
Participants
•  42 native speakers of Swedish, 22 boys, 20 girls 
•  10;2-11;3 years old, normal hearing, NV IQ ≥ 85 

•  35 with typical development, language index ≥ 83 
•  7 with a current or previous diagnosis of dyslexia 

and/or language impairment 
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•  The varying (language specific) demands in terms of 
analysis and control associated with different morpho-
syntactic errors needs to be taken into account when 
constructing error detection and correction tasks 

•  The use of error correction tasks as blanket measures 
of metalinguistic awareness should be avoided, if the 
aim is to capture the conscious explicit reflection of 
language form (Gombert, 1992; Kuo & Anderson, 2008). 

•  Possible alternatives:  
•  Include an error repetition task with the same 

sentence materials as a control task 
(Bowey, 1986; Cain, 2007; Gombert, 1992; Rubin et al., 1990) 

•  Have students explain how they corrected the 
morpho-syntactic error in addition to correcting error 

Future directions
•  Analysis of more types of morpho-syntactic errors 

including different types of word order errors 

•  Investigation of what factors influence the occurrence 
of spontaneous/automatic corrections 

 Disclosure statement: The author has no relevant financial or nonfinancial relationship within the products or services described, reviewed, evaluated or compared in this presentation. 

Metalinguistic Skills 

•  To bring aspects of language form into explicit 
awareness – a combination of linguistic analysis and 
cognitive control (Bialystok & Ryan, 1985; Kuo & Anderson, 2008) 

•  Error correction is assumed to involve 

1.  Detection of an error 

2.  Conscious application of grammatical knowledge 

•  Differences in difficulty detecting different morpho-
syntactic errors have been found, but these effects of 
error type on error correction have not been explored 
(McDonald, 2008; Nauclér & Magnusson, 1994; Wulfeck, 1993) 

•  Researchers have questioned the error correction 
assumptions and have shown that children sometimes 
spontaneously correct errors in error repetition tasks 
(Bowey, 1986; Cain, 2007; Gombert,1992; Pratt et al., 1984; Rubin et al., 1990) 

Questions
A.  Is there an effect of error type on error correction 

ability, and is this effect the same across children with 
different language abilities?  

B.  Do comparisons between i) error correction and error 
detection, ii) error correction and error repetition 
support the notion of spontaneous corrections in the 
error correction task, and is this dependent on the type 
of target error and/or structural language ability? 

Hypotheses
•  The type of morpho-syntactic error will affect error 

correction ability, and the differences between error 
types will be larger for children with weaker language 
skills 

•  Children will show similar ability to detect and correct 
errors, or, if different, detecting an error will be easier 
than correcting the same error. This difference is 
expected to be attenuated for children with weaker 
language skills (e.g., Kamhi & Koenig, 1985; Smith-Lock, 1995; Smith-Lock & Rubin, 1993s)  
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LANGUAGE SCORES (N=42) MEAN SD RANGE 

CELF-4 Core Composite Score (standard score) 98.8 12.6 72-117 
CELF-4 Receptive Index (standard score) 102.8 12.2 77-125 
CELF-4 Expressive Index (standard score) 100.0 12.3 65-117 
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Error types   Error/Accurate Correction  
1. Plural à  Singular Hon läste åtta *sida/sidor i den tjocka boken i torsdags 
2. Omission of indefinite article Kvinnan lagade */ett stort fönster i huset i söndags 
3. Reg. past-tense à  Infinitive I onsdags *köra/körde mannen en bil till den stora staden 
4. Irreg. past-tense à  Infinitive I tisdags *dricka/drack polisen en rosa läsk i parken 

English Translation  
1. She read eight *page /pages in the thick book last Thursday 
2. The woman fixed */a big window in the house last Sunday 
3. Last Wednesday the man *drive/drove a car to the big city 
4. Last Tuesday the policeman *drink/drank a pink soda in the park 

1 Plural 2 Art. Omission 3 Reg. V 4 Irreg. V 

1 2 3 4 

A. Error correction
•  Error Type*CELF Score interaction significant: 

 F(2.459, 37) = 3.605, p = .002 
Children with above average (+1 SD) CELF scores 
•  Irregular past-tense errors (4) significantly more difficult to 

correct compared to plural errors (1). 

Children with average/below average (-1 SD) CELF scores 
•  Irregular past-tense errors (4) significantly more difficult to 

correct compared to all other errors. 

B. Task effects (sign. pairwise differences marked with * in figures) 

•  Error Type*Task*CELF Score interactions significant for 
  Correction vs. Detection: F(3,37) = 3.753, p = .019 
  Correction vs. Repetition: F(3,37) = 8.515, p < .001 

Children with above average (+1 SD) CELF scores 
•  Irregular past-tense errors (4) were more difficult to correct 

than to detect and repeat. 
Children with average/below average (-1 SD) CELF scores 
•  Irregular past-tense errors (4) were more difficult to correct 

than to detect and repeat 
•  Article omission errors (2) were significantly easier to 

correct compared to detect and repeat. 

Discussion
•  Irregular past-tense errors were most difficult to correct for 

all children even when easily detected, mostly due to over-
generalization errors 
(Marchman et al., 1999; Ragnarsdottir et al., 1999; Nation, Snowling & Clarke, 2005) 

•  Error correction patterns similar across children with 
different language abilities – BUT results from detection 
and repetition revealed potential differences in involvement 
of cognitive control for the article omission error: 
•  Error corrections without explicit metalinguistic reflection 

in students with average/weak language? (Gombert, 1992) 

•  Students with strong language abilities seem to be able 
to utilize more cognitive control to inhibit automatic 
corrections of the omission error (Bialystock & Ryan, 1985; Gombert, 1992) 

Materials and tasks
10 sentences of each of the four target errors + filler 
sentences, half grammatical (G) half ungrammatical (UG)
•  Error Correction:  Repeat UG sentences and correct errors 
•  Error Detection: Listen to G/UG sentences, detect errors 
•  Error Repetition: Repeat UG sentences verbatim 
Sentences presented in headphones using E-prime. For error 
detection responses were recorded through button presses. 
Scoring: Proportion accurately corrected, detected and 
repeated morpho-syntactic errors (binary scoring). 

Estimated 
Marginal 
Means at 
CELF=98.8 
(mean) 

Estimated 
Marginal 
Means at 
CELF=86.2 
(-1 SD) 

Estimated 
Marginal 
Means at 
CELF=111.4 
(+1 SD) 

Correction 
Detection 
Repetition 

1 2 3 4 

Analyses: Repeated measures ANCOVA with arcsine 
transformed proportions as dependent variables, and 
CELF Composite Score as a covariate.  
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