency, which is predicted in some studies by identifying mean length of runs 

and average pause time (Préfontaine, 2013, for example), I did note the perception of a 

natural flow during speech production while listening to the interviews. All Advanced-

level interviews, in addition to Louis’ rated at the Intermediate Plus level, revealed a 

more natural flow in speech fluency compared to Susan’s and Troy’s, also rated 

Intermediate Plus.  

The collation of data in each of the subcategories in the Fluency section of the 

Data Analysis grid reveals some commonalities for students who spoke more fluently 
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(Louis, Gabriel, Celine and Mathias). These students used linking words16 more 

prevalently in their speech, producing longer responses. They also had a more extensive 

repertoire of linking words (Appendix H) than Susan and Troy, who answered in shorter 

responses and used significantly fewer linking words. Advanced-level students and Louis 

answered more coherently and were less likely to recycle the same language structures; it 

was in Susan’s and Troy’s interviews where word repetitions became most noticeably 

redundant and problematic, given their occurrences in passages where fluency was most 

challenged. One trait either enhancing or diminishing the perception of students’ fluency 

related to students’ word repetition, at times redundant when not creating a stylistic 

effect. Table 3 illustrates more occurrences of Redundancy in the Intermediate Plus 

interviews except for Louis’ use of epizeuxis and Celine’s use of anaphora—both 

rhetorical devices used for a stylistic effect through word repetition—which enhanced 

content through emphasis without negatively impacting fluency. 

Students who demonstrated a higher level of fluency spoke more elaborately, 

adding details and examples while demonstrating controlled intonation and expression. A 

high number of false starts, as illustrated for some students in this table, does not 

necessarily indicate a lack of fluency in speech. False starts, inherently part of 

spontaneous speech production, were just as apparent in the interviewer’s speech as they 

were for all interviewed students. With Louis sharing commonalities with Advanced-

level students in the Linking words, Perceptible pause, Short response, and Long 

response subcategories, the Fluency section did not in itself draw a clear distinction in 

performance between these two levels of proficiency.  

                                                
16 “Linking words” in this study are the equivalent of connector words.  
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Correction. 

Table 4 

Correction (Excerpt from Table 2) 

 
 

Self-corrections are as integral to speech production as false starts, trail-offs and 

redundancy, provided the speaker is aware of the mistakes made during language 

production. This section depicts students’ attempts or abilities to self-correct and also 

denotes the extent of their uptakes from the interlocutor’s speech. Table 4 delineates two 

sources of correction, the first stemming from students’ awareness of their own mistakes 

(Failed correction attempt and Self-correction), and the second issuing from the 

interviewer, inviting but not guaranteeing students’ language uptake (Correction uptake 

and Failed uptake).  

Table 4 shows that all students ranked higher in successful rather than 

unsuccessful correction attempts (Self-correction and Failed correction attempt). The 

zeros recorded for Susan and Troy in the Failed correction attempt subcategory do not 

reflect a better performance for these two students than for the other four students. The 

zeros show that Susan and Troy had no correction attempts other than their successful 

corrections, demonstrating a low occurrence of corrections and limiting their types of 

corrections to more simple mistakes, including pronunciation and the inclusion of elision. 
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Simply put, Susan’s and Troy’s capacity to recognize and correct their mistakes was not 

as apparent as that of the other four students. 

 The combination of Failed correction attempt and Self-correction suggests that 

those students who exemplified greater speech fluency—Louis, Gabriel, Celine and 

Mathias—were more prone to correct or to attempt to correct perceived errors, even if 

attempts sometimes proved unsuccessful. These students sometimes substituted one error 

for another (Failed correction attempt), while at other times they corrected an error-free 

statement, addeding an error (Unnecessary correction attempt), a phenomenon that did 

not happen with Susan and Troy at the Intermediate Plus level. 

In correcting their perceived errors (correction), students attended to 

pronunciation, grammar, or precision through vocabulary selection. Whereas Mathias’ 

nine self-corrections were more evenly distributed between pronunciation-, grammar- and 

precision-related error corrections, grammar accounted for most of the corrections made 

by Gabriel and Celine, as opposed to the pronunciation errors that accounted for the error 

types more frequently corrected by Intermediate Plus speakers.  

Louis was the only student who implicitly succeeded in an uptake of information 

from the interviewer’s speech. Susan and Troy had more opportunities to uptake 

vocabulary but seemed unaware of the interviewer’s use of the appropriate term in his 

speech. Failed uptake in Table 4 demonstrated the slightly more frequent opportunities 

for uptake in the Intermediate Plus-level interviews, perhaps as a result of students’ more 

limited vocabulary (Appendices K1 and K2), whereas Advanced-level students had fewer 

instances of failed uptake. 
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Solecisms. 

Table 5 

Solecisms (Excerpt from Table 2) 

 

 
With the codes developed inductively, linguistic competence figured generously 

in the data analysis grid, and this despite Goh and Burns’s (2012) acknowledgment of 

spoken language as being less grammatically complex than written language. At first 

glance, the Solecisms section (Table 5) revealed minimal disparity between students in 

subcategories such as Verb error and Syntax error, and this regardless of the students’ 

proficiency level. More telling results materialized, however, when reviewing the data in 

combination with other subcategories. For example, a look at Verb error (Table 5: 

Solecisms) in coordination with Appropriate verb use (Table 9: Other) yields more 

insight into students’ mastery of verb usage (explained in the “Other” section in “The 

Data Analysis Grid: A Global Overview of Table 2 by Category”). 

 All interviews contained similar word omission occurrences, namely omissions of 

prepositions, pronoun referents, articles and the “que” conjunction (whose omission 

attracted the least attention of all word omission errors). These omissions neither 

interfered with the message nor attracted much attention, especially those speaking 

fluently. 
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 In addition to the article-selection errors made by all students, the gender-

agreement errors made by Louis, Celine and Mathias in their use of adjectives explained 

their higher numbers of recorded gender errors. Susan’s and Troy’s interviews revealed 

more basic gender-error mistakes, unlike the more complex gender errors (agreement 

errors with past participles, referent pronoun errors and possessive pronouns) produced 

by the other four students. 

Advanced-level students also made errors with syntax, but they were isolated and 

affected shorter parts of the sentences than syntax errors committed by Susan and Troy. 

When considering the duration of each interview and the number of pages from each 

transcription, Susan’s and Troy’s interviews reported more syntax errors than any of the 

other four participants.  

Grammar error–other included a range of errors pertaining to prepositions of 

place, elisions, and missing articles. This subcategory, however, did not reveal distinct 

patterns between the two levels of proficiency. All interviews except for Mathias’ 

revealed that students struggled with prepositions of place. Troy made the most errors 

using prepositions of place, but this was heavily dependent on the topics discussed during 

each interview.  

The Grammar error–other subcategory, in classifying broader mistakes, did not 

generate patterns as clearly noticed in, for example, the Gender error subcategory. It did, 

however, illustrate students’ general struggle with prepositions, contractions, elisions, 

and such mistakes that could potentially impede fluency.  

Given his prolonged interview, Louis made more errors in all subcategories in the 

Solecisms section except for Syntax error. Errors were more perceptible and distracting 
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in Susan’s and Troy’s interviews, perhaps because their answers were shorter and their 

speech, at times interrupted by pauses (Troy) or appearing choppy (Susan), seemed 

slightly less fluent than the other four perfomances. Linguistic competence goes beyond 

the identification of errors produced by the speaker. As a component in Celce-Murcia’s 

model of communicative competence, I will further expand on students’ linguistic 

abilities in the “Linguistic Competence” section of this chapter.  

Barbarisms. 

Table 6 

Barbarisms (Excerpt from Table 2) 

 
 

Table 6 displays a higher number of mispronunciation occurrences for 

Intermediate-Plus level students. The most revealing aspect of Table 6, however, is the 

contrast it draws between Louis and all other students in their use of regionalisms.  

All students had pattern-free occurrences of mispronunciations that attracted 

attention, namely in their mispronunciations of multisyllabic words related to careers. 

Missed liaisons accounted for many mispronunciations for students at both levels of 

proficiency. The hyper-pronunciation of some final consonants contributed to the 

choppiness that impacted fluency in Susan’s and Troy’s interview. The phonetical 

alteration I detected with Louis’ pronunciation seemed attributable to his informal speech 

repertoire, an aspect that will be discussed in greater details in “Characteristics of Spoken 

French–Informal.” His mispronunciation proved challenging to recognize as errors 



 

107 

because they may have been expressed as such locally. Ultimately, he demonstrated 

variation in his pronunciation of certain words, alternating between a formal and an 

informal language register within the regional pronunciation (Appendix I3).  

Table 6 also illustrates a significant variance in the Regionalism subcategory as a 

result of my counting every occurrence of the same word to track the frequent use of 

regionalisms. A word as common as “puis,” for example, counted as a regionalism every 

time it was pronounced “pis.” Both “puis” and “pis,” however, counted as linking words 

when used to link independent clauses (Table 3: Fluency). Louis’ performance exhibited 

distinct similarities between his speech and that of native speakers in his region, in both 

his pronunciation of certain words and his use of familiar terms. His use of regionalisms 

far exceeded that of any other candidate and included some archaic terms that depicted a 

depth in his use of the language. Louis’ use of lexical and grammatical regionalisms 

distinguished his performance from that of the other students (Appendices I1 and I2). 

These repertoires of regionalisms will be revisited in the “Performances Depicting 

Communicative Competence” section of Part 1 when analyzing students’ sociocultural 

competence.  

 Students at the Intermediate Plus level had more occurrences of pattern-free 

mispronounced words (randomly mispronounced words). They also more often 

pronounced silent consonants at the end of words, added sounds, and displayed erroneous 

phonetic patterns, all of which resulted in mispronunciations. Missed liaisons were 

prevalent in all students’ interviews (except in Mathias’s, where mispronunciation 

occurrences revealed no particular pattern). They also represented most of Celine’s 

occurrences in this subcategory.  
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Strategies. 

Table 7 

Strategies (Excerpt from Table 2) 

 
 

Table 7 charts the strategies that were the most prevalent in students’ speech.  

These strategies allow students to manage their performance and to mitigate strains on 

conversation despite various pressures stemming from having to speak spontaneously 

about some potentially unfamiliar topics, with an evaluator they did not know.  

Students used familiar words to discuss topics, at times embedding English words 

in their speech (inter-lingual transfers). In addition to words, sentences or sentence 

fragments also accounted for inter-lingual transfers. Appendices I1 and I2, present each 

student’s repertoire of inter-lingual transfers, in three colour-coded sections: words 

(shaded green) and sentences/fragments (either left white or, if translated from existing 

English idioms, shaded red). Both Intermediate Plus and Advanced-level students 

regularly transferred sentences/fragments yet maintained the English syntax. Celine, 

Gabriel, and Louis, as students demonstrating fluent speech, had more occurrences of 

inter-lingual transfers of English idioms into French (Appendix J1) than Susan and Troy, 

who only had one each. Students at the Advanced level of proficiency made a more 

judicious use of inter-lingual transfer words (Appendix J2).  
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The limited occurrences of inter-lingual transfer words in Advanced-level 

interviews demonstrated students’ efforts to avoid English words. Advanced-level 

students’ predisposition to circumlocution could account for their managed use of inter-

lingual transfer words.  

 Table 7 also shows that Advanced-level students restructured speech more 

frequently than Intermediate Plus speakers. Rarely at a loss for words as a result of his 

excessive inter-lingual transfers, Louis recorded the fewest occurrences of restructuring 

among all students. Susan and Troy often repeated the same structure following false 

starts; restructuring did not come naturally to them but would have been useful in 

avoiding linguistic ruptures.  

 Circumlocution occurred more often in interviews rated at the Advanced level. 

This enabled students to express their ideas while maintaining the flow of the 

conversation; they did not stumble on what they wanted to say. They spoke with ease, 

without hesitation or having to grasp for vocabulary. 

Fillers included sound utterances, words and even expressions. All were used in 

speech to manage pauses and proved effective, especially in the Advanced interviews, in 

maintaining a rhythm of conversation. These expressions provided time to formulate an 

answer while avoiding extended silent pauses.  

Louis, Gabriel and Mathias, all students who demonstrated fluency, took more 

risks in pronouncing English words with a French accent (Appendix K). The likelihood 

of maintaining message comprehension using this approximation strategy, however, 

highly depends on the interlocutor’s background knowledge of both French and English 

and the ability to draw from the context. Students making approximations demonstrated 



 

110 

an attempt to avoid English terms while drawing from their knowledge of the language 

and making connections.  

Students at the Advanced level of proficiency made more frequent and better use 

of strategies, namely with restructuring to avoid language blockages and with using 

circumlocution to minimize inter-lingual transferred words. Students’ ability to take risks 

using their knowledge of English (approximation) also demonstrated an attempt for 

strategic language use to advance conversation.  

Interaction. 

Table 8 

Interaction (Excerpt from Table 2) 

 
 

The nature of the OPI assessment places great emphasis on interaction. Table 8 

identifies elements (behaviours and replies) that illustrate what interaction looks like and 

how it is carried out by FI students. Although interaction is barely recognized in the 

interview criteria, its skillful execution reveals competence. 

Interviewer backchannels appeared more frequently in interviews where 

interlocutors exercised greater fluency, namely in all interviews except for Susan’s and 
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Troy’s, which showed higher numbers of participant short answers (Table 3: Fluency), 

and thus invited follow-up questions rather than backchannelling. All interviewees 

backchanneled at the start and toward the end of the interview, both opportune times for 

students to do so. The interviews also revealed student backchannels scattered 

sporadically throughout the conversation. Mathias’ interview had the highest number of 

recorded student backchannels, a testament to the conversational nature of this interview, 

especially in the last segment of the interview, a segment illustrating his active role in 

directing the conversation. 

Interlocutor interruptions, rather typical occurrences in informal conversations, 

included comments, reactions, and interruptions in order to ask or answer questions. 

Although Mathias’ interruptions depict his high level of engagement, Susan’s interview, 

with the highest number of student interruptions, revealed her premature attempt to 

answer the questions. The interviewer’s interruptions, ranging from seven to ten 

occurrences per interview (five in Mathias’ interview), confirmed that, in the interview 

context, the interviewer typically has more guiding power.  

 The interviewer conducted comprehension checks more often than the students, 

except for with Celine and Mathias. In Mathias’ interview, comprehension checks were 

at times embedded in the interviewer’s speech as fillers rather than explicitly articulated 

to ensure comprehension—for example, “il faut comprendre l’anglais pour comprendre 

le Freng- le Franglais. Tu vois?” (Mathias, p. 26, ll. 761-767). This style was initiated by 

Mathias, who inserted “tu sais” in his speech and accounts for five of the nine student-

led comprehension checks recorded for Mathias. The interviewer only requested 
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clarification once when talking to Susan and Troy following vague answers that 

prompted inferences.  

 The Student comment (sidenote) and Interviewer comment subcategories in Table 

8 differ in purpose. Whereas the Interviewer comments subcategory enabled the 

interviewer to interact more broadly with the student, the Student comment (sidenote) 

subcategory denoted occurrences of a more strategic nature, namely students’ metatalk 

during times of struggle, revealing students’ thought process and at times prompting the 

interviewer to offer help. Conforming to the interview requirements, the interviewer 

offered minimal help to students, as evidenced by the low occurrences recorded in all 

interviews; he obliged, however, when students asked him explicitly. Interviewer 

comments thus allowed the interviewer to engage with students through their answers, 

whereas student comments served more as an insight into their strategic use of language.  

 Students who demonstrated fluent speech linked the conversation to previously 

discussed points. In doing so, they demonstrated their ability to skillfully steer the 

conversation, while at other times making references that reinforced previously made 

statements. By establishing links to what they or the interviewer had previously said, 

students exhibited control and assumed their roles as active participants in the 

conversation. This was also illustrated by Celine’s and Louis’ attempt to finish the 

interviewer’s statement, and by Mathias’ interruptions, which outnumbered those of the  

interviewer.  

Students at the Advanced level presented a more balanced performance defined by 

a combination of backchannels and questions asked at the end; their interviews 

essentially resembled a conversation. Although Louis took initiative and spoke freely and 
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abundantly, his performance also differed from that of all other students, since the 

interviewer asked fewer questions and backchannelled significantly more in this 

interview. Although Louis spoke enthusiastically and passionately, the conversation did 

not yield equal interaction between both interlocutors; despite Louis’ strong interactional 

skills, he somewhat dominated the conversation. “Interactional Competence” in the 

“Performance Depicting Communicative Competence” section of this chapter will add 

depth to students’ interactional skills within the context of the OPI. 

Other. 

Table 9 

Other (Excerpt from Table 2) 

 
 

Students at the Advanced level demonstrated a high level of lexical precision 

across a wide range of topics (Appendix L2). Louis was the only Intermediate Plus-level 

student to exhibit this characteristic (Appendix L1). There was also a difference in 

repertoire between the Advanced and Intermediate Plus performances with regard to the 

words used to convey opinions; Gabriel, Celine, and Mathias had a wider expressive 

repertoire (Appendix N) which included negation, added nuance, and allowed them to 

affirm their opinions using such expressions as “Je comprends pourquoi” (Celine, p. 26, l. 

779), “Je ne pense pas” (Gabriel, p. 5, ll. 131 and 134), and “mais ça depend” (Mathias, 

p. 19, l. 568). The use of adverbs added precision and was more noticeable in fluent 



 

114 

speech, rendering speech more emphatic. Adverbs may have been obscured by grammar 

mistakes, pauses, false starts or any other salient elements in Susan’s and Troy’s 

interview. Paradoxically, vague terms such as “chose” were more apparent in the 

Intermediate Plus interviews despite their higher frequency in Celine’s and Gabriel’s 

interviews (Appendix L3). I attributed this to Celine’s and Gabriel’s fluency and their 

ability to link their ideas and advance conversation more quickly, minimizing the 

perceived effect of vagueness.  

Students who demonstrated greater fluency in their speech, namely Louis, 

Gabriel, Celine and Mathias, also had more word selection errors (Appendices M1 and 

M2). Advanced-level students made errors with words that were related in meaning yet 

inaccurate in context (Appendix M2), but such errors did not impede communication and 

understanding. At the Intermediate Plus level, however, word selection errors were more 

noticeable, given students’ less synonymous word choice compared to that of Advanced-

level students.  

 Students’ use of direct quotation instead of paraphrase impacted the flow of the 

conversation and drew my attention; paraphrasing would have generated a more natural 

flow and reduced speech choppiness. Skillfully embedding direct quotations in context 

using linking words, saying things like “je toujours demande des questions simples 

comme ‘Comment est-ce que ton radio fonctionne?’ ” (Mathias, p. 10, ll. 285-287), 

neutralized the choppiness effect and enabled the conversation to flow more smoothly 

with less distraction.  

As stated in “Solecisms” in Part 1, I analyzed students’ appropriate verb use in 

coordination with “Verb error” from Table 5: Solecisms. Appropriate verb use was 



 

115 

higher than the number of verb errors for all students, but the stronger performances 

contained more frequent occurences of appropriate verb use and averaged a 1:9 ratio of 

verb error to appropriate verb use. I noticed it when students successfully used more 

complex verb tenses; verb errors, however, attracted even more attention, especially 

when they pertained to basic verb conjugation.  

Stronger language speakers had a wider lexical repertoire (Appendices L2 and N). 

They used more precise words (Appendix L2) and expressed their opinions while 

drawing from a wider lexicon (Appendix N). They also made more word selection errors 

(Appendix M2) and used some vague terms such as “personne” and “chose” more 

frequently than speakers at the Intermediate Plus level (Appendix L3). This, however, did 

not jeopardize the listener’s comprehension, given the speakers’ ability to elaborate and 

provide sufficient context. They embedded direct quotations more skillfully in their 

message so as to allow the conversation to flow seamlessly. 

Characteristics of Spoken French–Informal. 

Table 10 

Characteristics of Spoken French–Informal (Excerpt from Table 2) 

 
 

 The French spoken by FI students differs in both style and repertoire from that 

spoken by native Francophones of the same age groups (Nadasdi et al., 2005; Nadasdi & 
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Vickerman, 2017). Table 10 illustrates some discrepancies relating to the characteristics 

of spoken French in the OPIs, especially in Louis’ performance, which showed abundant 

and prevalent occurrences accentuating his speech. His speech, although well understood 

by interlocutors familiar with his accent and his use of regional expressions, could 

present a challenge to outsiders. Characteristics of spoken French are not randomly 

implemented; their absence in speech thus draws more attention by diverging from 

established spoken French norms. 

 Not all students had equal opportunities to reveal all of these characteristics in 

their speech. The vowel drop when using the second person pronoun “tu” (Code 2), for 

example, was only present in Louis’ and Gabriel’s interviews. On two separate occasions 

Louis spoke directly to the interviewer, using him as an example in the conversation to 

better illustrate his idea. Gabriel used the pronoun “tu” to explain the role of a player in 

the field (Gabriel, p. 10, ll. 267-275). As in Louis’ interview, this emergent discussion in 

Gabriel’s interview yielded a few Code 2 occurrences. The manifestation of some 

characteristics of spoken French in the conversations thus remained contextual. 

The schwa drop (Code 3) was a common practice for Advanced-level students. 

Intermediate Plus students, except for Louis, whose accent was reinforced by community 

exposure, were much less likely to drop the schwa.  

The highest recorded occurrence in Table 10 illustrates Louis’ use of the “y” as a 

pronoun reduction of the third-person singular and plural pronouns “il” and “ils” (Code 

7). The “y” also figured in Louis’, Gabriel’s and Mathias’ speech when they omitted the 

“il” in “il y a” (Code 6). This use of “y,” however, presented a smaller variance, with 
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Louis having only seven more Code 6 occurrences than Gabriel and eleven more than 

Mathias.  

 Although Celine’s speech occurrences in many subcategories in this section are 

similar to Susan’s, the combination of Codes 1, 3 and 11—three subcategories where 

they diverge—reveals a variance in the two performances. Even though Celine and Troy 

had the same total number of occurrences recorded in this category, the characteristics of 

spoken French in Troy’s speech could not compensate for his lack of vocabulary and 

interrupted fluency. Even with his occasional ability to approximate the French accent 

through features of spoken French, his lack of grammatical accuracy and frequent false 

starts rendered his speech production noticeably different and prevented a clear and 

elaborate expression consistent with the Advanced level. Celine’s greater speech fluency 

and dynamic intonation suggested that although characteristics of spoken French can 

enhance speech, they do not take precedence over fluency or, in Louis’ case, accuracy. 

 Letter inversions in Louis’ speech were found in articles, pronouns and verbs. His 

45 occurrences represented distinct features of spoken French absent from all other 

interviews. His abundant use of regionalisms (Appendices I1-I3), paired with a 

prevalence of the characteristics of spoken French in his speech, revealed the linguistic 

profile of a candidate who could have learned French through community interaction 

rather than at school (NB-EECD, 2019a). Louis’ interview, by far, depicted the highest 

frequency of characteristics of spoken French. Gabriel came second and Troy, Celine 

and Mathias were distant thirds. Louis ranked the highest in all subcategories except for 

Gabriel, who came first in Code 4, devoicing the first-person singular pronoun “je” and 

pronouncing it “ch.” Characteristics of spoken French consequently did not define the 
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quality of student interviews but added familiarity to already-strong performances 

marked by fluency and accuracy. 

Performances Depicting Communicative Competence 

After documenting my observations and general impression of the students’ 

performance on the OPI and analyzing the transcriptions for linguistic evidence specific 

to their comparable strengths and weaknesses, the final step was the analysis of these 

interviews through the lens of Celce-Murcia’s model of communicative competence, 

given its theoretical relevance. Despite the unlikeliness and practical impossibility of 

measuring all components of communicative competence in a real-life context such as in 

a single conversation or evaluation (Bagarić and Djigunović, 2007), my research gives 

insight into EFI students’ communicative competence within the selected sample of 

student performance. For practicality, I comment on the competences separately, 

acknowledging that in speech they inevitably remain interconnected.  

Discourse Competence. Students, aware of the communicative intent of the OPI, 

knew that its structure simulated a semi-formal conversation. Those who demonstrated 

discourse competence, and ultimately achieved the Advanced level of proficiency, 

effectively drew from all other competences to form a unified spoken message attending 

to cohesion, deixis and coherence (Celce-Murcia, 2007a). 

Louis, Gabriel, Celine, and Mathias made frequent use of personal pronouns, 

special terms, and other words that strengthened their texts and eased listener 

comprehension through the situational grounding. When Louis recounted his outings or 

described the moose he regularly saw, he uttered such expressions as “on s’passe la 

journée là” (p. 3, l. 78), “j’ai été là-bas” (p. 4, l. 109), “icitte” (p. 8, l. 228), “mais lui” (p. 
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12, l. 343), which contextualized what he said. Mathias’ use of deixis, when speaking 

about his friends—“c’est ici…et j’ai beaucoup d’amis qui va là” (p. 9, ll. 260-262) and 

“c’est juste pour être avec eux” (p. 3, l. 71)—had the same guiding effect. The lack of 

deixis in Susan’s speech, however, yielded unnecessary repetition, as demonstrated in the 

following speech segment: “Je pense c’est très important parce que beaucoup de 

personnes, eh am malades dans la (inhale) tête, puis beaucoup de personnes besoin l’aide, 

mais beaucoup de temps il n’y a pas- c’est pas offerte pour les personnes” (p. 5, ll. 135-

141), and shortly thereafter adding “beaucoup de personnes étaient peur de dit qu’est-ce 

qui arrive avec ils” (p. 6, ll. 161-164). Troy used deixis but not as frequently and 

efficiently as students rated at the Advanced level of proficiency. 

Aside from achieving situational grounding in their speech, students with the 

strongest performances presented cohesion and generated coherent texts. Coherence was 

most often manifested through students’ abilities to discuss abstract topics. Such was the 

case for Mathias, for example, who described in detail his fascination with computer 

science (Mathias, pp. 10-11, ll. 282-316). A clear division between levels rested in 

Advanced-level students’ ability to discuss more abstract topics. All three students, for 

example, answered the interviewer’s question when he asked what a job or an activity 

brought to their personal development; Intermediate-Plus level students remained in the 

concrete realm of topics discussed. Even Louis, in demonstrating a range of topical 

knowledge, avoided the abstract in the way he answered the interviewer’s questions. 

Students who linked back to previously made comments not only reinforced what 

they were saying but also demonstrated their ability to manage “old and new 
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information” (Celce-Murcia, 2007a, p. 47), which illustrates coherent speech. Such was 

the effect when Celine uttered “comme j’ai dit” (Celine, pp. 9, 13, 28). 

Students achieved coherence in their use of linking words, which enhanced 

textual continuity. They also provided examples and details to support what they said. 

Celine, for example, presented a counter-argument to better express her opinion (p. 30, l. 

907). Students delivering strong performances expanded their answers and spoke more 

elaborately. They engaged in the interview in a way that seemed more like a conversation 

between equals than an exchange of questions and answers. Students with limited topical 

knowledge, however, could not perform in such a manner. While discussing his future 

job prospects and career goals, for example, Troy added that he could work in Nova 

Scotia as an electrical technician. Despite his previous expressed interest in returning to 

his hometown, he did not recognize New Brunswick as a potential work province until 

the interviewer referred to NB Power. Also, when Troy mistakenly identified a small 

town in central New Brunswick as a city in Quebec, he chuckled just as the interviewer 

added “C’est pas très grave, moi. J’pose n’importe quelle question” (Troy, p.11, ll. 307-

308) as he reverted the discussion to hockey. Ultimately, the lack of topical knowledge 

limited students’ ability to elaborate and formulate coherent answers. 

Troy’s interview contained several responses that did not directly answer the 

interviewer’s questions (pp. 4, 5, 10, 19), exemplified his inability to answer abstract 

topic-related questions, and revealed long pauses that sometimes disrupted fluency and 

continuity. This demonstrates why he did not achieve discourse competence. 

Susan and Troy experienced linguistic ruptures caused by disjointed discourse 

which lacked connectors and often led to trail-offs (p. 6). The lack of examples and 
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details to support Susan’s short answers affected the coherence of her arguments and the 

overall content of her interview. Louis supported his opinion using examples and 

demonstrated a grasp of topical knowledge on all topics discussed. He lacked some 

French vocabulary, however, and did not use strategies that would have limited his inter-

lingual transfers. In doing so, he failed to draw from all other competencies and thus his 

communicative competence did not meet the strength of the Advanced-level 

performances. 

Linguistic Competence. Determining the language proficiency of students goes 

beyond noticing the extent and frequency of grammatical mistakes throughout the 

interview, although such mistakes appeared to stand out and leave a more lasting 

impression. Among Celce-Murcia’s components of linguistic competence, phonological, 

lexical and syntactic components were observed in students’ OPIs. 

The phonological aspect of linguistic competence included Susan’s 

mispronunciation of words ending in “ol”; students’ omission of required liaisons 

between words ending with a consonant when followed by one starting with a vowel or 

an “h”; Troy’s occasional pronunciation of “j’ai” as “j’ai a”; and Louis’ phonetical 

alterations, adding an “h” sound to the pronunciation of “r” and “j” sounds in certain 

words. Such patterns, although quite revealing of students’ abilities, constitute but one 

aspect of linguistic competence. I noticed additional patterns in students’ 

mispronunciations. Susan’s mispronunciations became more apparent later in the 

interview when she pronounced “alcoor” instead of “alcool” and “écor” instead of 

“école.” The concentration of these words—six occurrences on one transcription page—

brought attention to her phonological mispronunciation of words ending in the “l” sound 
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(p. 16). Celine’s mispronunciations specifically highlighted her omission of the liaison, at 

times even stopping mid-word to retract the liaison that she had initially pronounced. 

This was the case when she said “les idées comme quoi on fait à notre école et les id- eh, 

les idées qu’ils font à leur écoles aussi” (Celine, p. 4, ll. 92-93). Troy sometimes added 

the “ah” sound and very often the “eh” whenever he said “J’ai.” The listener would have 

heard “j’ai ah” repeatedly instead of the usual “j’ai.” Aside from four instances where I 

perceived “j’ai a,” Troy’s excessive use of fillers could explain this seemingly altered 

pronunciation of the verb “avoir” conjugated with the first-person singular pronoun “Je.” 

I noticed similar occurrences with the third-person pronouns “on” and “ils” when he said 

“cette année on a jou- on a ah des joueurs qui sont vraiment jeunes” (Troy, p. 3, ll. 72-73) 

and “ils ont eh- ils ont rendu” (p. 4, ll. 97-98). This interview could not provide sufficient 

evidence to establish Troy’s mispronunciation of “j’ai a” as a pattern in verb conjugation 

given some occurrences demonstrating his proper use of the verb “avoir” with the “je” 

pronoun, such as when he said “pis j’ai dit : ‘un jour ça va être moi’ ” (p. 5, ll. 117-118), 

“J’ai eh- j’ai eu du beaucoup de- eh expérience” (p. 5, l. 123) and “Mais j’ai choisi ici” 

(p. 8, l. 223). These examples do, however, suggest inconsistencies in his pronunciation, 

with Troy occasionally using “j’ai a” but not all the time. Nonetheless, the reoccurring 

sounds “ah” and “eh” in combination with the false starts and visible hesitations proved 

distracting and disrupted fluency. Identifying Louis’ mispronunciation errors proved 

challenging due to his excessive use of regionalisms. I detected a phonetical alteration, 

however, in his pronunciation of “r” in words like “père” (p. 29, l. 879), “Toronto” (l. 

881), and “pour” where he added the “h” sound. The “h” also appeared in his 

pronunciation of “toujours” (l. 343) and “je” when he said “je m’rend” (l. 361). In this 
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case the “h” sound replaced the usual “j.” Louis mispronounced numbers throughout the 

interview. Although his distinct pronunciation of “soixante” as “soi’ante” occurred 

several times (ll. 177, 777, 832, 837), his pronunciation of “cinq” as “cin” when he said 

“j’ai appliqué à cin’ différents garages” (p. 36, l. 1089) seemed rather informal, since he 

had correctly pronounced the number twelve times previously. This demonstrated 

variation in his pronunciation of certain words, alternating between an informal language 

register within the regional pronunciation (Appendix I3). 

Celine’s and Mathias’ regular use of adverbs perceptibly enhanced the quality of 

their speech, adding to the descriptive content. Appendices L1 and L2 illustrate students’ 

repertoire of terms used either to add thematic precision to their speech—“obstétricien” 

(Celine, p. 20, l. 597) and “dentisterie” (Gabriel, p. 24, l. 707)—or to replace more 

generic terms, such as “à ma maison” with “chez-moi” (Celine, pp. 19-20, ll. 569-571). 

Susan and Troy had a more restrained repertoire of precision words tied to topical content 

(Appendix L1). Also, when errors in word selection occurred, the words used by 

Advanced-level speakers were often synonymous and thus maintained the overall 

coherence of their message (Appendices M1 and M2). When Gabriel discussed the high 

salaries of some athletes and used the word “haut” rather than “élevé,” for example, it did 

not initiate confusion. When Susan spoke about activities organized by the school and 

referred to them as “organization” (l. 488) rather than “activités,” however, the word-

selection mistake proved distracting. 

Louis’ verb use revealed specific patterns (Appendix I2). In saying “J’ai ‘té 

travailler” (Louis, p. 37, l. 1102), Louis made an error in the selection of the auxiliary and 

also in choosing the appropriate past participle. Had he said “Je suis allé travailler,” 
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however, he would have digressed from the way many francophones use this expression, 

therefore excluding himself from a linguistic community by speaking the French taught in 

the classrooms rather than the French spoken regionally. Other patterns included his 

pronunciation of such verbs as “appartenir” and “tenir,” the “l” consonant retraction on the 

direct object pronoun “les,” and his selection of the “avoir” instead of the “être” auxiliary, 

which he extended to other verbs denoting movements (Appendix I2). Louis’ retraction of 

the first syllable in some past participles altered the pronunciation. What should have been 

“il est venu,” for example, became “[il] a ‘nu” (Louis, p. 5, l. 119). Similar patterns 

followed with “on a ‘té” (l. 134) and “on a ‘nu” (l. 130), illustrating a derived version of 

French used by a particular linguistic community, and more specifically, by the EFI 

student representing a speech community (Hymes, 1972) within this linguistic community. 

The frequency of these verbs in Louis’ speech revealed a profile of engrained errors 

relative to verbs of movements in the past tense (Appendix I2). 

Troy revealed a pattern of errors in his selection of the appropriate auxiliary for 

expressions related to age—"quand j’étais comme quatre ans” (l. 175) and “jusqu’au 

temps que je suis vingt-et-un”—and also for the verb “finir” when he said “tu dois eh, 

dire à les garçons ‘on est pas fini ici…on va jouer jusqu’à les soixantes minutes sont 

finies” (p. 5, ll. 137-139). Susan’s inconsistent use of verb tenses in “je vais eu” (p. 10, l. 

292) and “je peux pas trouve” (l. 297), for example, jeopardized temporal continuity. 

According to the OPI criteria (Appendix A1 and A2), profiles in errors influence 

evaluators’ perception of students’ accuracy and linguistic competence. 

As stated in “Solecism” in “The Data Analysis Grid–A Global Overview of Table 

2 by Category,” all students made syntactic errors. Advanced-level students, however, 
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produced fewer noticeable mistakes that affected only parts of their speech. For example, 

Gabriel saying “ils demandent pour beaucoup d’argent” (p. 13, l. 376) and “j’ai joined ça 

aussi” (p. 4, l. 87) would not detract from the listener’s attention as much as “j’peux te 

donner l’utiliser” (Louis, p. 19, l. 568). In saying “si on tue un coyote, on l’apporte chez 

nos cousins, pis eux aut’es y t’pleument ça” (p. 25, ll. 751-752) and “y l’a sorti du collet. 

Il l’a mis dans la cage, pis y l’a apporté à Fredericton. Pis eux aut’es y fait des- des tests 

là-d’su” (p. 27, ll. 794-795), Louis demonstrated his ability to assemble complex sentence 

structures respecting the word order using direct object pronouns, a skill absent from the 

transcriptions of all other students. When Louis discussed what he did with his hunted 

partridges, he said “si je n’en poigne douze, on prend deux ou trois, puis on fait un’tit 

souper…mais les aut’es on les sauve” (p. 16, ll. 455-469). His use of both direct and 

indirect object pronouns in this segment demonstrated his ability to maintain coherence in 

his speech while avoiding unnecessary repetition. 

Sociocultural Competence. Social contextual factors, stylistic appropriateness 

and cultural factors define sociocultural competence in Celce-Murcia’s model (p. 46). 

Most students’ interviews showed these components of sociocultural competence, 

although at times only at a superficial level. Few interviews contained cultural references 

to the target language, either through direct references or through the explicit discussion 

of culturally-related topics.  

Louis’ reference to “McDo” (p. 12) rather than “McDonalds” or “Mickey D’s” 

revealed a degree of cultural awareness, although for other students, their awareness of 

such examples of Francophone culture remained scarce. Gabriel alluded to the need to 

speak French to hold a government job (p. 30, ll. 897-899); any information he learned 
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about the interviewer’s ability to speak French was provided in answer to Gabriel’s 

questions. Mathias’ rich discussion of the “chiac” dialect came once the interviewer 

introduced the term into the conversation. Mathias, given his strong interactional 

competence, then used the term to advance the conversation. Troy demonstrated very 

little knowledge of French culture despite his grandmother being from Quebec. When the 

interviewer cautioned Susan that he might at some point ask her to repeat her answer due 

to his hearing problem, she subtly laughed (Susan, p. 2, l. 37)—a questionably 

appropriate response given the circumstances. Initially, I wondered if she understood the 

interviewer’s statement, and, if so, would it constitute a social blunder to respond with a 

subtle laugh? Susan’s lack of sociocultural competence showed when she failed to 

elaborate her answer to the interviewer’s question, even when given the opportunity (p. 

18, ll. 526-530): 

 

 

Susan could have either elaborated her answer or suggested an alternate topic rather than 

providing the same one-word answer twice—a somewhat unconventional reply 

challenging the expectations of her communicative context.  

The low occurrences of characteristics of spoken French contained in her speech 

also suggests that she had limited exposure to the target language outside of school, 
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keeping her pronunciation and language variation in the formal range on the stylistic 

continuum presented by Nadasdi et al. (2005).  

At times, students responded to the interviewer’s questions in ways that seemed 

slightly odd. One such example pertained to the interviewer’s comment about age when 

Gabriel estimated athlete Ryan Miller’s age at 38 and the interviewer jokingly added “un 

vrai vieux” (l. 358). Gabriel’s lack of reaction suggested a missed opportunity to joke or 

to comment, given that the interviewer himself was noticeably older than 38. I also 

questioned Gabriel’s sociocultural competence when he laughingly responded with “oui” 

(l. 495) rather than “merci,” which would have seemed more appropriate following the 

interviewer’s “j’comprends que tu es sportif puis ça se voit. Ça c’est un compliment” (p. 

17, ll. 493-494). Mathias, in contrast, jokingly laughed when the interviewer said, 

“Qu’est-ce que tu dirais à une personne comme moi. Un peu…évidemment pas très 

sportive” (p. 7, l. 199). Both boys, when asked the same question—how they would 

convince the interviewer to start playing sports—revealed a different degree of 

sociocultural competence.  

Celine demonstrated appropriateness and politeness when she specified that 

TADD was an organization opposed to the behaviour of the people who drink and drive 

rather than to the people themselves. In saying “les adolescents qui sont contre les pers- 

ah- l’idée de conduire après que n- ah tu as bu d’alcool” (p. 3, ll. 54-56), it is unclear if 

Celine’s description denoted sociocultural competence or simple personal awareness. 

Sociocultural competence was further exemplified when Mathias apologized for having 

forgotten a word and for the delay this caused in his ability to clearly express his thoughts 

(p. 7, l. 180). He appeared concerned and mindful that the interviewer was momentarily 
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left waiting. His “je m’excuse” showed his attentiveness to his interlocutor. Another 

subtle display of sociocultural competence occurred when Louis thanked the interviewer 

for providing the French word for “elk” (p. 35, l. 1053).  

Louis’ sociocultural competence transpired in his awareness of native-like 

terminology and expressions (Appendices I1 and I2). It also figured in his pronunciation 

in the way he alternated between the familiar and proper word pronunciation (Appendix 

I3). His pronunciation, for example, revealed a pattern for words ending in “-ère,” which 

he sometimes pronounced “grand-meille,” “freille,” and “arrieille” and other times 

pronounced “grand-mère,” “frère,” and “arrière.” This demonstrated a degree of 

awareness and gave depth to Louis’ sociocultural competence, especially with his attempt 

to control his pronunciation to fit the context of the interview. Louis lacked awareness of 

his excessive use of inter-lingual transfer words in his speech, however (Appendix J1).  

Louis’ use of characteristics of spoken French also exhibited sociolinguistic 

differences which departed from traditional FI student performances reported by Nadasdi 

et al. (2005). Where FI students in their study never used vernacular forms of language, 

Louis expressed himself rather freely in a familiar language registry when he said, “Moé, 

j’es chiâle pas, c’est mon tchu que j’sâve, eh que j’sauve” (pp. 9-10, ll. 265-269). Louis’ 

interview exemplified how exposure to a francophone community reduces the reported 

sociolinguistic gap identified in previous research (Lazaruk, 2007; Mandin, 2010; 

Keating Marshall & Bokhorst-Heng, 2018). This, however, was not recognized on the 

OPI. Louis’ performance confirmed that students whose speech is very fluent and 

conforms to regional speech can still contain both grammatical and lexical weaknesses 

(NB-EECD, 2019a, p. 12).  
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Nonetheless, Louis’ performance revealed a significant level of language 

appropriateness and awareness of the linguistic forms and local norms (Nadasdi & 

Vikerman, 2017). This was also revealed by the data recorded in the analysis grid under 

the category of “Characteristics of Spoken French–informal,” where Louis’ occurrences 

far outnumbered those of all other candidates. Louis’ French may have lacked in 

knowledge of grammatical form, yet he likely would not share the reservations many FI 

students have in using their French outside of school (Goh & Burns, 2012). Louis’ 

performance differed from that of the other interview performances, with both his accent 

and his way of speaking denoting the influence of the francophone community on his L2 

development. 

Interactional Competence. Inherent to the task itself, participating in an 

interview required students to demonstrate interactional competence, which they all did 

to varying degrees. Celce-Murcia (2007a) includes actional competence, conversational 

competence and non-verbal/paralinguistic competence as components of interactional 

competence.  

All students displayed actional competence in performing common speech acts. 

This included, for example, answering questions, acknowledging understanding (Troy, p. 

19, l. 542), providing information, and sharing their opinions while using different 

repertoires of words (Appendix N). In addition, Mathias apologized when he could not 

find the word he was looking for, which slightly stalled the conversation (p. 7, l. 180), 

and Louis thanked the interviewer for providing the French equivalent of the word “elk” 

(p. 35, l. 1045). 
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Conversational competence, because it is inherent in turn-taking systems (p. 48), 

was the most apparent in the interviews. Given the nature of the OPI, the interviewer 

guided the conversation, starting by informing students of the interview process. Only the 

interviewer conducted topic changes, although nothing prevented students from doing so. 

The interviewer did not explicitly direct topic changes at any point in Louis’ interview 

but did so in all other interviews by saying, “On va changer d’sujet un p’tit peu” (Susan, 

p. 7, l. 184); “je reste au soccer, pour l’instant” (Mathias, p. 6, l. 142); “J’aimerais t’parler 

de l’album souvenir” (Celine, p. 10, l. 276); and “J’vais changer d’sujet…j’ai deux sujets 

encore en tête là mais on peut parler d’autres choses” (Gabriel, p. 18, ll. 530-533). In 

Louis’ interview the topics intertwined rather than developed in a linear fashion, 

sometimes making it hard to identify where the topic had changed. In Louis’s interview, 

the conversation flowed and transitioned seamlessly into related topics. Whereas the 

interviewer tended to inform students of topic transitions in other interviews, this proved 

unnecessary with Louis, who spoke abundantly and provided ample opportunity for the 

interviewer to formulate related follow-up questions. 

All students participated fully in their interview and showed understanding and 

engagement through backchanneling, but they refrained from asking clarification 

questions that would have enabled them to answer the interviewer’s questions more 

efficiently. This repeatedly happened in Troy’s interview (pp. 4, 5, 10, 19) and once in 

Celine’s when she asked, “Comme Ici à l’école?” (p. 6, l. 158) following the 

interviewer’s question, “Et comment vous faites pour financer vos réunions et tout ça?” 

(p. 6, ll. 156-157). Had Celine inquired about the meaning of the word “financer,” she 

might have answered the question correctly without the interviewer having to reformulate 
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by asking, “Mais, est-ce que vous avez besoin d’argent?” (p. 6, l. 168). Students did not 

ask questions during the interview, unless to briefly check for understanding or to request 

clarification, or unless the opportunity was explicitly extended by the interviewer toward 

the end. Mathias, skillfully embedding his comprehension checks in his questions, 

explicitly included the interviewer in his speech. His interview quickly evolved into a 

conversation. 

Both Mathias and Gabriel demonstrated their ability to lead an authentic 

conversation when they asked questions in the last segment of the interview (Mathias, pp. 

681-815; Gabriel, p. 30, ll. 894-909), themselves becoming the interviewer, a rare insight 

into their ability to get, hold and relinquish the floor (Celce-Murcia, 2007a). They 

noticeably attended to the interviewer’s answers to formulate their next questions, 

ensuring continuity. Mathias asked questions that the interviewer found particularly 

interesting, jokingly commenting that Mathias should be an interviewer (p. 23, l. 694). 

On two distinct occasions Mathias asked two questions in one (p. 23, ll. 690-693; p. 24, 

ll. 721-724), which further exemplified his strong abilities in French. At the end of her 

interview, Celine had little time to ask questions. The one question she did ask—“Est-ce 

que le mot docteur c’est un mot ou est-ce que c’est toujours médecin?”—simply 

confirmed her correct usage of the word “docteur” and essentially replicated the type of 

question she had asked throughout her interview. Although Louis did take advantage of 

this time to ask the interviewer about his job, because his interview was already longer 

than that of any other student, he did not get to ask many questions (p. 40, ll. 1192-1211). 

Troy and Susan opted not to ask any questions when given the opportunity at the end of 

the interview.  
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All students except for Gabriel interrupted the interviewer at some point. Mathias, 

who interrupted eight times, did so expressively, showing interest in what the interviewer 

was saying and delivering a well-developed answer. This contrasted with Susan’s 

premature interruptions of the interviewer’s questions, followed by typically short 

answers.  

Louis’ use of a rhetorical question when the interviewer questioned the ethics of 

killing animals for food reveals another means through which Louis exhibited 

interactional competence differently than all other students (ll. 730-734). Instances of 

interaction were also enhanced when the interviewer and the interviewee laughed 

together—for example, when Gabriel expressed his discouragement that all other 

students except for him seemed to know what they wanted to do with their life (p. 23, ll. 

689-693); when Celine specified the time required to get to the hospital from her house 

(p. 31, 911-917); and when Troy attributed his favourite sports team to family tradition 

(p. 12, ll. 325-327). Celine and Louis further exemplified interactional competence in 

their interviews through their attempts to complete the interviewer’s sentence 

simultaneously (Celine, p. 39 l. 892; Louis, p. 2 l. 32; p. 40 l. 1207).  

Susan’s and Troy’s interviews did not evolve conversationally to the same extent 

as the other four interviews, in part because the two students refrained from asking any 

questions at the end. As previously noted in both students’ profiles, in contrast to the 

other four performances, this made them reactive participants. Regardless, all students 

exhibited some degree of interactional competence throughout the interviews. The 

recording rarely captured the interaction at the very end of the interview and was instead 

turned off mid-sentence or mid-word during the interviewer’s speech (Gabriel, p. 31, l. 
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939; Louis, p. 41, l. 1226; Mathias, p. 28, l. 838; Troy, p. 26, l. 759; Celine, p. 33, l. 985), 

despite the end of the interviews providing rich insight into students’ interactional and 

sociocultural competence and their potential use of formulaic language. 

Formulaic Competence. The introduction and the concluding segments of the 

interview presented ripe opportunities for students to confidently display formulaic 

language in an authentic context. Although Celce-Murcia lists routines, collocations, 

idioms, and lexical frames as components of this competence, students’ use of idioms and 

formulaic chunks of learned expressions revealed the extent of their formulaic repertoire 

(Appendices J1 and J2). 

Students’ use of formulaic language added nuance to how they chose to express 

themselves. In saying “ça ne vaut pas la peine” (p. 12, l. 335) when talking about his 

computer science course, Mathias actually stated the expression as it is used in French, 

rather than translating the existing English version “it is not worth the effort.” Mathias’ 

use of this expression demonstrates how French idioms culturally differ from the ones 

used in English, yet the expression he used the most—“pour sûr”—revealed his tendency 

to adhere to the English equivalent “for sure” translated in French. All other students 

demonstrated this tendency as identified in the red shaded inter-lingual transfers in 

Appendices J1 and J2. 

Rossiter et al. (2010) noted how formulaic language use enhanced language 

fluency. I noticed this in instances where students uttered such expressions as “c’est quel 

mot je regarde pour” (Troy, p. 5, l. 114-115), “si tu peux dire ça…” (Troy, p. 6, l. 160), 

and “c’est un bon question, ah. Je n’sais pas” (Mathias, p. 16, ll. 458-459), all expressions 

used as fillers to avoid perceptible pauses which could affect fluency. Fluency in 
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continuity was more comparable between students when looking at the closing part of 

their interviews. The interviewer used such expressions as “merci beaucoup” and “ça m’a 

fait énormement plaisir de te rencontrer” to conclude all the interviews, and he made a 

reference to something previously discussed within each interview to personalize the 

closure. Whereas Susan and Troy thanked the interviewer several times, Louis, Mathias 

and Celine opted for more standard replies through formulaic language. Celine and 

Mathias, however, made errors in their response to the interviewer when saying “toi 

aussi” instead of the required “moi aussi” in response to “ça m’a fait plaisir de te 

rencontrer” (Celine, p. 33, l. 983; Mathias, p. 28, l. 835). Louis and the interviewer had 

five turns, with Louis feeding replies such as “Non, c’est moi qui t’armarcie” (p. 40, l. 

1214), “Marci, moi aussi” (l. 1216), “Marci” (l. 1219), and “OK j’t’armarcie beaucoup!” 

(l. 1225). Not only did this reveal fluency, it also affirmed Louis’ interactional, formulaic, 

and sociocultural competences. Louis’ interview yielded the most occurrences of 

formulaic speech despite his tendency to translate idiomatic expressions from English to 

French (Appendix J1), revealing in itself a strategic use of language. 

Strategic Competence. Students exhibited all of the communication strategies 

noted by Celce-Murcia (2007a). Celce-Murcia noted comprehension checks and 

clarification requests as interacting strategies, whereas I include these in the Interaction 

category of the Data Analysis Grid. One such strategy involved students’ appeals for 

help. This was noticed in all interviews, including Celine’s when she said, “Est-ce que ça 

c’est le bon mot?” (p. 21, l. 624). Other strategies included achievement, stalling and self-
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monitoring strategies. I will discuss these strategies with the understanding that they 

often appeared in combination in student speech. 

Approximation. Celce-Murcia identifies approximation as an achievement 

strategy. Mathias expressed his personal development as an athlete while relying on the 

English equivalent of a term to try to formulate its pronunciation in French. The words he 

attempted to use derived from the English equivalent “to succeed.” Such terms as “recir,” 

“recur,” and then “succir” became approximations of the actual word “reussir” from the 

English “succeed” (Mathias, p. 8, ll. 230-232). Although all interviews contained 

evidence of approximations, more occurences of approximated words were noted in the 

speech of students who spoke more fluently (Appendix K). Celine, as an Advanced-level 

speaker, resorted to circumlocution rather than approximation.  

Circumlocution. Circumlocution also figured as an achievement strategy. 

Celine’s use of circumlocution occurred naturally throughout the interview. There was no 

apparent struggle or irregular pause to suggest that she was at a loss for words when she 

said “une matin on avait les- les policiers ici. Et, cette ah- la voiture noire qu’ils placent 

les personnes qui sont morts dedans” (p. 4, ll. 106-108) to describe a hearse. Instead, she 

immediately followed her circumlocution with “Tu sais?” (p. 4, l. 110) as a 

comprehension check, showing her awareness of having described her idea rather than 

providing the precise word “corbillard.” For Gabriel, one brief struggle was lessened with 

his use of circumlocution to describe what appeared to be the word “leader.” He showed 

an increase in false starts and fillers when he struggled, but he did not repeat the same 

structure for very long and resorted to circumlocution to complete his thought without 
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ever using the word “leader.” Perhaps the struggle stemmed from his wanting to avoid 

the English term.  

Self-monitoring and Inter-lingual Transfers. Louis demonstrated his ability to 

self-monitor when he said “scuse” in order to correct previously stated information when 

he said “j’aimerais obtenir mon annulaire scolaire, mon diplôme sculaire, scolaire ’scuse-

moi” (Louis, p. 32, ll. 959- 963). His self-monitoring did not limit his use of inter-lingual 

transfers. The audio of Louis’ interview clearly revealed a student speaking fluently but 

lacking accuracy given his use of inter-lingual transfers, which far exceeded the numbers 

recorded for other participants. Oddly, Louis did not seem to notice his pervasive use of 

inter-lingual transfers. Twenty-five minutes into his interview, he said for the first time, 

“Je sais pas comment on appelle ça en français” (p. 35, l. 1047) when talking about 

“elks.” By then, Louis was well over 50 inter-lingual transfers, 38 of which were words 

(Appendix J2). Clearly, Louis’ integrating of English words in his speech was a habit 

reflecting a trait of his spoken regional French. He therefore lacked the level of 

awareness that Mathias, Celine, and Gabriel displayed, despite his ability to approximate 

the performance of students at the Advanced level. Mathias, who was a distant second 

after Louis in his use of inter-lingual transfers (Table 7), was aware of his use of English 

terms. When he said “peut-être dans le eum, mid-field” (p. 6, l. 148), for example, he 

immediately added “je n’sais pas ce mot en français” (p. 6, l. 148), as if he felt the need 

to justify his use of English in this context. Gabriel quite noticeably infused his speech 

with such inter-lingual expressions as “ça c’est où je suis maintenant” (Gabriel, p. 23, l. 

683), “c’est encore dans l’air” (pp. 23-24, ll. 695-697), and “ça c’est où mon tête est avec 

ça” (p. 24, l. 704) when talking about his indecisiveness related to his future plans. Using 
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all three of these in close proximity to answer the same question demonstrated his 

flexibility in drawing from English to support his spoken French. Inter-lingual transfers 

did not prove an effective strategy in the OPI context, despite occurrences upholding 

fluency.  

Stalling Strategies (Formulaic Language and Fillers). All students used 

formulaic language and fillers as stalling strategies. They ranged from sound utterances 

including “eh,” “ah,” “ehm,” and “Mmm” to such words as “comme,” “oui,” “alors,” 

“whatever,” and “donc,” at times even extending to a combination of utterances and 

expressions—for example, “Mmm. C’est une bonne question. Amm” (Susan, p. 15, l. 

449) and “em comment qu’on dirait ça?” (Louis, p. 26, l. 767). The use of fillers as 

stalling strategies reduced the length of the pause that followed while still providing some 

needed reflection time. Troy uttered, “C’est quel mot je regarde pour” (p. 5, ll. 114-115) 

when he struggled with multiple false starts; his fillers, including mouth popping noises, 

concealed delays and hesitations in clearly justifying athletes’ high salaries. Louis’ 

thinking out loud (metatalk) revealed his use of formulaic language as a filler in 

combination with an inter-lingual transfer. When he said “comment qu’on dirait ça? el 

poil comme el fur” (p. 26, ll. 767-770), Louis showed that, although he had the word 

“poil,” he secured the intended meaning by providing the English equivalent. In his 

interview, Mathias also practised metatalk when he attempted to correct his speech. 

  The interviews included a range of strategies used by students to continue 

speaking while avoiding language breakdown, which served to characterize their 

performance and their perceived proficiency within levels according to the OPI scale. 

Using effective strategies enabled students to manage the linguistic demands of their 
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performance. Ultimately, some strategies fared better than others to support students in 

attaining their proficiency goals. Circumlocution and the use of formulaic language as 

fillers proved effective, in contrast to inter-lingual transfers. 

Concluding Thoughts  

The preceding analysis leads to the conclusion that students deemed to have 

performed at an Advanced level of oral proficiency more clearly demonstrated their 

ability to formulate longer and more complex answers. They used a wider range of 

linking words to elaborate and discuss more freely (Appendix H). They illustrated a range 

of topical knowledge and conversed with ease while using and maintaining a French 

language repertoire learned in school. They used strategies effectively and demonstrated 

sufficient grammatical control to prevent language breakdown even in their discussion of 

more complex and abstract topics.  

In Louis’s interview, characteristics of spoken French were prevalent, vocabulary 

and regionalisms were abundant, and grammatical errors, for the most part, conformed to 

regional standards without compromising the understanding of an interlocutor familiar 

with that regional dialect. All of these elements amounted to an informal register. While 

Louis may have lacked in knowledge of grammatical form appropriate for the OPI 

context, his performance revealed a mastery of local norms (Nadasdi & Vickerman, 

2017). He had what so often prevents FI students from interacting with L1 speakers in a 

natural way. Louis’ interview suggests that the sociocultural competence that he 

exhibited was not an asset in his speech assessment results.  

The OPI assesses Functions, Content and Accuracy in students’ use of language. 

My results, as illustrated in Figure 2, show that students’ sociocultural and interactional 
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competence is not significantly regarded in rating students’ level of French oral 

proficiency. The OPI framework seems to reward a stronger performance in the 

horizontal axis of the Celce-Murcia model despite both sociocultural and interactional 

competencies also being essential to maximize students’ use of the language and to 

support their performance during the interview.  

Figure 2 

The Horizontal Axis Showing Predominant Competencies in the OPI 

 

 

PART 2: Question 2 

Question 2. How can the OPI criteria for each of these levels be defined and 

deconstructed to guide the planning and teaching related to oral language in the 

EFI secondary classroom?  

Illustrating and Contrasting Student Performance by Level of Proficiency  

The various perspectives used to depict differences and similarities in OPI student 

performances in Question 1 also informed my approach to Question 2. I relied on my 
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analysis of students’ performances in relation to the communicative competence they 

exhibited during their interview. I charted this data by developing student profiles, as 

demonstrated in Figure 3. 

Figure 3 

Raw Notes of Student Profiles Depicting Communicative Competence 

 

Note. The half dots appearing in Louis’ profile indicate that, although he demonstrated 

strength in linguistic and strategic competencies, engrained patterns diverting from an 

Advanced-level performance remained very noticeable in his overall performance. 

 

These student profiles illustrate evidence of all communicative competencies 

extracted from each interview. Figure 3 illustrates a denser recording of communicative 

 Intermediate Plus     Advanced 
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competencies for Louis and Mathias, making their interviews the strongest in their 

respective levels. As shown by the dots in the profiles, students performing at an 

Advanced level of proficiency all demonstrated higher levels of communicative 

competence than students at the Intermediate Plus level. 

 Drawing from the codes in the Data Analysis Grid (Table 2), Celce-Murcia’s 

(2007a) description of all six competencies, the OPI performance criteria (Appendices A1 

and A2), and the performance descriptions (Appendix B), I identified the skills and 

abilities observed in student performances rated at the Advanced level. Using the OPI 

tridimensional analysis model (Appendix A1), I analyzed students’ functional use of 

language in relation to their ability to execute speech acts within a range of discussed 

topics with an acceptable degree of precision and coherence. I listed my observations in 

Table 11: Qualitative Overview of Student Performances and qualitatively noted each 

student’s mastery for each skill using a colour-coded system: green for mastered skills, 

yellow for those still emerging, and red for an unsuccessful attempt to use them. I added a 

“non-applicable” option (N/A) for the few instances where unsubstantiated evidence 

prevented the colouring of the targeted ability. Table 11 thus displays the similarities and 

differences between students’ achievements on the OPI, delivers a global overview of 

performances between the Intermediate Plus and Advanced levels of proficiency, 

illustrates the degree of mastery for the competencies as separate sections, and also 

denotes the perceived mastery of select skills represented as subcategories within each 

competence.  
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Table 11 

Qualitative Overview of Student Performances 

 
 

Mastered skills 
Emerging skills 
Unsuccessful skills 
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Based on this analysis of student performance according to Celce-Muria’s model 

of communicative competence, it is possible to determine specific strengths and 

weaknesses related to oral language performance as presented in the OPI for functions, 

content and accuracy. Table 11 illustrates a clear distinction in student performances, 

with more green squares representing mastered skills at the Advanced level. Louis’ 

performance, on the cusp of an Advanced level, is closer to Gabriel’s performance than it 

is to Susan’s and Troy’s. In the interaction section, for example, Louis did not 

backchannel as frequently as Gabriel but made more frequent comprehension checks, 

elements that were missing from Gabriel’s interview altogether.  

Table 11 also revealed sociolinguistic features to be surprisingly strong areas in 

student performances, a somewhat deceiving revelation given that politeness and 

students’ appropriate use of register figured as predominant indicators of strength. 

Louis’s yellow space for “uses appropriate language registers” contrasts with all other 

students’ green spaces. Students used an appropriate language repertoire, but this was 

limited to the French language repertoire they learned in school and did not necessarily 

reflect heightened sociocultural awareness. Although Louis is the only student who 

demonstrated familiarity with an alternate French register, his yellow square does not 

highlight this as a strength, given that all other participants attained a green square. As for 

politeness, the context itself called for polite interaction given the lack of familiarity 

between the interviewer and the participants. Students thanking the interviewer at the end 

of the interview or apologizing when they stalled to find the appropriate words also 

constituted minor indicators of politeness. Despite the perceived strength in sociocultural 
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features, the interview context provided scarce opportunity to adequately demonstrate 

this as an attained competence.  

From this table we also see that formulaic and linguistic competencies, especially 

syntactic accuracy and French idioms, are the most emergent areas (yellow). Students 

performing at an Advanced level of proficiency exhibited lexical range and accuracy by 

implementing adjectives and adverbs in addition to the vocabulary that was topic-relevant 

(Appendix L2). Their speech more aptly achieved temporal continuity through their 

correct use of verbs and tense shifts when appropriate. As explained previously in 

“Solecisms,” Part 1 of this chapter, although all students experienced various degrees of 

difficulty with syntactic accuracy, Louis and all three students rated at the Advanced 

level of proficiency demonstrated better control in sentence construction, with syntax 

errors affecting only parts of sentences rather than message coherence. Even with 

students such as Susan and Troy at the Intermediate Plus level, their syntactic accuracy 

was more problematic, revealing noticeable mistakes in their performance. Students 

demonstrated their ability to nuance their speech using formulaic language but did so 

using expressions translated from English, thus falling short of delivering the French-like 

equivalent of their expressions. This denotes an area needing improvement in students’ 

lexical and idiomatic repertoires. 

Perhaps the most noticeable differences in student performances relate to their use 

of strategies. This section reveals more red squares at the Intermediate Plus level than in 

any other section. Students at the Advanced level used strategies more effectively and 

more frequently. Troy and Louis, had they practised circumlocution, would have limited 

their use of inter-lingual transfers, a skill not as easily achieved as implementing 
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comprehension checks in speech when needed, for example. For Louis, his profuse use of 

English words in speech (inter-lingual transfers) illustrated the sociolinguistic 

phenomenon of translanguaging. As previously explained in the “Self-monitoring and 

Inter-lingual Transfers” section of “Strategic Competence” in Part 1 of this chapter, Louis 

seemed unaware of the impact of his inter-lingual transfers in his speech and of their 

appropriateness in this interview context. This reaffirms Hyme’s basis for communicative 

competence, which recognizes the use of language in relation to context. 

Student Performance: Functions, Content and Accuracy  

The “Functions” component of the tridimensional analysis model (Appendices A1 

and A2) includes speech acts (NB-EECD, 2019a), which Goh and Burns (2012) also refer 

to as speech function. These are broadly listed using verbs such as “Describes,” 

“Narrates,” “Discusses,” and “Expresses” (Appendices A2 and A3). My analysis revealed 

how students rated at an Advanced level of proficiency more fully participated in a 

conversation, used precise descriptions, narrated with precision and fulfilled other 

functions listed as OPI criteria (Appendix A2-A3). They achieved this by carrying out 

comprehension checks; requesting clarification when needed, and getting, holding, and 

relinquishing the floor. My research also revealed slight discrepancies in the 

classification of speech acts (Goh & Burns, 2012; Beacco et al., 2004). I adhered to the 

more comprehensive taxonomy of speech acts developed by Beacco et al. (2004) to 

corroborate those listed on the OPI tridimensional analysis. Whereas “fully participates in 

an informal conversation” constitutes the sole reference to interaction in the OPI 

tridimensional analysis model (Appendix A2), Interactional Competence, as described by 

Celce-Murcia (2007a), offers a more elaborate description (Table 11, Interactional 
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Competence). My analysis of these OPIs also revealed how the introduction and 

conclusion segments of these interviews presented ripe opportunities for students to 

illustrate interactional competence through speech acts using formulaic structures.  

The criteria depicting “Content” illustrate all subjects discussed and provide the 

context where students can carry out the speech acts listed under “Functions” (NB-

EECD, 2019a, p. 15). “Content” criteria, unlike “Functions,” are not defined by action 

verbs and consequently do not represent speech acts within the OPI’s tridimensional 

analysis model. Identified in the OPI’s Manuel des évaluateurs as the most important 

variable in the OPI and highly dependent on students’ interests, “Content” appears 

between “Functions” and “Accuracy” (Appendices A1 and A2). Students rated at the 

Advanced level demonstrated their ability to discuss a greater range of topics more freely 

and elaborately.  

“Accuracy,” as opposed to “Functions” and “Content,” relates to the quality of a 

message through its precision and coherence (NB-EECD, 2019a, p. 17). Grammatical 

accuracy on the OPI, although important, is not deemed “primordial” (p. 17), given that a 

defining factor in student proficiency resides in patterns of errors rather than in sporadic 

grammatical inaccuracies (Appendices A1 and A2). As seen in Figure 2, linguistic 

competence, situated on the horizontal axis of the model along with discourse and 

formulaic competencies, is one of three components in the dominant axis supporting the 

OPI assessment.  

Louis distinguished himself from other Intermediate Plus-level performances. 

Susan and Troy met partial Advanced-level criteria in all three components of the 

tridimensional analysis model (Appendix A). Louis, however, would have fully met the 
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functions and content levels for Advanced proficiency but was lacking in accuracy (NB-

EECD, 2019a). To clearly establish the discrepancies between the performances, I 

defined and deconstructed the OPI criteria from documented abilities exhibited by 

Advanced-level students in their OPIs in relation to the Celce-Murcia’s components of 

the communicative competence model and classified them as skills and abilities under the 

umbrella of each competence.  

A defining attribute to Celce-Murcia’s model of communicative competence rests 

with the interconnectedness of each competence. Skills and abilities such as “Exhibits a 

French formulaic language repertoire” and “Uses French idioms” in Formulaic 

Competence could thus also convey strategic and sociocultural competence, for example. 

This would also apply to other skills and abilities listed in Table 11: Qualitative 

Overview of Student Performances.  

Concluding Thoughts 

Table 11 exemplifies how Celce-Murcia’s (2007a) communicative competence 

model may effectively guide the planning and teaching related to oral language in the EFI 

secondary classroom. It also delineates transferable skills and abilities students should 

strive to develop holistically throughout their L2 learning experience. The illustrated 

subcategories demonstrate how, in practising these skills and abilities and applying them 

in conversation, students are inadvertently enhancing their performance in the OPI. To 

meet a greater range of linguistic functions in the OPI, regardless of the topic of 

discussion, students can maximize content, cohesion and coherence by elaborating their 

answers, by using linking words to connect ideas, and by adding examples and details in 

their speech production—skills and abilities consistently displayed by Advanced-level 
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students. Because the interviewer often initiates topics of discussion (NB-EECD, 2019a), 

students must have strategies to help them manage a potential lack of topical knowledge 

or deficient vocabulary associated with the topic and also change the topic to something 

more familiar. Whereas practising strategies such as circumlocution and inter-lingual 

transfers may help with vocabulary deficiencies, students must recognize the latter as 

being far less effective in the OPI context. Honing a strong interactional competence, as 

depicted in Table 11, may prove more effective in managing or even negotiating topic 

discussion.  

The Advanced-level students (Gabriel, Celine and Mathias) implemented and 

mastered the skills and abilities delineated in Table 11. They demonstrated a high level of 

communicative competence and attained their anticipated level of proficiency on the 

assessment, unlike the Intermediate Plus students (Susan, Troy and Louis). Table 11 

depicts deconstructed OPI criteria to guide how students can proceed to enhance their 

performance on the OPI. The skills and abilities defined within each section are not static 

and should be used interchangeably and concomitantly. This upholds the notion of the 

interconnectedness of competencies in Celce-Murcia’s (2007a) model of communicative 

competence, which enhanced these students’ overall performance on the OPI (Appendix 

B). In contrasting students’ attained language proficiency placement on the OPI 

(Appendix A1) through the lens of communicative competence (Celce-Murcia, 2007a), 

Table 11 shows how the data collected can guide future planning and teaching. It also 

depicts the strengths and weaknesses of student performances within but also between the 

two levels of proficiency. 
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Chapter Five: Discussion 

 
This qualitative study sought to 1) identify linguistic evidence in the oral interviews 

of Grade 12 EFI students to explain their language proficiency in relation to the 

performance criteria of the OPI scale, and 2) determine how the OPI criteria could be 

redefined and deconstructed to guide a holistic approach to the planning and teaching of 

oral language in high school EFI classrooms, thus providing better support to students 

participating in an oral interview of this type. This chapter includes a discussion of my 

findings as they relate to the literature on the OPI assessment and Celce-Murcia’s (2007a) 

model of communicative competence. The discourse analysis of six OPIs according to 

Celce-Murcia’s theory of communicative competence provided insight into Grade 12 FI 

student performance on the OPIs, enabling, among other recommendations, suggestions 

for pedagogical improvements in the FI teaching and learning of oral communication 

skills. Chapter Five lists all of the recommendations stemming from this research, 

explores research limitations specific to my study, and offers suggestions for further 

research. It concludes with my summary and personal reflection.  

Discussion  

 Comparing the oral performance of students at the Intermediate Plus and 

Advanced levels of proficiency using the OPI and communicative competence 

frameworks revealed that the Intermediate Plus performances differed on most data 

points analyzed, from those of Advanced-level speakers, although in some cases only 

slightly. Notably, the components of the communicative competence model manifested 

more evenly in the Advanced interviews, despite the fact that all students demonstrated 
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some competence—an aspect often overlooked or unaddressed in provincial achievement 

reports (NB-EECD 2018d, 2019b).  

For student performances at the cusp of a proficiency level, distinctions in 

performances became somewhat minimal (Table 11), especially given the range in 

proficiency recognized in these types of assessments (ACTFL 2012a, 2012b, NB-EECD 

2019a). With no performance feedback delivered to interviewees, it is impossible to 

definitively identify critical factors that resulted in the proficiency level attained by each 

student, or to determine whether factors like regional dialect influenced the interviewer in 

assigning students’ proficiency levels with respect to the level assigned on the OPI. 

Students currently only have the generic proficiency level descriptors (NB-EECD, 2003) 

to define their performance despite the range within each level of proficiency. The 

interviewer—an expert in judging candidates’ speech production and, most often in the 

New Brunswick French OPI assessment, a native francophone (NB-EECD, 2019a)—

assigned proficiency levels based on inference and interpretation of each student’s 

performance (Bachman, 1990).  

Both the OPI criteria (Appendix A) and the proficiency level descriptors (Appendix 

B) evoke the native speaker norm, an unattainable proficiency standard imposed on L2 

learners by virtue of speech comparison between L2 learners and native speakers (French 

et al., 2017; Roy & Galiev, 2011). The OPI criteria “Is understood by a francophone 

speaker used to allophones” and “Mistakes never prevent or rarely hinder  comprehension 

of a native francophone” (Appendices A2 and A3) make it such that interviewers must 

either infer what other francophones would notice or position themselves as judges, thus 

measuring student performances against their own standards of French, inadvertently 
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affirming the native-speaker bias documented in research (Bachman & Palmer, 2010; 

French et al., 2017; Roy & Galiev, 2011).  

Regionalisms may meet the spoken standards of a speech community, but they 

deviate from standard French, the targeted language register assessed on the OPI. This 

corroborates Hymes’ (1972) basis for communicative competence in stating that speech 

appropriateness is contextually dictated. My research demonstrated the pervasiveness of 

characteristics of spoken French in one student’s speech, illustrating engrained patterned 

occurrences such as the letter inversions noted in Table 11, which were absent in all other 

interviews. Such occurrences, although common and acceptable in the regional spoken 

dialect, strayed from standard French or what may have been an acceptable register as 

determined by the interviewer’s overt preference for pureness in language (Mathias, p. 

25, ll. 752-753) as opposed to some common New Brunswick dialects including 

Frenglish (l. 768) and chiac (l. 750). With the OPI encompassing ranges in performances 

and proficiency levels, the target language having varieties of spoken French, and native 

speakers measuring interviewees’ proficiency in relation to their own perceived 

acceptable standard, the attainment of an appropriate level of French may present a 

moving target for the learner aspiring to reach a given level of proficiency (French et al., 

2017; Roy & Galiev, 2011). 

The provincial assessment results of Grade 12 FSL oral proficiency posted annually 

on the NB-EECD website account for neither students’ partial competence nor ranges 

within proficiency levels, two defining factors that distinguished student performances in 

my analysis of OPIs. Intermediate Plus speakers, for example, drew from various 

competencies, but they did so partially, meaning they displayed some level of 
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competence, but perhaps not as explicitly as students at the Advanced level. The 

provincial OPI assessment results as communicated to the public do not report such 

nuances. They neither state how many students are situated on the cusp of the 

Intermediate Plus level—students whose speech could be guided to an Advanced-level 

performance—nor recognize the limitations of the OPI as a proficiency assessment. The 

limitations of oral proficiency assessments have been well documented (Bachman, 1990; 

Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Cox & Malone, 2018; Goh & Burns, 2012; McNamara, 2006; 

McNamara & Roever, 2006; Nakatsuhara, 2008; NB-EECD, 2019a; Roy & Galiev, 2011; 

Sullivan, 2011). I would therefore caution against how OPI results are framed and 

communicated to lay readers, especially given the unintended social consequences 

(Bachman, 1990, 2013, Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Birjandi & Bagherkazemi, 2011) of 

using the OPI results to depict EFI efficiency and their impact on individuals, on society, 

and on our goal of promoting bilingualism within the province.  

The use of the OPI in New Brunswick in assessing FI students’ level of L2 oral  

proficiency has become the measure conveying success to FI programs (Roy & Galiev, 

2011). The results from this assessment have been interpreted by some as a failure of FI 

programs and possibly have jeopardized EFI program success considering the repeated 

changes to the program’s entry point throughout the years. The OPI as an end-of-program 

assessment represents an assessment with which students have very little knowledge and 

experience. Yet in the New Brunswick context, the NB-EECD Department’s reliance on 

student achievement results to gauge the efficiency of the EFI program has brought 

attention to the program in provincial reports, portraying FI as an underperforming 

program (MacPherson, 2018; NB-EECD, 2018d, 2019b) while also citing the program’s 
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operational complexity in the anglophone sector (MacPherson, 2018). Although the OPI 

assesses the oral proficiency of students enrolled in New Brunswick FI programs, 

Bachman criticizes this assessment’s ability to accurately measure student proficiency 

(1990).  

Government attempts to enhance student achievement have centered on changing 

the point of entry to the EFI program; such ongoing changes have caused some disruption 

in the New Brunswick education system (MacPherson, 2018). Further initiatives 

implemented in recent years also include the renewal of high school curricula for FILA 

grades eight to eleven (NB-EECD, 2018a) and an initial correlation between the CEFR 

and the OPI levels of proficiency (Macfarlane & Montsion, 2016). A more pressing and 

emphatic gesture, as illustrated by my research when noting the performance descripency 

of students at the Intermediate Plus and Advaced levels of proficiency, would see 

bridging the gap between the evaluation and pedagogical practices in New Brunswick 

second language education. Although research on Grade 12 EFI students’ performance 

with respect to the communicative competence they exhibit during their OPI had until 

now remained unexplored in New Brunswick, my observations of student performance in 

the OPI can anticipate needed practices tailored to identified deficiencies in student 

performance.  

My study revealed that students who exhibited greater fluency spoke more 

elaborately and used linking words, which ultimately strengthened their discourse 

competence. This corroborates with previous research that presents fluency as a feature 

of high proficiency (Baker-Smemoe et al., 2014; Goh & Burns, 2012; NB-EECD, 2018d; 

NB-EECD, 2019; Prefontaine, 2013; Ross, 2013; Rossiter et al., 2010). Given that all 
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Advanced-level interviews evidenced students’ use of all competencies from the 

communicative competence model (Celce-Murcia, 2007a), my results would seem to 

validate the teaching of language using a holistic approach (Celce-Murcia, 2007a; Goh & 

Burns, 2012; Le Bouthillier et al., 2017; Rossiter et al., 2010). The connection between 

stronger communicative competence and a higher level of proficiency was further 

substantiated by one Intermediate Plus interview that resembled more closely an 

Advanced-level performance. This interview would have struck a balance between all 

competencies had it not been for some engrained patterns of errors and the frequent use 

of English terminology, both drawing attention to the linguistic competence of this 

performance.  

Despite the high level of fluency displayed in four of the six interviews, I noted that 

all students, regardless of the attained level of proficiency, struggled with linguistic 

accuracy. FI students’ struggle with linguistic accuracy has been documented in research 

(Goh & Burns, 2012; Kissling & O’Donnell, 2015; Mandin, 2010; Yeon, 2013–2014), 

with EFI students often developing fluency at the expense of accuracy (NB-EECD, 

2019a). This remained consistent even for the student, exposed to the target language in 

his community, whose FI language learning experience was atypical. In this case as well, 

my study corroborated the documented high fluency concealing weakness of a 

grammatical and lexical nature (NB-EECD, 2019a). Even with the transition from a 

lexico-grammatical teaching of language to a more balanced communicative competence 

approach trending in Canada (Kissling & O’Donnell, 2015), the shift has yet to be evenly 

implemented in EFI classes in New Brunswick (Keating Marshall & Bokhorst-Heng, 

2018; Le Bouthillier, 2018a; Le Bouthillier et al., 2017). My study thus upholds the 
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recommendations of previous research calling for contextualized form-focused 

instruction (Le Bouthillier et al., 2017, Lyster, 2019) and for an enhancement of students’ 

metacognitive awareness (Bachman, 1990; Goh & Burns, 2012; Kristmanson et al., 2013; 

Mandin, 2010; Rossiter et al., 2010). Inclusive practices within the EFI program would 

see the mobilization of resources proven efficient by research to enhance students’ 

language learning experience and foster student agency in the process (Kristmanson et 

al., 2013; Little, 2005; Mandin, 2010). 

Even if all students struggled with linguistic accuracy, students who reached the 

Advanced level of proficiency did not show a pattern of errors—they instead made errors 

more sporadically. Mistakes in their discourse, although inevitable, affected only parts of 

their speech and did not impede message coherence. Ultimately, the OPI scale and 

performance descriptors make some reference to grammatical accuracy yet remain vague 

in distinguishing between levels (Appendices A3 and B), again relying on the native 

speaker to determine appropriateness. With the OPI being a deficiency-based assessment, 

the single criterion referring to patterns of errors (NB-EECD, 2003) may prevent a 

speaker from achieving an Advanced level of proficiency regardless of demonstrated 

fluency and a heightened ability to elaborate and uphold a conversation. One interview 

revealed a pattern of errors linked to the regional and informal conjugation of verbs in the 

past tense, with the speaker using the “avoir” instead of the “être” French auxiliary. This 

brings attention to regional speech and its status in relation to language teaching and 

assessment. Language teaching should include a knowledge of language registers and 

their application in context. It further requires students’ enhanced awareness of their own 

use of language in real-life contexts, explicit learning of speech acts (e.g., maneuvers that 
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would allow students to exercise their right to decline answering some interview 

questions), and ample opportunities to practise their learning in a real-world context—all 

captured through the use of a language portfolio (Kristmanson et al., 2013; Little, 2005; 

Mandin, 2010). 

Some characteristics of spoken French featured more predominantly in the speech 

of students who exhibited greater fluency, namely with the “ne” and “schwa” drops, 

Codes 1 and 3 respectively of Table10. Only one participant exhibited a regional French, 

delivering a performance that distinguished itself from the other participants by adhering 

to a local norm of spoken French, occasionally using marked and informal variants 

(Nadasdi & Vickerman, 2017), while all other students spoke with little evidence of 

sociocultural variances in their speech, upholding the distinction of FI speech from that of 

the native speaker of the same age-group (Nadasdi et al., 2005; Nadasdi & Vickerman, 

2017). It seems that the presence of some characteristics of spoken French added fluency 

to their speech. This suggests that students should be exposed to French in different 

contexts to develop their awareness of various language registers, sociocultural variants, 

and grammatical and phonological forms (p. 20). More opportunities for interaction 

should also be provided between FI learners in New Brunswick and their francophone 

peers (Lazaruk, 2007) to infuse some of the cultural connections that may currently be 

lacking in New Brunswick FI classrooms. 

Students benefited from having formulaic language integrated in their speech, 

especially in cases where such expressions were used as fillers, confirming research by 

Goh and Burns (2012) and by Rossiter et al. (2010). Most often, however, these 

expressions depicted a direct translation from English rather than the French equivalent. 
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This once again demonstrates an aspect of FI discourse that distinguishes itself from that 

of native speakers. Students’ use of formulaic structures did, however, enhance fluency 

by strategically filling pauses. Again, students’ formulaic competence can be enhanced 

through an increased exposure to the target language, strengthening students’ 

sociocultural awareness. Ultimately, because culture and language are inextricably 

connected, pedagogical planning should include sociocultural competence—and all other 

competencies—to ensure a holistic language learning experience while fostering a 

balanced development of BICS and CALP in student speech (Cummins, 2008). 

Students’ sociocultural competence was the most difficult to depict, perhaps the 

result of the interview format rather than a reflection of students’ actual ability. FI 

students’ limited sociocultural competence has been well documented in research 

(Nadasdi et al., 2005; Nadasdi & Vickerman 2017; NB-EECD, 2019a), as has the 

reported void in cultural experiences in FI language teaching in New Brunswick (Keating 

Marshall & Bokhorst-Heng, 2018). Sullivan (2011), however, identified sociocultural 

knowledge as an essential component noted in strong interview performances. With 

culture being interconnected to language, imparting a sociocultural realm to language 

learning experiences enhances students’ awareness of native-like language abilities 

(Bachman, 2010; Celce-Murcia, 2007a; Lazaruk, 2007; Mandin, 2010). In a bilingual 

province, such an initiative would be feasible, provided adequate planning accounting for 

the intricacies of lesson planning for an L2 classroom (Cammarata & Haley, 2017). 

Being a FI teacher in New Brunswick requires empowering students in their language 

learning initiatives while serving as an intercultural mediator for language learners 

(Keating Marshall & Bokhorst-Heng, 2018). 
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 My research revealed a greater emphasis on language accuracy in the design of 

the OPI, with the horizontal axis in Celce-Murcias’s (2007a) model of communicative 

competence appearing to align more directly to the OPI’s tridimensional model of 

analysis (NB-EECD, 2019a). Despite the ongoing overemphasis on linguistic competence 

in some language classes (Celce-Murcia, 2007b; Le Bouthillier, 2018a, 2018b; Keating 

Marshall & Bokhorst-Heng, 2018), research clearly advocated a holistic approach to 

language learning (Celce-Murcia, 2007a; Goh & Burns, 2012; Le Bouthillier, 2018b), an 

approach afforded by the communicative competence model (Celce-Murcia, 2007a). 

Although the OPI simulates an authentic conversation meant to evaluate students’ 

functional language ability (ACTFL, 2012b), unless conversational opportunities inviting 

the use of the target language in an authentic context can be provided to students in the 

classroom, the OPI remains an assessment diverting from what students are accustomed 

to in language learning classrooms (ACTFL, 2012b, NB-EECD, 2019a). 

My research showed that the OPI as a language assessment adopting a “real life” 

approach had very few sociocultural references initiated by the students, limiting what 

they could demonstrate in terms of sociocultural knowledge and allowing for only 

superficial insights into this competence in their speech. My research showed that the 

OPI, as a measure of students’ oral language proficiency, currently marginalizes some of 

the component abilities afforded by the model of communicative competence (see Figure 

2: The Horizontal Axis Showing Predominant Competencies Featured in the OPI). Celce-

Murcia’s (2007a) model, grounded in an “interaction/ability” approach, demonstrates 

how all competencies are required to support the language development of students’ L2 

(Bachman, 1990; Celce-Murcia, 2007a). ACTFL’s communicative strategies and cultural 
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awareness—two added components to the assessed language domains—strengthens 

students’ language performance in a way that the New Brunswick OPI has yet to 

recognize (ACTFL, 2012a; NB-EECD, 2019a, 2003). Ross (2018) has noted how 

assessment schemes have not evolved to include new components characterizing 

proficiency. All components should therefore be recognized when measuring language 

proficiency (ACTFL, 2012a). The integration of the language portfolio as an interview 

discussion point could support interviewers in their interpretation of students’ oral 

proficiency within the communicative competence model, a currently unfeasible prospect 

when relying solely on the OPI (Bagarić & Djigunović, 2007). The portfolio presents a 

conduit to elicit evidence of students’ sociocultural knowledge by having students 

recount documented cultural experiences. Language proficiency could still be explored 

within the narration of their documented experiences used as a baseline. This also 

reinforces the notion that language and culture are interconnected and that studying 

French in New Brunswick connects them to the francophone community.  

 Despite my conscious attempts to reduce external variables, I could still detect 

inconsistencies in how the interviews unfolded. This speaks to the individualization of 

the assessment (NB-EECD, 2019a) and demonstrates that, even when administered by 

the same interviewer, there are intricacies and difficulties in delivering interviews 

uniformly—an inadvertent consequence of this type of assessment. Besides the initial 

adaptation to the OPI scale to fit a New Brunswick context (NB-EECD, 2019a, p. 2; 

Vandergrift, 2006), the implementation of the language portfolio as a potential discussion 

piece, in addition to individualized interviewer feedback accompanying students’ 

proficiency levels, represents two adjustments to the administration of OPIs within New 
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Brunswick. Such adjustments could position the OPI as part of the language learning 

process rather than presenting it as a final assessment depicting proficiency. Because OPI 

levels of proficiency are recognized solely within New Brunswick, slightly standardizing 

the assessment for students by integrating the language portfolio as part of the evaluation 

could also expand anglophone students’ knowledge of francophone culture within their 

communities and New Brunswick. 

My research has revealed an important disjuncture between teaching and learning 

in FI on one hand and assessment of French competency on the other. Results of the OPI 

and their reporiting have created negative perceptions of the EFI program, 

misrepresenting its ability to produce students with an acceptable level of French 

proficiency at the end of their program (MacPherson, 2018; NB-EECD, 2018d, 2019b). 

Because research has shown that students’ affective and socio-affective dispositions 

influence their ability to learn (Le Bouthillier, 2016), I strongly recommend that the New 

Brunswick government take an active role in modeling a positive discourse, promoting 

and celebrating second language education in New Brunswick. An initial attempt to do so 

would see the provincial assessment results reporting on FSL oral proficiency portrayed 

more positively. Figure 4 shows EFI student rankings according to proficiency levels for 

the past 5 years. This published report identified that 100% of the students evaluated in 

2018-2019 ranked at the intermediate level or above, that 84.2 % were at the Intermediate 

Plus or above, and that 50.7 % were at the Advanced or above (NB-EECD, 2019b). With 

the terms “or above” added to the percentage rating, a quantitative analysis of 

performance results supersedes a qualitative one, with higher success rates associated 
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with the Intermediate and Intermediate Plus levels and presenting a steep contrast to the 

rating at the Advanced level and higher.  

Figure 4 

A Distribution of Grade 12 Early French Immersion Student Rankings by Proficiency 

Level 

 

Note. This graph was extracted from “Grade 12 Provincial Assessment Results—2018–

2019 French Second Language Oral Proficiency” (NB-EECD, 2019b), which can now be 

accessed through the Department, as it is no longer accessible online.  

 

We could just as easily acknowledge that in the 2018–2019 academic year, of the 

513 EFI students evaluated, a greater number of them ranked at an Advanced level of 

proficiency than at any other single level, or that 50.7 % of students attained or exceeded 

the anticipated level of proficiency compared to the 33.5 % who ranked just below the 

proficiency goal. As my analysis revealed, this 33.5% would also include some students 

approximating an Advanced-level performance, considering the range of performance 
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within each level. Such positive perspectives elude the reported results. Reporting results 

in a positive light, however, can motivate teachers and students in working toward their 

goal. The recommendations I propose thus include interventions for pedagogical changes, 

ones that could positively support student performances on the OPI, especially those 

straddling the Intermediate Plus and Advanced levels of proficiency. Students can be 

guided to an Advanced level of proficiency, given the subtle difference in performance 

between the Intermediate Plus-level and Advanced-level descriptors (Appendix B), given 

the deficit-based nature of the assessment (NB-EECD, 2019a), and given my findings 

identifying discrepencies within the two sets of performances and consistencies within 

the performances at the same level (Table 11). 

I recommend that any future gains made by EFI students in the reporting of their 

performance be measured according to the previously established 70% achievement 

target (NB-EECD, 2009) in addition to the 90% proficiency target goal (NB-EECD, 

2016). The Department should also set yearly increments in achievements leading up to 

the 90% proficiency target it seeks to attain by 2026 and encourage schools to 

demonstrate accountability as they work toward these goals. The 2018 Auditor General 

report identified deficiencies that affected the intended monitoring of student 

performance relating to provincial performance goals at the school level (MacPherson, 

2018). Although results from the OPI are communicated to schools, in my experience as 

a high school FI teacher they are seldom used to initiate changes in language instruction 

or to inform L2 teaching. All schools should make clear allocations of time to devise and 

monitor the gradual implementation of the suggestions stemming from this research. 

Teachers should record improvements in student performances and engage in 



 

163 

professional development relating to French teaching and evaluation. School-based 

intitiatives upholding this provincial objective (NB-EECD, 2016) should also be 

documented at the school level, ideally as part of their school improvement plan 

(MacPherson, 2018). One way to prioritize these objectives in schools is to allocate a 

supplementary position of responsibility (SPR) to a teacher (or group of teachers) within 

the school to monitor student improvement of French in relation to the provincial goals. 

Drawing attention to achievement results in relation to the implemented initiatives and 

mobilized strategies can allow for renewed efforts and celebrations, even for modest 

increments leading to long-term higher proficiency goals. Some schools already have 

such a position of responsibility, while others have reallocated it to meet other priorities 

within the school, highlighting some competing views in school agendas (Cammarata & 

Haley, 2017).  

 The results from this study, as presented in the discussion, invite enhanced 

compatibility between testing, teaching and learning of French for students in the EFI 

program. Further, these results can inform improvements needed in FI pedagogy, 

proactively tending to the language learning process, strengthening EFI students’ 

communicative competence skills, guiding stronger student performances on the OPI, and 

narrowing the gap between student achievement on the OPI and provincially established 

standards of French oral proficiency.  

Recommendations 

Following is a list of recommendations for teachers and administrators, for 

administrators of the OPI, and for government officials. A total of twenty-seven 

recommendations have been generated.  
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Teachers and Administrators 

It is recommended that teachers 

1) supplement in-class teaching with cultural experience in the language classroom. 
2) implement a holistic approach to teaching speaking in language classrooms. 
3) explicitly teach effective language strategies to minimize ruptures in speech 

production. 
4) use the language portfolio in class as a long-term tool to track language 

development. 
5) teach language registers and provide opportunities for students to use their French 

in authentic settings.  
6) use Table 11: Qualitative Overview of Student Performances as an instrument to 

guide teaching. 
 

It is recommended that administrators 
 

7) enhance teachers’ knowledge of L2 teaching (moving away from context-free 
language-as-code and more toward a communicative competence model of 
teaching). 

8) allocate time and professional development opportunities to designing emphatic 
lessons that maximize language use and development.  

9) designate a committee or an individual within all schools to monitor initiatives 
and yearly progress in service of provincial language proficiency goals.  
 

 
OPI 

It is recommended that administrators of the OPI 

1) reformulate assessment criteria using a strength-based rather than a deficit-based 
model.  

2) remove “native speaker” comparative terms from the assessment criteria on the 
OPI scale. 

3) provide professional development to OPI interviewers to discourage the “native-
speaker norm” as the comparative measure for FI student achievement and to 
recognize the limitations of the OPI as an assessment able to depict student oral 
proficiency. 

4) integrate the language portfolio as a component of the OPI, adding a sociocultural 
dimension to the interview and further informing the interviewer’s perception of 
the candidate’s language abilities.  

5) recognize competencies from Celce-Murcia’s model of communicative 
competence as components of language proficiency. 

6) incorporate Table 11: Qualitative Overview of Student Performances as a guide to 
recognizing strengths in student performances during the interview. 
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7) demystify the OPI as an assessment by linking it to corresponding pedagogical 
practices. 

8) provide students with feedback from their interview performance to support and 
to inform their language development. 

9) provide teachers and language learners resources to make the OPI assessment 
more transparent. 

 
 

Government and Policy 

It is recommended that government officials 

1) promote and celebrate language learning and linguistic duality in New Brunswick.  
2) recognize the intended purpose of the EFI program and its value in bringing L2 

learners to the highest level of oral proficiency. 
3) secure the continued availability of this program to all anglophone students in 

New Brunswick.  
4) use proficiency reports responsibly and be aware of social consequences 

associated with their use. 
5) frame and communicate proficiency results in a positive light. 
6) set yearly increments in achievements leading up to the 90% proficiency target for 

2026.  
7) publicly recognize language learners and language teachers for their work in 

shaping New Brunswick’s image of a bilingual and inclusive province.  
8) fund FI professional development training specific to language learning using the 

Celce-Murcia’s (2007a) model of communicative competence.  
9) require the inclusion of provincial proficiency goals in school improvement plans.  

 

 

Limitations 

An integral characteristic of Celce-Murcia’s (2007a) model is the 

interconnectedness of its components developing concomitantly to strengthen L2 

learners’ speech production. Although it was possible for me to analyze student 

achievement in relation to each competence within the context of this study, this model 

ultimately informs language teaching rather than language assessment. Consequently, the 

application of this model to depict characteristics of student proficiency in OPIs in a real-
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world assessment context would be rather complex, improbable and impractical. I 

therefore remained cognizant of my research questions and my objective as I engaged in 

my study; this research did not seek to revitalize language assessment but rather to 

identify overlooked aspects of language instruction that can help students perform more 

accordingly on the OPI. Using the communicative competence model for this study 

showed some competencies that required further development in the Intermediate Plus 

performances. It also revealed discrepencies between the teaching and evaluation of oral 

language for EFI students. Gains in student achievements on the OPI can be reached by 

adopting a “can do” approach to language teaching, learning and evaluation. It is 

therefore of utmost importance to bridge the gap between language teaching and 

assessment.  

The OPI samples used for this study were selected from interviews provided by the 

NB-EECD rather than at random. They were confirmed to have reliable rankings at the 

Intermediate Plus and Advanced levels of oral proficiency. Because my study conducted 

a discourse analysis examining student achievement on the OPI, I focused on what 

students said and how they said it. To reduce the error factor, I selected interviews 

conducted by the same interviewer. Ideally, a random collection of samples from any of 

the Intermediate Plus and Advanced interviews rated by the Department could have 

served in generating a sample of interviews to use in my study. In light of factors 

potentially affecting the validity and reliability of oral proficiency interviews (Bachman, 

1990; Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Cox & Malone, 2018; Goh & Burns, 2012; McNamara, 

2006; McNamara & Roever, 2006; NB-EECD, 2019a; Nakatsuhara, 2008; Roy & Galiev, 

2013), I consciously took precautionary measures to limit external factors that would 
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unnecessarily differentiate the two sets of interviews. Although OPIs typically follow a 

prescribed structure (ACTFL, 2012b; NB-EECD, 2019a), selecting some administered by 

the same interviewer provided consistency and familiarity with the interviewer’s style. 

The precautions in selecting my interview sample may have reduced some 

inconsistencies, but in doing so, I recognize that my results do not consider external 

factors that ultimately influence student performance in these types of interviews. There 

is no way to determine whether the ranking attributed by the interviewer in his perception 

of these students’ abilities conforms to my observations of these students’ performance in 

light of their communicative competence. My restricted view into student interviews 

from this small sample size thus informs on a very specific yet significant aspect of 

student OPI—their demonstrated communicative competence. My interpretation of 

patterns in conducting my analysis might have differed, been more challenging, or 

perhaps yielded inconclusive results had the interviews been selected at random, 

containing some with more nuanced interview rankings.  

Just as my analysis of these interviews neglected external factors influencing 

student performance, the six selected interviews also did not entirely capture the range of 

performances within the targeted proficiency levels for this study. Student performances 

rated at the same level in OPIs conducted by ACTFL and the NB-EECD can reveal 

differences and ranges in abilities; this was quite noticeable with Louis who, despite 

exemplifying stronger skills than Susan and Troy in his interview, rated at the same level 

as them. Although sufficient evidence could be gathered to confirm stronger 

communicative competence in Advanced-level performances, there is no way to know, 

other than from the generic Intermediate Plus-level description (Appendix B), why Louis 
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was ranked Intermediate Plus rather than Advanced, given that his performance was on 

the cusp of the Intermediate Plus level and in some ways closer to Gabriel’s performance 

than Susan’s and Troy’s (Table 11: Qualitative Overview of Student Performances). The 

small sample size representing the two levels of proficiency featured students from 

different regions of New Brunswick but within only one of the four Anglophone districts. 

Nor did the sample allow for a comparison of Louis’ interview to an interview rated at an 

Advanced level of proficiency from another student in the same region. I viewed this as a 

missed opportunity to fully explore how his performance as an Intermediate Plus 

interlocutor compared to Advanced-level interviews of students in his region. This would 

have ruled out Louis’ accent or the influence of a regional dialect as an underlying factor 

denoting his attributed level, given his distinct performance illustrating characteristics of 

spoken French at a disproportionate level in relation to the other interviews. 

The use of transcriptions, although necessary, enhanced error visibility as a result 

of the verbatim transcription of the interviews using a modified orthography (Edwards, 

1993). Not only did this allow me to capture students’ speech, including mistakes, false 

starts, mispronunciations and all phonetical utterances, it inadvertently amplified my 

awareness of these elements within their speech. Because I applied the same transcription 

conventions to the interviewer’s speech, I caught myself remarking the prominence of 

some elements in the speech of EFI students and how they compared in the interviewer’s 

speech as a native speaker. I quickly became aware of my own native speaker bias 

(Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Roy & Galiev, 2011), which prompted me to refer to the 

audio files as primary sources and to prioritize the characterization of their performance 

according to what could be heard in students’ speech rather than what could be observed 
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in the transcriptions. I recognized that in doing so, my observations correlated to what the 

interviewer would have heard at the time of the interview and reduced the effect of the 

visual errors inherently apparent in the transcriptions.  

During my analysis, I also remained cognizant of my motivation, biases, and desire 

to see visible improvements in student performances on provincial OPI assessments. I 

therefore remained particularly attentive to my personal bias when analyzing the audio 

files, seeking to reduce my perception of a normalized and contextualized French, both in 

FI student speech and in regional dialects. For example, as a francophone familiar with a 

variety of French dialects within New Brunswick—and an FI teacher familiar with some 

typical FI student mistakes—I contemplated the allowances I would normally make and 

opted to interpret the impact and appropriateness of these utterances in an assessment 

context.  

Inevitably, the audio recordings of the OPI interviews limited my ability to 

completely perceive interviewees’ communicative competence in some components of 

Celce-Murcia’s model, notably the interactional and strategic competences. Interactional 

competence, for example, a critical component supporting students’ ability to navigate 

the interview with more ease, is not fully observable through an audio recording, nor is 

strategic competence. I could infer meaning, however, using key elements including 

voice intonation and rhythm. When Louis said “t’ as deux clips icitte” (p. 8, l. 228), there 

was a tap on the table. I could infer he was making a gesture to emphasize “icitt,” 

meaning “here.” Another example of this limitation occurred when he said “sont gros d’ 

même” (p. 17, l. 484) when comparing the size of the partridge meatballs used in his 

grandmother’s recipe to the size of chicken meatballs. What would have been an 
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observable detail providing insight on his strategic competence when he made a gesture 

to demonstrate size became yet another inference. Potentially, there were other instances 

of similar occurrences that could have eluded my ability to perceive or to fully grasp 

students’ communicative competence in certain components of the model, as a result of 

the data being accessible in audio format. Although I listened to these interviews 

numerous times, I became more intentional in my listening as a result of this realization. 

Sometimes I listened with an awareness to background noises, for example, while other 

times I listened for noises that could be linked to gestures, always keeping in mind that 

what I heard yet could not see amounted to mere inferences.  

The information retrieved in this literature review largely pertained to American 

studies from American organizations, with a paucity of literature directly related to the 

New Brunswick OPI. Any documented research of oral proficiency testing related to 

other languages tested through testing organizations such as the ILR and ACTFL, with 

little to none reporting on New Brunswick’s OPI. Although some similarities exist 

between the New Brunswick OPI and other language testing institutions, a significant gap 

remains with regard to available literature of relevance to the New Brunswick OPI. I 

viewed this as a limitation early in my study. To compensate for the lack of literature, I 

drew from the work I was fortunate to develop in some of the classes I took previous to 

starting my research. The data analysis grid used to track the code occurrences, for 

example, was a refined version on an initial model developed in ED 6821: Qualitative 

Methods of Research in Education, a graduate-level course I had taken before starting my 

thesis. The lack of relevant research thus calls for further research in New Brunswick, 

especially given the government’s use of EFI OPI results as a source depicting program 
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efficiency. My research thus becomes increasingly important in this context given the 

insight it provides into the oral proficiency performance of EFI students. The relevance of 

this research may also inform future decisions about changing the entry point for the EFI 

program, thus minimizing disruptions in our education system.  

Suggestions for Further Research 

My research used Celce-Murcia’s model of communicative competence to provide 

evidence that explained EFI students’ language proficiency placement in relation to the 

performance criteria for the Intermediate Plus and Advanced levels on the OPI scale. It 

also revealed how the OPI criteria for each level could be defined and deconstructed to 

guide the planning and teaching of oral language in the classroom. As I neared the end of 

my analysis, more questions surfaced and brought ideas for further research.  

 I would encourage more research to assess the efficiency of the proposed model. 

This could be carried out in various ways. On a smaller scale the selection of six high 

school student participants rated at an Intermediate Plus level of proficiency could allow 

for the close monitoring of student progress. These students could receive French 

instruction with Celce-Murcia’s model of communicative competence underpinning the 

holistic instructional design. A pre-test to establish students’ French oral proficiency prior 

to receiving guided language support could illustrate the model’s efficiency in light of 

students’ improved ranking on a post-test at the end of the sessions. This research could 

also extend to a larger group of students, with the model underpinning the instruction 

approach in a Grade 12 EFI classroom. Adopting a holistic approach to teaching could 

foster short- and long-term gains in students’ oral proficiency. I suspect evidence of long-

term gain could manifest in a longitudinal study with a teacher using the model to guide a 
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holistic approach to oral language instruction in a Grade 9 FILA class, given the 

opportunity to maintain the teacher-student combination as the group progresses to 

subsequent grades up to Grade 12.  

The newest high school FILA curriculum document (NB-EECD, 2018a), founded 

on recent research on L2, highlights the FI programs’ inclusivity. Its flexible program of 

study calls for the principles of universal design for learning (UDL) to meet the needs of 

all learners. Yet research suggests that, when faced with academic challenges within the 

FI program, struggling learners are often recommended to return to the English prime 

program (Bourgoin, 2016; Genesse, 2007; Mady & Arnett, 2009) as a means of 

intervention and support. This explains why research pertaining to at-risk students in 

immersion programs has been neglected. I would welcome research extending to 

different immersion contexts testing the model’s feasibility to support struggling learners 

in their development of language. 

Research could also explore the model’s compatibility with the CEFR and the 

language portfolio as an efficient means of intervention supporting inclusionary practices 

delineated in Policy 322. The reported benefits of the language portfolio to facilitate 

learning and monitor progress (Kristmanson et al., 2013; Little, 2005; Mandin, 2010) 

positions it as an optimal tool to encourage student agency in their attainment of language 

proficiency in a truly individualized fashion in language learning contexts fostering 

inclusion. Because the portfolio is not offered or prescribed as a learning tool to all 

language learners in New Brunswick, more research is needed to determine the extent of 

its current use in FI language classes and how it could support student learning in light of 

the newly deconstructed OPI criteria.  
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The sample of interviews used for my study represented different schools in one of 

four anglophone school districts in New Brunswick. Louis’ interview revealed a cultural 

influence distinguishing his speech from the other five interview candidates; he 

demonstrated sociocultural competence through his use of a familiar language register. At 

times he attempted to adapt to a more proper usage, but he ultimately returned to a more 

familiar pronunciation of certain words (Appendix I3). Extending from the objectives of 

my research, a comparison of student achievement specific to a region—without 

necessarily being the same school—could provide insight on student rankings with a 

refined focus on sociocultural influences and sociolinguistic patterns in student speech, 

again with the intention of discerning the similarities and differences in FI student 

performances ranked at the Intermediate Plus and Advanced levels of proficiency.  

There would be much to gain in having teachers communicate their perceived 

needs in relation to their workload, comfort level, and expectations in teaching FSL. The 

major changes in the EFI program’s point of entry (MacPherson, 2018) and the revised 

policy 309 (2018c), which raised from 70% to 90% the expected number of students 

reaching their anticipated level of proficiency, has affected the workload of teachers who 

may have found themselves at the receiving end of these reforms. It is important that 

teachers’ voices be heard and that they be recognized as agents of change for their 

essential role in developing young learners’ proficiency in an L2 context. Given the 

novelty of this model and its holistic approach to teaching, its proposed implementation 

should first be considered in relation to other existing theories and practices guiding the 

teaching of language abilities interdependently (NB-EECD, 2018a), given that an L2 is 

considered a “whole” (NB-EECD, 2018a, p. 13). Research determining the best approach 
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to integrating the model for teachers’ use and the training required to facilitate teacher 

buy-in to this newly proposed way of teaching French language in New Brunswick is 

highly recommended. Especially in light of competing views of teaching priorities within 

the system, the time commitment possibly needed for a successful implementation, and 

the unique complexities specific to teaching in L2 programs (Cammarata & Haley, 2017). 

Finally, EFI student proficiency results have shown a trending increase in the 

percentage of students meeting the Advanced level of proficiency within the past three 

reporting periods, going from 40.2 % in 2016-17 to 50.7% in 2018–2019. Given the extent 

to which these results are used provincially to invite FI program reform, proper monitoring 

of student performance should inform school initiatives meant to generate yearly 

increments toward the objective presented in the 10-year education plan (NB-EECD, 

2016). More research is thus needed to determine the extent to which school performance 

reports are currently developed to support provincial objectives in light of the Auditor 

General’s report, which highlighted a systemic gap in this effect (MacPherson, 2018). 

Reflections  

My motive for undertaking this research stemmed from my observations as a 

Francophone high school FI teacher holding a supplementary position of responsibility 

for French (French SPR) within the school. At that time the SPR for French, working 

with a team of FI teachers and esteemed colleagues, served as a link between the school 

and the Department of EECD. The role also oversaw French cultural experiences and 

ensured that French remain a visible entity in the school. The scope of my SPR 

responsibilities therefore involved administrative tasks, including the coordination of OPI 

interviews between the evaluators from the Department of EECD and our Grade 12 
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students—a process which provided me with an acute awareness of students’ 

preoccupations toward, preparation for, and performance on the OPI.    

By implementing changes and strategies at the school level, I sought to work with 

students to visibly improve their performance; I made this my mandate for two 2-year 

terms in this leadership capacity. A slight increase in student performance was noted in 

classes where we had successfully implemented activities aimed at supporting student 

preparation for the interview. One particular strategy consisted of recruiting community 

volunteers who met with students to conduct and record a mock interview a few weeks 

prior to their scheduled OPI. Not only did this give students an opportunity to receive 

feedback, but for many it also served as one of few opportunities they had to practise 

their interactional skills in an interview context.  

The time and energy invested in this school project framed the research I undertook 

as a graduate student pursuing my Master of Education degree. I recall my hesitation at 

the early stages of my research, thinking that it might generate inconclusive results. The 

selection of a methodological framework guided the development of my work and 

sharpened my focus. My role as a researcher engaging in qualitative research provided 

me with a heightened practice of reflexibility and sense of responsibility. I felt obliged to 

set aside any pre-existing bias I may have been carrying as a teacher having worked 

closely with FI students who struggled to meet their OPI proficiency goals. I learned that 

despite living in a bilingual province and having available programs to facilitate 

anglophones’ learning of French as an L2, little research was available to advise program 

reforms in a New Brunswick context. Yet default interventions to enhance students’ oral 

proficiency resulted in repeated changes to the EFI program’s entry point and reportedly 
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caused instability within the province’s education system (MacPherson, 2018). The 

results of this research now propose an alternative and illustrate differences in the 

performance of Intermediate Plus and Advanced-level speakers. By tending to the 

teaching of EFI using a more holistic approach (Celce-Murcia, 2007a; Goh & Burns, 

2012; Le Bouthillier, 2018b), we reinforce students’ sociocultural, interactional, and 

strategic competences to complement and balance the lexico-grammatical abilities that 

are already emphasized in the EFI language classrooms.   

The results from this research may narrow the divide between practical and 

theoretical aspects of language learning and assessment (Council of Europe, 2001). I 

foresee that any long-term improvements will require systemic changes informed by 

research, renewed political affirmation, and a collaboration between all levels of 

stakeholders in carrying out educational objectives. With the government of New 

Brunswick dedicated to raising all students’ levels of bilingualism, this research informs 

a theoretical gap pertinent to oral proficiency and FI instruction in the New Brunswick 

context. Despite the ongoing gap between research, policy and teaching (Mady, 2013), I 

believe the results generated from this study can lead to improvements in student 

achievement with proper implementation and support at all levels. It may also foster a 

holistic approach to teaching languages in other language programs in New Brunswick. 

For those teaching French in New Brunswick, teaching students initially involves 

enhancing language skills, but the impact of delivering high-calibre learning experiences 

resonating as meaningful, relevant, and true carries great potential in bridging linguistic 

and cultural divides, an initiative that should be directed by our provincially-elected 

leaders and representatives. 
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Appendix A: Oral Proficiency Interview Criteria 

A1 Oral Proficiency Interview Criteria (Original in French) 
A2 Oral Proficiency Interview Criteria (English)  
A3 Oral Proficiency Interview Criteria (Relevant to This Research) 
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Appendix A1: Oral Proficiency Interview Criteria (Original in French) 
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Appendix A2: Oral Proficiency Interview Criteria (English Translation*) 

 
* Translated by Lisa Michaud, 13 December 2019 
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Appendix A3: Oral Proficiency Interview Criteria (Relevant to This Research*) 

 
* Translated by Lisa Michaud, 13 December 2019 
 



 

 

190 

Appendix B: New Brunswick Second Language Oral Proficiency Scale 
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Appendix C: Taxonomy—Elements to Teach for Oral Communication 
and Listening 
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Appendix D: The European Language Portfolio—Level Descriptions 
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Appendix E: Transcription Conventions 

Speaker identity/turn start : 

Cross talk  [cross talk] 

Interruption –  

False start - 

Noticeable pause [Pause] 

Trail-off/ unfinished  … 

Added information E.g., (sound of chair)  

Inaudible segment [inaudible] 

Questionable accuracy ?(word)? 

Punctuation indicate speaker’s intonation . , ? ! 

Held sounds Use of hyphens to indicate repeated sounds 
held by interlocutor 
(E. g., Oua-oua-oua-oua-ouais) 
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Appendix F: Description of Codes  

Term Definition Example 
Fluency The perception of a 

natural flow during 
speech production 

 

False start The abandonment of an 
utterance; a blockage that 
interrupts or prevents the 
completion of an idea 

« Non c’est juste- eh, c’est 
juste eh junior pis senior puis, 
ça c’est tout. »  

(Troy, p. 8, ll. 216–217) 
 

Redundancy Unnecessary repetition; 
duplication 

« Donc y fallait que moé j’es 
laisse sortir aller aux toilettes 
pis les rentrer back encow el 
soir. » 

(Louis, p. 4, ll. 91–94) 
 

Linking words Words such as 
coordination 
conjunctions that serve to 
link independent clauses  

« Alors si on demande pour 
quelque chose comme “un 
soulier”, le soulier doit être 
dans l’histoire mais pour 
avoir plus de points tu d- um 
ça doit être le problème et 
peut-être aussi le solution. » 

(Celine, p. 4, ll. 105–108) 
  

Perceptible Pause A prolonged absence of 
speech that may or not 
have fillers 

« …puis j’ai eh- a eh, eh 
…[long pause] »  

(Troy, p. 5, ll. 120–122) 
 
(The interviewer offered help 
at this point and 
recommended 
circumlocution) 
 

Trail-off An unfinished thought, 
sometimes ending with a 
word that implies the 
understanding and 
conclusion of the thought 
without having to 
explicitly express it 

« …C’est pas nécessairement 
un compétition la dernière 
fois, c’était une ice show. 
Donc, mais, oui…» 

(Susan, p. 8, ll. 216–219) 

Short response A short, somewhat basic, 
response containing very 

« Ahm, moi j’suis un 
supporteur des Sabres de 
Buffalo. …Ouais. Y sont pas 
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few linking words (1–3), 
if any 

spon- c’pas trop ah bon, Ils 
ont finir dernière cette année, 
alors… » 

(Gabriel, p. 12, ll. 327–333) 
 

Medium response A response with linking 
words uniting several 
ideas (perhaps 3–5) 

« Um, um mes amis jouent 
beaucoup de sports aussi 
alors c’était d’être avec eux 
et j’aime, j’aime vraiment 
beaucoup le soccer et le 
ballon-panier. Juste comme 
d’être avec les différents 
personnes et comme l’action. 
Je n’sais pas. C’est- j’aime 
être actif et… » 

(Mathias, p. 5, ll. 112–122) 
 

Long response A prolonged elaborate 
response where the 
student expands, explains 
and/or provides 
examples, always 
depicted by the use of 
linking words (perhaps 5 
and more) 

« Donc, ça peut être arrêté. Et 
quand tu fais c’est un choix 
que tu seulement penses à toi-
même car tu n’penses pas ce 
que tu peux faire à les autres 
personnes. Alors je pense 
chaque fois que tu fais cette 
décision, tu dois penser tu ne 
connais pas les personnes qui 
sont aussi qui partagent la 
roue avec toi. Donc tu dois 
penser comme ça peut être 
les-, une mère de quelqu’un, 
comme chaque personne est 
importante à quelqu’un 
d’autre. Alors c’est pas juste 
toi-même qui tu place dans 
une position dangereux. Am, 
eh oui chaque accident est 
complètement comme, ça ne 
doit pas arriver. C’est un 
choix que tu fais. Alors… » 

(Celine, p. 8, ll. 201–227) 
 

Correction An opportunity—taken 
or seemingly missed—
likely to contribute to 
speech improvement 
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Failed correction attempt An unsuccessful attempt 
to repair a perceived 
error 

« …On start les quate roues 
dans l’matin. On les 
départ… » 

(Louis, p. 3, ll. 72–74) 
  

Self-correction The repair of a perceived 
grammatical error; it 
could be seen as a 
reformulation and thus a 
strategy, but the self-
correction is distinct in 
the sense that it is not a 
semantic repair 

« bein y faut ça seille insuré, 
‘registré, puis y faut tu voir- 
faut que tu voies el plate de 
liscence en arrieille du quatre 
roues.» 

(Louis, p. 6, ll. 169–172)  

Correction uptake When the student 
borrows from the 
interviewer—
consciously or 
unconsciously—a precise 
word or repair presented 
in context and appearing 
in close proximity in the 
transcription (usually in 
the previous turn) 

Louis : ch’tais l’premier gars 
en grade douze pour avoir 
mon- grade onze pour 
avoir mon licence. 

 
Interviewer : Est-ce pour 

conduire un quatre roues, 
est-ce qu’y faut un permi 
spécial? Ou… 

 
Louis : Non y s’prend pas un 

permi spécial, bein ça 
s’t’a prend une insurance 
su’ l’quatre roues… » 

(Louis, p. 6, ll. 145–152) 
 

(The student continued using 
the word permi to replace 
license)  
 

Failed uptake When a precise word or 
repair is present in 
context but remains 
unnoticed and not taken 
up by the student 

Interviewer : Dans dix 
ans, dans quinze ans tu 
te vois où?  
 
Gabriel : Eh quinze ans je 
vois ahm quelque chose avec 
les sports, ou quelque chose 
avec les sciences. 

 (Gabriel, p. 25, ll. 741–745) 
 

Solecisms Includes a range of 
grammatical mistakes 
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Verb error Any verb-related error 
that strays from the 
appropriate verb use, 
given the context, and 
includes verb 
conjugation, subject-verb 
agreement, selection of 
tense and mode  

« Comme parce qu’ils doivent 
reproduire les sons qu’ils 
comme re- recoit de um les 
eum, de les stations de radio. »  
(Mathias, p. 10, ll. 289–292) 

Word omission error 
 

The perceptible omission 
of a word 

« …Le programme de SEED 
ça aider les étudiantes ____ 
trouve un emploi durant 
l’été. » 

(Susan, p. 12, ll. 352–355) 
 

Gender error A grammatical error 
specific to the masculine 
or feminine gender of a 
word 

« Ah mon père il a- c’est 
toujours une eh, une eh, 
grande fan de Montréal. » 

(Troy, p. 11, ll. 319–321) 
 

Syntax error Faulty word order that 
affects standard sentence 
composition  

« Puis j’aime de lire 
beaucoup. » 

(Susan, p. 15, l. 423) 
 

« …mais em, ça va couter les 
clients même plus… » 

(Celine, p. 31, ll. 928–929) 
 

« Nous aut’es on tue quoi 
c’est qu’on mange, sauf des 
coyotes »  

(Louis, p. 25, ll. 745–746) 
 

Grammar fault (other) A grammatical error 
typically relating to 
articles and prepositions 
that are pronounced but 
used incorrectly 

« J’aime cet aspect de- d’aller 
avec la rondelle au 
vitesse… » 

(Gabriel, p. 10, ll. 282–284) 
 

« Ouais, je pense qu’il y aura 
toujours une personne qui doit 
prendre soin de les 
ordinateurs. »  

(Mathias, p. 18, ll. 513–514) 
 

Barbarisms Enunciations that divert 
from traditionally 
accepted language use 
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Mispronunciation An incorrect 
pronunciation revealing 
a phonemic error  

« Ah moé mes intérêts sont 
beaucoup faig comme alvec 
el bois. » 

 (Louis, p. 2, ll. 45–46) 
 

« …un personne qui a besoin 
de prendre le rôle de ahm, 
amler les autres 
personnes… » 

(Gabriel, p. 11, ll. 307–308) 
 

Regionalism Characteristic of a 
spoken language 
common and limited to a 
particular geographic 
area  
 

« Ah, oui! C’est correct. » 
(Celine, p. 2, l. 33) 

 
« Comment est-ce que tout ça 
arrive parce que tu as des 
zéros et des un? » 

(Mathias, p. 11, ll. 309–310) 
 

Strategies Linguistic resources or 
approaches that students 
use to avoid language 
breakdown during the 
interview 

 

Inter-lingual transfer  The act of transferring 
between language 
 

« Eh, mais je pense que ah- 
les eh- les équipes ont eh- cet 
gros amount- amount 
d’argent… » 

(Troy, p. 14, ll. 414–417) 
 

« Em, il y a un programme je 
peux prendre durant l’été qui 
peut trainer-m- traine-moi 
pour enseigner les petits 
enfants. »  

(Susan, p. 10, ll. 279–281) 
 

« Il y a seulement deux 
personnes qui travaillent à un 
temps, alors on fait tout. » 

(Celine, p. 17, ll. 502–503) 
  

Restructuring A repair strategy, often 
seen in conjunction with 
a false start, used as an 
attempt to overcome a 

« Et eum, je suis pas mal-, 
eum, acti- ah- pas mal je sais 
un petit peu à propos de ces 
programs… » 
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blockage and ensure 
message continuation 

(Mathias, p. 13, ll. 358–60) 
 

« J’ai eh regardé- comme les 
trois années avant ça j’ai ah 
regardé les capitaines puis 
les assistants capitaines… » 

(Troy, p. 5, ll. 115–117) 
 

Circumlocution A description of a 
concept rather than 
using the actual term—a 
strategy used to 
compensate for the 
absence of precise 
vocabulary 

« Une matin on avait les- les 
policiers ici et cette ah- la voiture 
noire qu’ils placent les 
personnes qui sont morts 
dedans. » 

(Celine, p. 4, ll. 106–108) 

Fillers  Words and utterances 
carrying no meaning and 
commonly used to fill 
pauses 
 
 

« J’espère que una eh, une 
compagnie ah, électrique eh, 
me offre une ah, une job… » 

(Troy, p. 22, ll. 633–634) 
 

« Le contrôle est un grand 
chose alors si tu- on donne 
tout ça à les ordinateurs um, y 
vont- comme tu- tu donnes 
ton comme ton liberté un 
petite peu. »  

(Mathias, p. 15, ll. 442–450) 
 

Approximation An unsuccessful attempt 
at an inter-lingual 
transfer 
 

« Ah oui j’pense que c’est- 
c’est eh beaucoup d’amusant 
ah, beaucoup d’amusance 
que tu peux avoir… » 

(Gabriel, p. 17, ll. 504–507) 
 
« … Eum de et de savoir 
comment recir eum, 
comment recir? Recur? Non? 
Je ne pense pas. Eum de 
comment comment 
succir… » 

(Mathias, p. 8, ll. 227–232) 
 
Ils eh, pour la plupart, ils eh- 
y travaillent sur les 
transformeurs eh- à les eh 
plans de dgénération. »  
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(Troy, p. 21, ll. 618–622) 
 

Interaction Includes all elements that 
reveal a degree of 
engagement and 
participation beyond 
answers to questions 

 

Backchanneling A form of listener 
feedback; utterances that 
relay among other things 
interest, understanding 
and agreement 

Interviewer: J’vais fermer 
la porte parce que, ça ça va 
m’ déranger. 
 
Susan : Oui (subtle laugh) 
 
Interviewer : Si pendant 
l’entrevue j’te pose une 
question à laquelle tu ne 
veux pas répondre 
Susan: Uhum 
 
Interviewer : ou qu’tu ne 
peux pas répondre, c’est pas 
un problème,  
 
Susan : OK 

(Susan, p. 2, ll. 26–34) 
 

Interruption The act of interrupting 
which willingly or 
unwillingly halts the 
flow and disrupts 
continuity 
 

Louis :  Pis avant, ma grand-
mère, elle l’a donné à ma 
demi-meille ?(asteure)?. 

  
Interviewer : OK. OK. 
 
Louis :  Pis a feille la sauce. 

X 
 
Interviewer : ?(Mais)?, pas à 

toi. 
 
Louis :  Han? Pas à t-? Non. 
 
Interviewer : OK 
Louis : Ça va yinque aux 

filles! 
(Louis, p. 17, ll. 495–502) 

 ___________________ 
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Celine : Et puis ça juste 
commence  

 
Interviewer : OK OK  
 
Celine : et les personnes les 

utilisent ce que les autres 
personnes ont dit. X 

 
Interviewer : [overlap] 
Qu’est-ce que la participation 
à ce groupe-là t’apporte 
(Celine, pp. 15–16, ll. 443–
448) 
 

Comprehension check Inquiring in order to 
ensure comprehension 
(this can be the speaker’s 
own comprehension or 
that of the listener)  

« Comme de passer avec, 
comme y’a des formations au 
soccer pour comme être dans 
un triangle pour passer, tu 
sais? » 

(Mathias, p. 5, l1. 128–130) 
  

Mathias : Qu’est-ce que tu 
penses du le-le frenglish? 
 
Interviewer : Comme à 
Shediac, le chiac? 

(Mathias, p. 25, l1. 746–748)  
 

Clarification request Requesting additional 
information to 
compensate for a lack of 
clarity or a 
misunderstanding  

« Um- Je m’excuse?  
(Susan, p. 6, l. 146) 

 
Interviewer : Qu’est-ce que 
tu veux dire par ça?  

(Troy, p. 13, l. 358) 
 
« Comme ici à l’école? » 

(Celine, p. 6, l. 158) 
 

Information seeking 
question 

Probing, usually with the 
intention of gathering 
information but also to 
stimulate conversation  

Interviewer : Parle-moi de la 
dernière compétition. 
Qu’est-ce qui s’est passé?  

(Susan, p. 8, ll. 213–214) 
 

Louis : T’aimes-tu ta job? 
Feille ça?  
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 T’aimes jaser de même?  
(Louis, p. 40, ll. 1192, 1200) 

 
Interviewer comment Interviewer comment 

prompted by a student’s 
statement  

Gabriel : Puis je pense que 
c’est ça où ils gagnent 
beaucoup d’argent, parce que 
les ven- les gens veut voir um 
ces joueurs en actions. » 
 
Interviewer : Moi j’aimerais 
mieux les voir à la télé au 
moins tu peux les voir.  

(Gabriel, p. 17, ll. 482–489) 
 

 ___________________ 
Troy : Oui c’est plus 
important que le hockey.  
 
Interviewer : J’trouve ça 
intére- j’vais t’expliquer, 
j’trouve ça intéressant parce 
que beaucoup d’jeunes me 
disent que la famille est 
importante, eum, mais ce sont 
les jeunes qui habitent dans 
les petites villes. 

(Troy, pp. 9–10, ll. 258–272)  
 

Student comment (side 
note) 

A comment made by the 
student but not intended 
for the interviewer; 
perceived as a reflection 
or personal note 
(thinking on the side) 

« … Eum de et de savoir 
comment recir eum, comment 
recir? Recur? Non? Je ne 
pense pas. Eum de comment- 
comment succir… » 

(Mathias, p. 8, ll. 227–232) 
 

Help from interviewer An instance where the 
interviewer helps the 
student by suggesting a 
word or recommending a 
strategy such as 
circumlocution 

Interviewer : Si tu oublies un 
mot, explique autour.  

(Troy, p. 5, l. 122) 
 

Interviewer : Non non, y’ a 
pas d’problème. Si tu peux 
pas eh, trouve une façon 
d’expliquer ce que tu veux 
dire si tu n’as pas le mot juste. 

(Mathias, p. 7, ll. 181–183) 
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Celine : Est-ce que ça c’est le 
bonne mot? 
Interviewer : Oui oui. Oua-
oua-oua oui 

(Celine, p. 21, ll. 624–625) 
 

Link Defines students’ ability 
to connect or revisit 
ideas previously 
mentioned in the 
conversation 

« Mais quan- comme j’ai dit, 
eum, ah je pense que on sait 
trop, comme on- on a regardé 
trop de films… » 

(Mathias, p. 18, ll. 539–544) 
 

Complementing/finishing 
statement 

An attempt by the 
student to complete the 
interviewer’s statement 

Interviewer : …au Nouveau-
Brunswick on a pas 
beaucoup beaucoup 
d’hôpitaux dans des petites eh 

Celine : villes 
Interviewer : régions 

(Celine, p. 30, ll. 888–893) 
 
Interviewer : …tu vois sur 
les orignaux j’ai appris que 
ils ont un circuit de- 

Louis : de trois jours 
(murmured)  

Interviewer : -de trois jours.  
(Louis, p. 40, ll. 1205–1208) 

 
Other A catch-all section for 

some codes that did not 
align with other 
categories  

 

Word precision Word selection that adds 
clarity or precision; 
relates to the use of an 
uncommon and/or 
technical word or a 
change of word in 
context that leads to a 
perceived improvement 
in quality 

« Ah, tu dois faire du bénévolat. » 
(Celine, p. 21, l. 622) 

 
« Je pense peut-être une 
obstétricien. » 

(Celine, p. 20, l. 597) 
 
« J’adore être à ma maison- chez-
moi. » 
(Celine, p. 20–21, ll. 569–571) 
 

Word selection error Denotes incorrect usage 
of a word in a context 

« alors je- je mets des choses 
dans- dans les eh- eum dans 
les eh, em sur les étages. »  
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(Gabriel, p. 18, ll. 539–540) 
 

« …il dit beaucoup que les- 
l’ hockey est un- est un sport 
de jeune… »  

(Gabriel, p. 12, ll. 353–354) 
 

« Alors, ça me fait tellement 
nerveuse »  

(Celine, p. 14, ll. 385–386) 
 

Vague  The use of a word 
lacking precision 

« …car tout les choses que je 
fais sont finies eum-… »  

(Celine, p. 18, l. 528) 
 

« Beaucoup d’mes amis ils 
aiment écouter ah-, les mots 
qui vient du- des personnes 
puis moi j’suis plus à propos 
de la son. » 

(Gabriel, p. 28, ll. 834–837) 
 

Appropriate verb use Denotes correct subject-
verb agreement used in 
an appropriate tense and 
mode, given the context 

« Je peux jouer là-bas si je 
veux. »  

(Troy, p. 7, l. 190) 
 
« Je pense que c’est un bonne 
idée mais je ne sais pas où ils 
eu le monnaie. » 

(Susan, p. 13, l. 373–374) 
  

Direct quotation use Reporting word for word 
what was said and how it 
was said 

« Comment est-ce qu’il sait 
qu’est-ce qui arrive?” et 
“Comment est-ce que tout ça 
arrive parce que tu as des 
zéros et des uns? » 

(Mathias, p. 11, ll. 308–310) 
 

« On est eh, on va jouer jusqu’à 
les soixantes minutes sont 
finies. » « Eh ça c’est pas… on 
ne va pas finir comme ça. » 
« On est plus bon que ça. » 

(Troy, p. 6, ll. 138–143) 
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CPF–Informal Typical occurrences and 
examples where spoken 
French (in a New 
Brunswick context) 
differs from written 
French 

 

1) “Ne” drop (negation) Dropping the “ne” in the 
standard “ne + pas” 
negation  

« Alors je pense que ça c’est 
pas juste. » 

(Celine, p. 30, l. 881) 
 
« OK car ils sont pas si 
bons… » 

(Celine, p. 30, l. 896) 
 

« Non parce que je peux pas 
trouve. »  

(Susan, p. 11, l. 297) 
 

2) Vowel drop (2nd 
person pronoun–tu) 

Droping the “u” in the 
2nd person pronoun “tu”  

« Ah, oui. Puis quand t’es sur 
la- les cotés des fois t’es 
comme stationné là, pis là 
quand tu le- eh ramasses la 
rondelle t’as besoin 
d’aller… » 

(Gabriel, p. 10, ll. 267–272) 
 

3) Schwa drop 
(pronouns and 
prepositions) 

Dropping the “e” in 
single syllable words in 
front of a consonant. 

« Mais je n’sais- je n’suis pas 
certaine. »  

(Celine, p. 20, l. 585)  
 
« …car tu n’penses pas ce 
que tu peux faire à les autres 
personnes. »  
(Celine, pp. 7–8, ll. 202–204) 

 
« C’est beaucoup d’travail. » 

(Troy, p. 5, l. 111) 
 

4) Devoiced (1st person 
pronoun–je) 

“Je” pronoun 
pronunciation altered to 
“ch” in front of sounds 
starting in “f,” “k,” “p,” 
“s” and “t” 

« Mais, mais em, je suis eh- 
ch’uis content avec eh mon 
emploi parce que j’ai cette 
flexibilité… » 

(Gabriel, p. 20, ll. 586–587) 
 

5) Letter inversion The altered 
pronunciation of a word 

« …toi tu as pas droit de 
l’erfermer. » 
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as a result of a letter 
inversion 

(Louis, p. 19, l. 566) 
 
« el fur, el peau eux aut’es y 
vend ça »  

(Louis, p. 26, l. 770) 
  

6) Pronoun drop (3rd 
person pronoun in “il 
y a”) 

“Il” disappears 
completely in the 
expression “il y a”  

« …mais ah, y a pas grand-
chose ici. » 

(Gabriel, p. 25, l. 756) 
 

7) Pronoun reduction 
(3rd person becomes 
“y”) 

Transformation of “il” 
and “ils” pronouns to “i” 
or “y” in front of a vowel 
or consonant 

« Em, ils- y juste- eh y juste 
carent pas. » 

(Troy, p. 20, ll. 586–587) 
 

10) Syllable retraction Omission of a sound or a 
syllable in a word (noun, 
verb, adjective) 

« J’ai un ‘tit eh caché dans le 
bois… » 

(Louis, p. 20, l. 576) 
 
« Ah, des fois y a des 
personnes qui me d’mandent 
des- des questions… » 

(Gabriel, p. 22, ll. 634–635) 
 

11) Consonant retraction 
(end of word)  

Pronunciation of final 
consonant omitted 

« Et je vais ah prend’e une 
cours de ah technicien 
électrique. » 

(Troy, p. 21, ll. 609–610) 
 
« Ils vont aller à un aut’e 
équipe je pense. » 

(Troy, p. 14, l. 405)  
 
« On allait à les rendez-vous 
et on tout donnait not’e 
opinion. » 

(Celine, p. 10, l. 289–290) 
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Appendix G: Data Analysis Grid—Individual Student Transcription 

Susan 

 
Troy 

 
Louis 
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Gabriel 

 
Celine 

 
Mathias 
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Appendix H: Repertoire of Linking Words Used 

  

Repertoire of Linking Words Used 
Susan Troy Louis Gabriel Celine Mathias 

Parce que  Mais Puis/ pis Et  Et Et  
Donc Puis/ pis Donc  Puis/ pis Depuis que  Alors 
Mais Parce que Mais  Alors  Aussi Depuis que  
Puis Alors Parce que Parce que  Mais Parce que 
Puis aussi   Et Mais Alors Alors 
Juste parce que  Comme Mais aussi Et Puis  Mais  
 Ou Comme Car (12) Puis  

Après ça  Car (1)  Donc  Donc 
 Ou Comme Juste parce que 

 Comme 
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Appendix I: Repertoires of Regionalisms 

I1 Vocabularic Regionalisms Extracted from Louis’ OPI 
I2 Grammatical Regionalisms Extracted from Louis’ OPI 
I3 The Pronunciation Variation of Select Terms in Louis’ OPI 
I4 Repertoire of Regionalisms Extracted from the OPI of all Other Candidates  
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Appendix I1: Lexical Regionalisms Extracted from Louis’ OPI 

Lexical Regionalisms (Louis)17 
As pronounced by 
Louis18 

Standard 
French 

As pronounced by 
Louis 

Standard French 

Feir, fér,(48)  Faire Mes menonques (525) Mes oncles 
Arrieille (172) Arrière L’bow (574) Le coté 
Meille (241)  Mère Drette au coté (613)  Juste à coté 
Peille (241)  Père Y a graffigné (617) Il a égratigné 
Pepeille (413)  Pépère  C’est d’valeur (638) C’est dommage 
Feille (498) Faire Fèque (665) Ça fait que  
Freille (692) Frère Pantoute (694) Du tout 
Affeille (802) Affaire Asteuw (asteur) (881) Maintenant 
Manieille (843) Manière Trucks (907) Camion 
J’argorde (1055) Je regarde Awoir (973) Avoir 
Je t’armarcie (1214) Je te remercie T’suite (1021) Tout de suite 
Pardrix (425) Perdrix Slaque (1021) Peu occupé 
Marci (1216) Merci Un mononque (1137) Mon oncle 
Nomp (184) Non  En masse (1178) Suffisamment  
Moé (63) Moi Ouap (148)/ oua (335)  Oui  
Pis (54) Puis Icitte (228) Ici 
On décolle (75)  On part Itout (234) Aussi 
Du train (619) Du bruit  Tchu (267)  Cul 
Encow (94) Encore Teute  Tout 
Tchum (174) Ami Chevreux (304) Chevreuil  
Paremp (126) Par exemple Yinque (309) Seulement 
Piasses (177)  Âbes (315)  Arbres 
Ayoù (195) Où Quisement (321) Presque 
Char (218) Auto Pend d’oreille (326)  Boucle d’oreille 
A’d’ssus (226) Là dessus Bord (396) Coté 
En tsu cas (519) 
Entucas (775) 

En tout cas Quoissé (413)  
Quoi c’é (745) 

Ce que  

Poigner (456) Attraper Ça arrive (p. 7) Qui se produit 
 
 
 
 
                                                

17 The numbers in parentheses correspond to the line numbers from the original transcription.  
18 Whereas the first three colours in the first column reveal patterns in local pronunciation, as 

opposed to mispronunciations, the words shaded in blue exemplify regional vocabulary. 
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Appendix I2: Grammatical Regionalisms Extracted from Louis’ OPI 

 
Grammatical Regionalisms (Louis)19 

As pronounced by 
Louis  

Standard French 

Il appartchenait (1094) Il appartenait 
Ça appartchient (237) Ça appartient 
Y s’tchient (328) Il se tient 
J’ ‘es laisse (91) Je les laisse 
J’ ‘es chiale pas (263)  Je ne les chiale pas 
J’ ‘es fais (538) Je les fais 
J’l’argorde (390)  Je le regarde 
J’ai pas ‘nu (49) Je ne suis pas venu 
On a ‘nu (130) On est venu 
J’ai été, (109)  Je suis allé 
J’ai resté (114) Je suis resté 
on a ‘té (122) On est allé 
M’ai rendu (597) Je me suis rendu 
Y a ‘nu (617) Il est venu 
J’ai ‘té (625) Je suis allé 
Y a ‘nu (617) Il est venu 
Y a parti (629) Il est parti 
J’ai rentré (656) Je suis rentré 
J’n’en mets (159) J’en mets 
Tu n’en casses un (206) Tu en cases un 
J’n’en mets (209) J’en mets 
J’ m’en vas (383) Je m’en vais 
Il aurait ‘té (552) Il aurait été 
Y faut ça seille (169) Y faut que ce soit 
T’é pas (720) Tu n’es pas 

 
 
 
 

                                                
19 The numbers in parentheses correspond to the line numbers from the original transcription. 
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Appendix I3: The Pronunciation Variation of Terms in Louis’ OPI 

 
As it should be pronounced As it sometimes appears in the interview 
Mémère Memeille 
Mère Meille 
Grand-mère  Grand-meille 
Moi Moé 
Père Peille 
Puis Pis 
C’est C’é 
Toi Toé 
Chevreuil Chevreu 
Cinq Cin 

 
 
 

Appendix I4: Repertoire of Regionalisms in OPIs of all Candidates  

 
Regionalisms20 

Susan Troy Louis Gabriel Celine Mathias 
Qu’est-ce qui 
arrive (3)  

(pp. 6–7) 

Pis (2) 
(pp. 5,8) 

(See 
appendices 
I1–I2) 

Ouin (2) 
(pp. 10, 26) 

C’est correct 
(p. 2)  

Qu’est-ce qui 
arrive (p. 11) 

J’ai 
appliqué  
(p. 12)  

S’en 
allent  
(p. 20) 

 Bein, ben 
(4) (pp. 12, 
14, 22) 

Qu’est-ce qui 
arrive (p. 5)  

Tout ça arrive 
(p. 11) 

 
 

 Ça ne doit 
pas arriver  
(p. 8)  

Ça va arriver  
(p. 14)  

 Ça ne va pas 
arriver (p. 14)  

 
 
  

                                                
20 The numbers in parentheses correspond to the page numbers from the original transcriptions. 

The number appearing without a page reference indicates the number of occurrences for that specific word. 
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Appendix J: Repertoires of Inter-lingual Transfers 

J1 Repertoire of Inter-lingual Transfers (Intermediate Plus) 
J2 Repertoire of Inter-lingual Transfers (Advanced) 
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Appendix J1: Repertoire of Inter-lingual Transfers (Intermediate Plus) 

Repertoire of Inter-lingual Transfers (Intermediate Plus-Level Interviews) 
Susan  Troy Louis 
Mon average (2) (p. 2, 3) Amount (3) (p. 14) Clips (p. 8) 
Le yearbook (p. 7) Homecoming (p. 17) Waterproof (p.8) 
Well (p. 12) Step (2) (p. 4) Start (p. 3) 
Une ice show (p. 8) Fan de Montréal (p. 11) Back (10) (pp, 4, 5, 8, 19, 

22, 37, 38) Sur les vendredis (p. 16) Ils juste tournent la tête (p. 20) 
Sur qu’est-ce que je 
veux étudier (p. 4) 

C’est quel mot je regarde 
pour (p.5) 

Licence (2) (p. 6)  
La chasse à l’elk (p. 35) 

Beaucoup de temps (p. 5) Pour exemple (p. 5, 134) Bottes de rubber (p. 6)  
Il y a un programme je 
peux prendre durant 
l’été qui peut traine 
moi pour enseigner les 
petits enfants (p. 10) 

je suis vingt-et-un (p.7) Des long johns (p. 6) 
High-school niveau (p. 4) Un hoodie (p. 6)  
Des gros saves (p. 13) Ride de char (p. 10) 
Y juste carent pas (p. 20) Bike (p. 9) 
Pour la plupart (pp. 2, 3, 6, 
21, 153) 

Hot dogs (p. 11) 
Hamburger (p. 11) 

Ça pas toujours 
fonctionne (p. 14) 

…faire cet village eh regarder 
beau (p. 19) 

[name of place] centre  
(p. 12) 

L’meilleur de moi (p. 9) …mette son équipe en une 
bonne place (p. 13) 

Plate de licence (p.6) 
 Une fine (p.7) 

Dans l’hiver/l’été (2) (p. 18) Sa plate (2) (p. 7) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

…a fait vraiment bien (p. 3) New Year’s Day (p.16) 
Ça c’est où mon coeur est  
(p. 16) 

Tie strap (2) (p.7) 
Whatever (p.7)  

 Deep fried (p. 17) 
Des party (p. 30) 
Sticker de regirestion (p. 8) 
Stir fry (p. 16) 
Un bobcat (p. 26)  
DNR (p. 26)  
Un ranger (2) (p. 26) 
Des mule deer (p. 36)  
[name of road] road (p. 36)  
Dans l’printemps (p. 25) 
Un vieux wise tale (p.19) 
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C’est tout bon (p. 1) 
…tourner dix-huit ans (p.15) 
C’est slaque (2) (p. 34, 37)/ 
ça slaqué (p. 37) 
Dans l’matin (p.3, p.35)  
Dans mars (p. 27) 
Dans mon opinion (p. 23)  
Ce job-là (4) (p. 34, 38, 40) 
c’est pas un jambe pis un 
bras (p. 8) 
Ça s’peut s’assire pour un 
période de… (p. 27)  
Ça s’assied (p. 27)  
Pour bon argent (p. 28)  
Y’est gros su’ des chars  
(p. 30) 
Moé chu gros su’ des 
trucks (p.30)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Appendix J1—Continued 
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Appendix J2: Repertoire of Inter-lingual Transfers (Advanced) 

Repertoire of Inter-lingual Transfers (Advanced-Level Interviews) 
Gabriel Celine Mathias 
Un box (p. 6)  Or (p. 18) Hi (p. 1)  
Niveau junior (p. 8) La job (p. 16) Division one (p. 3) 
Kinesiology (p. 24) Like (p. 13) Mid-field (p. 6) 
Des fois (2) (p. 1, 9) À un temps (p. 17) Focused (p. 9) 
J’ai joined ça aussi (p. 4)  Dans l’été (p. 18) Defeat (p. 8)  

Sur les fins d’semaine (p. 19) En devant des personnes 
(p. 13) 

Sci-fi (p. 19) 
C’est beaucoup d’fun (p. 18) Le coding (p. 13)  
Dans mon opinion (p. 16) Faire une décision (p. 9) Sur l’fin de semaine (p. 2) 
Beaucoup d’personnes sur 
l’équipe (p. 5) 

Ça fait du sens à moi Pour sûr (13) (p. 1, 2, 3, 4, 
8, 9, 10, 13, 18, 25) Ça regarde bon (p. 21) 

Qui sont dans leur vingt  
(p. 13) 

 Ça c’est d’accord (p. 26) 
 Est un grand chose (p. 15) 

Si j’étais parti (faisais parti) 
(p. 14) 

Dans une façon (p. 16)  
Nous relie trop (p 16) 

Dans le matin (2) (p. 19) Ça toujours fasciné moi. (p. 11) 
Ça c’est où je suis 
maintenant (p. 23) 

Le science d’ordinateur (2) 
(pp. 11, 12)  

C’est encore dans l’air (p. 24)  
J’étais amené dans ça (p. 27) 
Ça c’est où mon tête est avec 
ça (p. 24) 
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Appendix K: Repertoire of Approximations 

Repertoire of Approximation (Intermediate Plus-Level Interviews) 
Susan Troy Louis 
Mes nerves (p. 9)  Transformeurs (p. 21) Trels (p. 3)  
Mes marques (2) (p. 3) Plans de dgénération (p. 21) Insurance (3) (pp. 6, 7, 8) 
Traine moi (p. 10)  Registration (2) (pp. 6, 8) 
 Regirestion (p.8)  

Inssuré (p. 6) 
Registré (p.6) 
Nomp! (p. 7)  
Tes compartements (p. 8)  
Un ‘tit panne (p. 16)  
Un balle couchant (p. 26)  
Y cultivivent (p. 28)  
Un delimer (p. 37) 
Je dépars (p. 13) 
Un apprentership (p. 33) 

 
 

Repertoire of Approximations (Advanced-Level Interviews) 
Gabriel Celine Mathias 
Essayer d’expander (p. 5) Confident (p. 16)  Recir (p. 8) 
L’aspect physical (p. 6)  Un grand sign (p. 5) Recur (p. 8) 
Une personne très relaxée (p. 11)   Succir (p. 8) 
Entertainement (p. 16)  Expecté (p. 12) 
C’est beaucoup d’amusant (p. 17) Issue (p. 19) 
D’amusance (p. 17)  Les dementors (2) (p. 21) 
Déaméliorer (p. 20)  Mémoires (p. 20) 
Un résumé (p. 21)  Introduit (p. 20) 
Un bon attirement (22)  Offense (p. 7) 
Un supporteur (p. 12)  
Espécialement (p. 31)   
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Appendix L: Repertoires of Words Used for Precision 

L1 Repertoire of Word Precision (Intermediate Plus) 
L2 Repertoire of Word Precision (Advanced) 
L3 Repertoire of Words Conveying Vagueness 
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Appendix L1: Repertoire of Word Precision (Intermediate Plus) 

Repertoire of Word Precision (Intermediate Plus-Level Interviews)21 
Susan Troy Louis 
Des bourses (p. 3)  Assistant capitaine (2)  

(pp. 2, 5)  
l’trappage (p. 2) 

Le patinage artistique (p. 7) Jaser (p. 40) 
La psychologie (p. 3) Gardien de but (2) (p.3, 12)  Un casque dur (p. 6) 
Une concentration (p. 4)  Le terrain (p. 6)  Habituellement (3) (pp. 6, 

13, 16)  Quel type de ‘sycho (p. 4) Technicien électrique (p. 21) 
Un ‘sychologue (p. 4)  Probablement (2) (pp. 12, 15)  Des pantalons (p. 6) 
 L’aréna (p. 16)  Exactement (4) (pp. 7, 8, 

9, 17) La commission (p. 21) 
Ramasser (p.17)  Des vis (p. 7) 
 Castors (p. 11)  

Chez McDo (p. 12) 
Cinq pouces (p. 12)  
Pleumer (p. 18)  
Un ‘tit caché (p. 20)  
Une balle (p. 21)  
Sauf (p. 24)  
J’trappe (p. 26) 
Du collet (p. 27)  
À part du (p. 29) 
Des bâtisses (p. 31) 
Déménager (p. 32) 
Une marraine (4) (pp. 32, 
38)  
Mon parrain (4) (pp. 32, 
38) 
Mon parmi de 
mécanacien à poid ’ourde 
(p. 32) 
Trois ans d’ouvrage (p. 33)  
Des gros panaches (p. 35) 
Magnifiques (p. 36)  
Bucheuse de bois (p. 37)  

                                                
21 The numbers in parentheses correspond to the page numbers from the original transcriptions. 

The number appearing without a page reference indicates the number of occurrences for that specific word. 
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Appendix L2: Repertoire of Word Precision (Advanced) 

Repertoire of Word Precision (Advanced-Level Interviews)22 
Gabriel  Celine Mathias 
Les années précédant (p. 4)  Bal des finissants (p. 3)  Tournoi (p. 4)  
Des échecs (p. 6)  Tellement (8) (pp. 5, 6, 13, 

14, 17, 22, 26, 29)  
Des formations (2) (p. 5)  

Probablement (p. 21) Probablement (p. 19) 
Le centre (p. 9)  Extrêmement (p. 6)  Premièrement (p. 6)  
La rondelle (2) (p. 10)  Vraiment (2) (pp. 6, 29) Le terrain (p. 7)  
À ce point (p. 13)  Un rendez-vous (p. 6)  Mentalité (p. 8)  
Entrainement (p. 14)  Complètement (p. 8)  Surement (p. 9)  
La majorité de (p. 16) Épeurant (p. 13)  Plutôt (3) (p. 9, 11, 19)  
À temps partiel (p. 18)  Seulement (p. 17)  Une fascination (p. 10) 
Envoyer (p. 21) Chez-moi (p. 20)  Ça ne vaut pas la peine 

(p. 12)  Épicerie (p. 21) Obstétricien (p. 20) 
La dentisterie (p. 24)  Une spécialisation (2) (pp. 

20, 21) 
Poursuivre (p. 12)  

Des gardiens d’but (p. 6)  En train de (p. 21)  
Un terrain (3) (p. 6)  Enceinte (p. 32) Spécifiquement (p. 12) 
Un aréna (2) (p. 6)  Mon bac. en science (p. 21) Pleins de vidéo (p. 14)  
 Du bénévolat (2) (pp. 21, 22)  Structures (p. 14)  

Correctement (p. 22)  Prévoir (p. 15)  
Exactement (p. 25)  L’humanité (p. 17)  
Immédiatement (p. 31) Complètement (p. 17) 
 Exactement (2) (p. 17, 26) 

Mon emploi (p. 18)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
22 The numbers in parentheses correspond to the page numbers from the original transcriptions. 

The number appearing without a page reference indicates the number of occurrences for that specific word. 
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Appendix L3: Repertoire of Words Conveying Vagueness 

Vague Terminology23 
Susan Troy Louis Gabriel Celine Mathias 

Choses 
(8) (pp. 4, 
5, 8, 9, 16, 
19)  

(N/A) L’chose 
(3) (pp. 
10, 12, 15) 

Les choses (13) 
(pp. 6, 14, 18, 
20, 21, 22, 25, 
27, 28, 30) 

Chose (17) (pp. 
7, 10, 15, 18, 
19, 21, 22, 24, 
27, 28, 29, 32)  

Des choses 
(4) (pp. 5, 15, 
18, 27)  

Personnes 
(p. 16) 

 Affeilles 
(p. 27)  

Les personnes 
(2) (pp. 11, 28) 

 Le personne 
(p. 6)  

 
  

                                                
23 The numbers in parentheses correspond to the page numbers from the original transcriptions. 

The number appearing without a page reference indicates the number of occurrences for that specific word. 
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Appendix M: Repertoires for Word Selection Errors 

M1 Repertoire for Word Selection Errors (Intermediate Plus) 
M2 Repertoire for Word Selection Errors (Advanced) 
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Appendix M1: Word Selection Errors (Intermediate Plus) 

Repertoire of Word Selection Errors (Intermediate Plus-Level Interviews) 
Susan Troy Louis 
C’est – il y a (p. 4)  Ils ont rendu – gagné/ 

gain (p. 4)  
On s’met un diner – se fait 
(p. 3)  Durant – quand (p. 13) 

Faire avec les enfants – 
travailler (p. 5) 

Regarde pour – cherche 
(p. 5)  

À cause – parce que (p. 4)  
On dirait – disons (p. 28) 

Puisque j’avais – depuis 
(p. 7)  

J’ai regardé – observé (p. 
5)  

J’suis licence – j’ai mon 
permi de conduire (p. 5)  

Ça plus moins cher – 
coute (p. 12)  

Plus bon – meilleur (2) (p. 
6, 12) 

Mais – bien (p. 8)  
Cercle – circuit (p. 12) 

Plusieurs – plus (p. 13)  Tu saves beaucoup de 
gens – connais (p. 10) 

Dans là – dans ça (p. 8) 
Y’est correct – ça va (p. 24) 

Des emplois qu’ils 
fabriquent – créent (p. 18) 

Ça rend de faire – 
apporte/fait (p. 13)  

Y pleument ça – écorchent 
(2) (pp. 25-26) 

Organisation – activités 
(2) (pp. 16, 17)  

Je supporte – j’apprécie/ 
je reconnais (p. 15) 

Séparé d’onze ans – depuis (p. 13)  
Des poivres – poivrons (p. 16) 

Aider le probleme – 
résoudre (p 16) 

Plus mieux – mieux (p. 
25) 

N’importe quoi – n’importe 
quel (p. 15)  

 Pour exemple – par (p. 5) Sont aussi belles que rien – ? 
(p. 36) 

Je ne sais pas totalement – 
vraiement/ tout à fait (p. 
23)  

Du vache – du boeuf (p. 25) 
Apporter du train – faire du 
train (p. 21)  

 Pas si tot – pas autant (p. 24)  
Chiffres numéros – chiffres 
(p. 28) 
cent monde- personnes (p. 30) 
El poil – la fourrure (4) (p. 
26, 28, 29) 
N’importe quoi – quoi que 
ce soit (2) (p. 30, 34) 
Du gros monde – beaucoup 
de gens (p. 30) 
Y a pas gros ouvrage – 
beaucoup (p. 34)  
T’aurais jamais jamais 
appelé – entendu (p. 35)  
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Appendix M2: Repertoire for Word Selection Errors (Advanced) 

Repertoire of Word Selection Errors (Advanced-Level Interviews) 
Gabriel Celine Mathias 
C’est n’importe quoi pour 
moi – Ça m’est égal (p. 2)  

C’est correct – ça va (p. 2) Pour – pendant (p. 3)  

Propogane–publicité, 
promotion (p. 5)  

On fabrique – on crée (p. 2) Offences – attaques (p. 5)  

Alors – Et (p. 30)  
Il appelle – ça s’appelle (p. 6)  Un rendez-vous – une 

conférence ou une 
assemblée (p.3)  

Prend soins – protégé (p. 6)  
C’est beaucoup bon pour – 
c’est très bon (p. 18) 
Le côté droit – l’ailier 
droit (p. 9) 

Un grand sign – enseigne 
(p. 5)  

N’est pas très bien – n’est 
pas très bonne (2) (p. 7)  

Plus bon – mieux (p. 9)  On a choisi – pigé (p. 7)  En offense – en avant (p. 7)  
Plus meilleurs – mieux (p. 9) Ça peut être arrêté – évité 

(p. 7)  
Prendre tout mon temps – 
donner / miser/ consacrer 
(p. 9)  

Les médecins – la 
médecine (p. 24) 
Tu es comme stationné là 
– arrêté (p. 10)  

Tu fais cette décision – 
prends (p. 8)  

Science d’ordinateur – 
informatique ( p. 11)  

Il dit beaucoup – souvent 
(p. 12)  

Ça ne doit pas arriver – se 
produire (p. 8) 

Exactement – 
nécessairement, vraiment 
(p. 12)  

Dans leur vingt – vingtaine 
(p. 13)  

Faire une décision – 
prendre une décision (p. 9 

Les tournes – les tours (p. 
14)  

S’il encore joue – s’il joue 
toujours (p. 13)  

si beaucoup de photos – 
tant (p. 12)  

Si on ne bouge pas – on ne 
se déplace pas (p. 14)  

Ça demande beaucoup 
d’opinion – suscite (p. 14) 

Ça me fait…nerveuse – 
rend (p.14)  

Si nous nous relie trop – si 
nous nous fions trop (p. 16)  

Encore – toujours/ quand 
même (p. 15)  

Pièce de théâtre – sketch 
(p. 15) 

Au-dessus de cet sujet – à 
propos de (p. 17)  

Comme – comparé aux (p. 
15)  

Pas très long – longtemps 
(p.15) 

À l’envers de ça – à 
l’encontre de ça (p. 17)  

Plus haut – élevé (p. 15)  Avec – durant/dans (p. 16) Mémoires – souvenirs (p. 
20)  C’est ça où – c’est là où 

Ce grand-là – si grand que 
ça (p. 26) 

À un temps – en même 
temps (p. 17)  

Introduit – présenté (p. 20)  
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Pas aussi comme des 
sports – autant que (p. 17)  

À la fin d la soir – soirée (p. 
18)  

Combattre contre – lutter 
contre/ se battre contre (p. 
21)  

Pour combien d’années – 
depuis combien d’années 
(p. 29) 

Personnes vieilles – âgées 
(p. 27) 

Faire le chiac – parler (p. 
27)  

 Elle fait un obstétricien – 
est (p. 27)  

J’entends – j’écoute (p. 28)  

Faire les emplois – avoir 
(p. 28)  

Oui toi aussi – moi (p. 28)  

Toi aussi – moi aussi (p. 
33) 

Parce que – à cause du (2) 
(p. 26, 27) 

Ça regarde bon – ça parait 
bien (p. 23)  

Français (2) – francophone 
(p. 23)  

Fabriquer – 
reproduire/faire (p. 24)  

Ça mélange moi – ça me 
mêle (p. 26) 

Regardent à – considèrent 
(p. 24)  
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Appendix N: Repertoire of Words Used to Communicate Opinions 

Expressions Used to Express Opinions 
Susan Troy Louis Gabriel Celine Mathias 

Je trouve 
que (l. 78) 

Je crois (l. 
284) 

Moé 
j’trouve 
(l. 191) 

J’pense que 
(22) (pp. 5, 7, 
8, 9, 10, 11, 
13, 14, 15, 16, 
20, 22, 25, 28) 

Je pense 
(pp. 5, 6, 
8, 11, 12, 
16, 19, 22, 
26, 30) 

Je pense (15) 
(p. 8, 14, 15, 
17, 18, 20, 
27) 

Je pense (ll. 
135, 156, 
171-72, 
348, 359, 
373, 451, 
470)  

Je pense (ll. 
93, 118, 
324, 339, 
345, 358, 
362, 386, 
443, 449, 
460, 557) 

Tant 
qu’à 
moé 
 (l. 442) 

Je n’pense pas 
(2) (p. 5) 

Je trouve 
que (pp. 
18, 20) 

J’ai trouvé 
(p. 11)  

 Tant 
qu’à moi 
(l. 631) 

Je n’sais pas 
(p. 13) 

Je sais que 
(p. 24)  

J’ai pensé (2) 
(p. 12, 21)  

Dans 
mon 
opinion 
(l. 687) 

Dans mon 
opinion (p. 16)  

Je ne sais 
pas 
exactement 
(p. 25) 

Je n’sais pas 
(4) (p. 14, 15, 
16) 

 Je 
comprends 
pourquoi 
(p. 26)  

Mais ça 
dépend (p. 
19) 

Je pense 
que non (p. 
29) 

Je trouve que 
(p. 27)  

Oui c’est 
vrai et… 
(p. 31) 
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