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Abstract  
Corrective Feedback (CF), defined by Lightbown and Spada (1999) as, ‘Any indication to the 
learners that their use of the target language was incorrect’, can be classified as being either 
teacher- or student-led. Empirical evidence suggests that student-led correction is more 
effective (Lyster and Ranta, 1997); however, it has been found that teacher-led correction is 
the most commonly used (Pawlack, 2014). The objective of these interventions is to establish 
the comparable efficacy and perceived effectiveness of the two forms of error correction with 
students in a Japanese senior high school and to ascertain their views on appropriate error 
correction (EC) methods. To do this, a series of tests were designed to gauge students’ 
emerging grammatical accuracy in both oral and written communication. In order to guage 
students’ perceptions of the efficacy of the error correction methods, a short survey was 
administered at the end of the testing stage. Before beginning the large-scale main trial, an 
external pilot study was conducted to validate the feasibility of the planned research. The 
current paper notes the considerations involved in the study, as well as its limitations. It then 
moves on to detail the modifications that were made to the instruments, the testing 
procedures and other data collection instruments which increased the validity and reliability 
of the proposed quasi-experimental study. At the conclusion of the pilot, it was found that the 
full study could proceed. 
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Introduction 
 
The importance of error correction (E.C.) was described by Lee (2017: 582), who asserts that 
it can, ‘play a critical role in eliminating [learner] errors.’ Lyster and Saito state that E.C. has 
‘significant and durable effects on target language development’ (2010: 266). The 
significance of grammatical accuracy was highlighted by Edge (1997), who writes that 
successful communication can depend on it.  
 
The value of EC can also be located in student expectations. Fukuda (2004) found that 
students wanted more error correction than their teachers believed was necessary. Dornyei 
and Ryan (cited in Kartchava, 2016: 19) describe learner beliefs as, ‘significant learner 
characteristics to take into account when explaining learning outcomes’.  
 
In his work on E.C., Hendrickson (1978) posed the question of who should be responsible for 
error correction. Support for student-led approaches has come from a number of researchers 
(see, for example, Harmer, 1991; Bartram and Walton, 1991 and Edge, 1997). However, this 
conclusion is not universally accepted (see for example, Miao, Badger and Zhen, 2006; 
Conor and Asenavage, 1994; and Paulus, 1999).  
 
In order to explore the impact of the different error correction methods, a study among senior 
high school students shall be conducted. Prior to the full-scale main trial, a pilot study was 
undertaken. This paper presents the results of the pilot and it discusses the importance of pilot 
studies in the research process in general. 
 
Significance of the Study 
 
Pilot studies allow researchers to assess the validity and reliability of the instrumentation and 
to make any necessary alterations to the procedures. Doody and Doody (2015) assert that a 
good pilot study will ensure methodological rigour and can lead to higher quality research 
and scientifically valid work. Malmqvist et al state that they are a crucial part of the research 
process.  
 
In spite of their importance, however, Fraser et al (2018) note that there is a lack of published 
studies on the conduct of pilot studies. The authors state that it would be beneficial if more 
attention were given to them. This paper, therefore, will help to remedy this deficit.  
 
Structure of the Study 
 
First, there shall be an overview of the proposed study, which will include a literature review, 
the research questions, and details of the site, sample and intervention. This will be followed 
by a brief discussion of pilot studies and their role in the research process. The paper will 
move on to describe the pilot conducted prior to the proposed full-scale main trial. This 
section shall include details on the sample, the instrumentation and procedures, the results of 
the item analysis and some initial findings on the impact of the different correction methods. 
To conclude, the conditions under which the full-scale main trial can proceed shall be 
presented.  
 
 
 
 



Literature Review  
 
Error correction is, according to Ellis (2006), a form of negative feedback. It was defined by 
Lightbown and Spada (2017: 216) as, ‘Any indication to the learners that their use of the 
target language was incorrect’. Russell (2009), writes that although E.C. remains a 
contentious issue in second language learning, it is now generally accepted to play an 
important role in improving learner outcomes (see also, for example, Li, 2010 and Russell 
and Spada, 2006). 
 
In his review on the theory and practice of error correction, Hendrickson (1978) questioned 
the dominant assumption among teachers that it was their responsibility to correct learner 
errors, writing that peer correction might be more effective in developing the grammatical 
accuracy of learners. However, it should be noted that the author posited this in relation to 
written work. With regards to spoken errors, the he felt that the impact of peer correction 
would be limited to lexical errors. 
 
Edge advocates a student-led approach to error correction. He writes that the advantage of 
self-correction is that it is easier to remember because, ‘someone has put something right in 
his or her own head’ (1997: 24). According to the author, the advantages of peer correction 
are: it involves learners in listening to and thinking about language; students become less 
dependent on teachers; and finally, students will be better able to assist each other during pair 
and group work.  
 
Bartram and Walton (1991) also call for a student-led approach to error correction. The 
authors state it has four advantages, which can be located within more general discussions on 
the value of active learning (AL). The authors state that learners will feel more involved; they 
will learn to be more independent; there will be a greater feeling of cooperation; and finally, 
it will reduce the amount of time that the teacher spends talking.  
 
The value of active learning is supported by Michael (2006), who asserts that available 
research supports the effectiveness of a student-centered active pedagogy. The author 
ascribes this to the positive effect of learners explaining their reasoning to themselves, their 
peers or to their teachers. In terms of how this should be applied, Michael writes that teachers 
should, ‘reform [their] teaching, employing those particular approaches to fostering active 
learning that match the needs of [their] students, [their] particular courses, and [their] own 
teaching styles’ (2006: 165).   
 
Thinking of the impact of active learning in EFL and ESL, Caine (2020) states that it has 
been ‘standard fare’ for many years. The author notes that in the context of Japan, the 
Ministry of Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) has been explicitly using the 
term in relation to educational reform at both high school and university level since 2014.  
 
With regards to error correction methods, empirical evidence suggests that a more active 
approach leads to better results. Lyster and Ranta (1997) looked at the uptake rates of 
different error correction methods. The methods associated with a student-led approach 
(elicitation, clarification request and repetition) led to higher rates of uptake than teacher-led 
approaches: recasts and explicit correction. In response to their research question, ‘What 
combinations of corrective feedback and learner uptake constitute the negotiation of form?’ 
(1997:56), Lyster and Ranta concluded it was student-generated repair that was the most 
effective. Further, the authors assert that, ‘elicitation and metalinguistic feedback proved to 



be particularly powerful ways of encouraging repairs that involve more than a student’s 
repetition of the teacher’s utterance’ (1997: 56). 
 
The value of student-led correction is not, however, universally accepted. Miao, Badger and 
Zhen (2006) conducted a comparative study on the impact of peer and teacher correction on 
students’ writing. The authors found that, while peer correction did have a positive role to 
play, teacher correction was more likely to be taken up by students and it would also lead to 
greater improvement. Similar results were obtained by Paulus (1999) and Conor and 
Asenavage (1994). Conor and Asenavage found that only 5% of peer feedback resulted in 
change. It is, of course, important to point out that these findings pertain to the impact of 
feedback for written as opposed to oral errors.  
 
As noted in the introduction, students’ beliefs are an important determinant of the success of 
a given approach and a number of studies support the adoption of a student-centered 
approach to E.C. In her study of Japanese as a foreign language class in Sydney, Yoshida, 
(2008) found that, in general, learners preferred to have the opportunity to think about their 
own errors before being given the correct form by recast. A study by Katayama (2007), 
which looked at learners’ perceptions of oral error correction, found that the most favoured 
method was for teachers to indicate that a mistake had been made which would enable the 
student to self-correct. 
 
A more nuanced picture of error correction emerges from a study conducted by Zembytska et 
al (2022). The authors assert that the choice of error correction method and corrector will 
depend on the proficiency level of the students. When investigating students’ opinions on 
which E.C. method would be most likely to have the strongest preventive effect, subjects 
were required to indicate their proficiency level. The results, which are presented in the table 
opposite, suggest that more proficient students have a preference for teacher-led techniques, 
while student-led techniques are favoured by less proficient learners. 
 

 
Figure 1: An analysis of students' preferences regarding the choice of corrector 

 
Proposed Study – Outline  
 
Objective 
 
The objective of this study is to test whether a more active approach to error correction will 
lead to better short and medium-term outcomes in terms of Japanese high school students’ 
grammatical accuracy, specifically with regards to their use of modals. Additionally, students’ 
attitudes to teacher and student-led error correction will also be investigated. 



Research Questions 
 
The four research questions that the paper shall answer are:  

1. Does error correction have a significant impact on students’ grammatical accuracy?  
2. Is there a significant difference between the effects of student and teacher led 

correction? 
3. Do students want to have their errors corrected? 
4. Which form of error correction do they prefer? 

 
Site and Sample 
 
The site where the study will be conducted is a private senior high school in Tokyo. The 
school is part of an escalator system. According to NIER (undated), in the escalator system ‘a 
school corporation’ will provide education from pre-school all the way through to university. 
 
In terms of the sample, participants will be grade 2 students. They are between 16 and 17 
years old, and their level – using the CEFR as a frame of reference – tends to be around A2 or 
B1. The sample size will be 90, divided into six groups. Groups of students will be randomly 
assigned to the different treatment methods: two each for the student and teacher-led 
correction groups and two groups acting as the control. Intact classes will be used. Burden 
(2011: 80) writes that, although the results might be less generalizable they provide ‘authentic 
learning environments’. The author also asserts that fully randomized experimental designs 
often suffer from a lack of ‘ecological validity’ because of the inauthentic environments in 
which such studies are conducted.  
 
Intervention 
 
The language focus will be on students’ use – both oral and written – of the following 
modals: must / must not, have to / don’t have to, and can / cannot. Allowed to and not 
allowed to have also been included. While these are not modals, they are in the students’ 
textbook in the unit covering this grammar point.  
 
The techniques that shall be used are student and teacher-led correction. Techniques 
commonly associated with teacher-led correction are recasts, explicit correction and 
metalinguistic feedback. Those associated with student-led correction are repetition, 
clarification requests and elicitation. Error correction for oral mistakes will be either 
immediate or delayed depending on the activity with which students are engaged. Pawlack 
(2014) writes that the timing of the corrective move will depend on whether the activity is 
fluency orientated or accuracy based.  
 
The intervention is planned to last for four weeks. A brief outline of the lessons is as follows.  
 
Week 1 ~ must / must not 
Input: Reading and listening activities from the students’ textbook 

(Time Zones, 3rd Ed. Level 3) 
Output: Writing rules for a school club using must and must not.  

 Presenting rules to other groups of students.  
 Discussion of the rules for the different clubs 

Conclusion: Error correction, either peer or teacher led   
 



Week 2 ~ can / cannot and allowed to / not allowed to 
Input: Listening ‘Life in an American school’ 
Output: Discuss the differences between a Japanese school and an American school 

 In groups, write rules for a school 
 Vote on which school they would want to attend  

Conclusion: Error correction, either peer or teacher led     
 
Week 3 ~ have to / don’t have to 
Input: Jigsaw reading ‘Rules at home in different countries’ 
Output: Write a survey and question partner 

 Create graphs from data and describe the results 
Conclusion: Error correction, either peer or teacher led     
 
Week 4 ~ practice and immediate post test 
Output: games using modals learnt during the intervention  

 Immediate post test  
 
Instrumentation  
 
The intervention materials consist of oral production, reading, listening and writing activities. 
The materials must elicit the target structure, and they have to be appropriate for the students’ 
proficiency level and of interest to them. The materials cover all four language domains, in 
order to cater to both visual and auditory learners. The majority of the tasks are two-way oral 
interactional tasks.  
 
The instruments for data collection are: 

1. A level check to assess the homogeneity of the students 
2. A record sheet to monitor the number of corrective moves made and the frequency 

with which this led to uptake 
3. An oral picture description task 
4. A gap-fill task 
5. A timed grammaticality test  
6. An exit survey  

 
Methodology 
 
The paper uses a quantitative approach. Creswell (2014) defines this as, ‘an approach for 
testing objective theories by examining the relationship among variables. These variables, in 
turn, can be measured, typically on instruments, so that numbered data can be analyzed using 
statistical procedures.’ (Creswell and Creswell, 2018: 41).  
 
The analyses that shall be conducted are: determining the measures of central tendency to 
show the degree of variability in the data; a repeated measures ANOVA to determine whether 
there are statistically significant differences among the means of multiple groups; an 
independent sample t-test to assess if there is a statistically significant difference between 
groups; and finally, descriptive statistics to summarize the key findings of the survey.  
 
 
 
 



Error Correction Pilot Study 
 
Introduction 
 
The Dictionary of Epidemiology (2018) describes pilot studies as, ‘a small-scale test of the 
methods and procedures to be used on a larger scale’. A good pilot study, according to Doody 
and Doody (2015) will ensure methodological rigour and it can lead to higher quality 
research that can be published. Cohen et al (2015) assert, moreover, that where researchers 
are using ‘a home-grown test’ conducting a pilot is ‘unavoidable’ as it will provide the 
researcher with essential information on item difficulty and discriminability. In spite of the 
importance of pilot studies, Fraser et al (2018) write that there is a lack of published works.  
 
The limitations of pilot studies must also, however, be borne in mind. In (2017) states that 
pilot studies are not suitable for testing hypotheses and the data generated in a pilot study 
should be treated with caution. As Dzwigol (2020) states, the information obtained from a 
pilot study is necessarily incomplete.  
  
Pilot Study – Implementation 
 
The pilot study was conducted over a period of roughly 8 months. The stages of the pilot 
were: planning and preparation, the intervention and data collection, data analysis, the 
refinement and modification of instruments and procedures, and finally report writing. 
 
The intervention was conducted in line with the lesson outline given above. It ran for four 
weeks. In that time, students had four lessons, each lasting 50 minutes. The objective of the 
lessons was to enable students to talk and write about rules in different situations and to use 
appropriate language to make rules for different contexts. The error correction methods used 
were: elicitation, repetition and clarification requests for the student-led group, and explicit 
correction, recasts and meta-linguistic explanation for the teacher-led group. 
  
In terms of the sample, a non-probability convenience sample was used. The participants 
were 30 grade 3 students, divided into three classes. Group 1 was the control group, group 2 
the student-led group and group 3 the teacher-led group. Although the sample consisted of 3rd 
grade students, their level of English is sufficiently similar for them to be representative. 
Furthermore, they are familiar with the type of communicative activities that will be used in 
the intervention. Intact classes were used in order to replicate the conditions of the full-scale 
main trial. 
 
Instructional Materials 
 
The intervention materials consisted of oral production, reading, listening and writing 
activities. The parameters set out for judging their suitability were that the materials elicited 
the target structure, that they were appropriate for the students’ proficiency level and that 
they were of interest to the students. On piloting the materials, it could be seen that these 
objectives were met and the materials can, therefore, be used in the main trial. Examples of 
the materials are presented in Appendix A.  
 
 
 
 



Data Collection Instruments 
 
Ellis (2006) writes that it is important to have a range of tests so that both the implicit and 
explicit knowledge of learners can be accessed. Four home-grown tests were, therefore, 
devised: a level check to assess the degree of homogeneity among the students, a gap fill-test, 
a timed grammaticality judgement test and a modals speaking task. The tests were distributed 
using Loilonote. The students are familiar with this application and this did not cause any 
problems. Additionally, measures were taken to prevent students from copying each other’s 
work and these appear to have been generally effective.  
 
Level Check  
 
Students were given 15 minutes to complete the test. In the full-scale main trial, however, it 
is anticipated that the test will take between 8 and 10 minutes. The pilot test was a little 
longer so that items could be easily removed if they were found to be either too easy or too 
difficult.  
 

 
Table 1: A sample of the data from the item analysis conducted on the level check test 

 
The results presented opposite are for part 1 of the test. The difficulty of each item was 
calculated using the formula !

!
 ×100. ‘A’ refers to the number of students who answered the 

question correctly, while ‘B’ is the total number of students who attempted the item. 
Following Cohen et al (2015), items falling below 33% or above 67% were deemed as being 
either too easy or too difficult and so were discarded. 
 

 
Table 2: Data on the division of students into high and low scoring groups 

 
The level check allowed for the division of students into high and low scoring groups – a 
prerequisite to establish item discriminability – using the formula !!!

!/!(!)
. The table presents 

data for one of the groups. As can be seen, the number of students in the high and low scoring 
groups is roughly equal. 
 

     Class -2-10XXXXX
Test No. Grammar Vocabulary T. Marks Total Rounded

1 3 0 12 3 25
2 1 0 12 1 8
3 4 2 12 6 50
4 5 2 12 7 58
5 4 0 12 4 33
6 4 2 12 6 50
7 7 3 12 10 83
8 8 2 12 10 83
9 3 1 12 4 33
10 7 2 12 9 75



Gap Fill Test 
 
Feedback from the pilot highlighted a number of issues with the test, which would negatively 
impact on its validity and reliability. First, the instructions were only in English, which led to 
the test taking longer than it should have. Next, it was not immediately apparent what the 
answers should be and for some of the items more than one answer was grammatically 
possible. Finally, some of the students also found the title of the test to be confusing. 
 
In the second version, instructions are in both English and Japanese. Translations were 
generated by DeepL Translate and were then checked by a native Japanese speaker. 
Additionally, in the second version, pictures were included in the left-hand column in order to 
more clearly show what the answer should be and to make the test more visually appealing 
and less intimidating. Finally, the title was changed to further reduce any confusion on the 
nature of the task. The tasks are presented in Appendix B.  
 
Both discriminability and difficulty were calculated. The maximum index of discriminability 
is 1.00. Cohen et al (2015) assert that any items whose index of discriminability is less than 
0.67 should be reviewed as the item is not sufficiently discriminating. Whether that item 
should still be included, however, is for the researcher to decide. A sample of the results for 
the item analyses is presented opposite. The questions that are marked in red did not test the 
target language and so results for these items did not have to be calculated.  
 

 
Table 3: A sample of the data obtained from the item analysis for the gap-fill test 

 
Looking at the results, question 3 had to be discarded as both discriminability and difficulty 
are quite far outside of the acceptable range. The results for question 2 indicated an 
acceptable level of discriminability; however, it had a difficulty level of 0.30%. Because, 
however, this is just outside of the recommended range and because it tests language items 
that will be included in the intervention, this item was retained.  
 
Timed Grammaticality Judgment Test 
 
The same piloting process was completed for the grammaticality judgment test as for the 
gap-fill test. The layout of the test was changed following feedback from the students, to 
include instructions in Japanese as students were initially unclear of what was required of 
them. Furthermore, the test was shortened quite considerably, as it took far longer to 
complete than had been anticipated. The final version of the test contains 13 items, 10 of 
which test for knowledge of the target language. A sample of the test is presented opposite.  

Questions Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Totals 
All St.
Total

Disc. Difficulty 

1

2

H = 2

M 	= 	1

L= 	0

H = 	4

M 	= 	0

L= 	0

H = 	2

M 	= 	0

L= 	0

H = 	8

M 	= 	0

L= 	0

9 0.76% 0.30%

3

H = 	2

M 	= 	0

L= 	1

H = 	1

M 	= 	0

L= 	0

H = 	0

M 	= 	1

L= 	0

H = 	3

M 	= 	1

L= 	1

5 0.19% 0.16%

4

H = 	2

M 	= 	1

L= 	0

H = 	3

M 	= 	0

L= 	1

H = 	3

M 	= 	1

L= 	0

H = 	8

M 	= 	2

L= 	1

11 0.67% 0.37%

5

H = 	4

M 	= 	2

L= 	2

H = 	3

M 	= 	1

L= 	1

H = 	3

M 	= 	2

L= 	0

H = 	10

M 	= 	5

L= 	3

18 0.67% 0.60%

6

7

8

H = 	2

M 	= 	1

L= 	0

H = 	3

M 	= 	1

L= 1

H = 	1

M 	= 	1

L= 0

H = 	6

M 	= 	3

L= 	1

10 0.48% 0.33%



 
Table 4: A sample of the layout and questions in the timed grammaticality judgement test 

 
The table shows a sample of the results of the item analysis. When calculating the results, for 
each item students could score a total of 2 points. When a student could correctly identify if a 
mistake had been made, he/she would score 1 point. If the student was further able to provide 
the correction, the student was awarded 2 points, if the correction was appropriate. Where 
‘don’t know’ was marked, this was treated as being incorrect and was given 0. 

 

 
Table 5: A sample of the data obtained from the item analysis  

for the timed grammaticality judgement test 
 
Modals Speaking Tasks 
 
The objective of this task was to have students use the target language to make rules in 
different situations. Prompts were given at the bottom of the task that students could follow. 
On piloting the task it became apparent that it suffered from a number of defects. First, the 
instructions were initially only in English, and this caused students some difficulty as they 
were not familiar with this type of exercise. Second, many students found the prompts in the 
box to be confusing and multiple answers were possible. Finally, while students were told 
orally that they needed to record 8 sentences, many stopped after only 1 or 2. In the second 
version of the task, instructions are given in both English and Japanese, and symbols were 
added to the prompts in the box, more clearly directing the students to produce the target 
language. The tasks are presented in Appendix C.  
 
In spite of these modifications, a number of problems, related to the procedures, persisted. 
First, some of the audio files were useable others were not. Students used the audio recording 
function on their iPads to record themselves. IC recorders would have been preferable; 
however, these are not available at the school. Moreover, it was also clear that some of the 



students had copied each other. This could have been overcome by having students record 
themselves individually; however, this was not practical because of the disruption that would 
have been caused. In light of these problems, the modals speaking task can not be included in 
the full-scale main trial. 
 
Survey 
 
The survey was initially pre-piloted, with both Japanese and non-Japanese colleagues, to 
check that the questions were clear and the translations accurate and to ask for suggestions on 
whether there were any items that should have been included. Cohen et al (2015) write that 
structured surveys can prevent respondents from adding further important information. By 
piloting the questionnaire researchers can see if there are any significant gaps in the 
instrument. 
 
The instrument was then tested with one of the grade 3 groups to make sure that students 
understood how to complete a Likert-style survey and to confirm that the items were easily 
understood. The time taken to complete the survey also had to be confirmed. Porter et al 
(2004), warn of the danger of survey fatigue. The authors note that research on respondent 
burden – defined as the time and effort required to complete a survey – has generally found 
that longer surveys will often result in a lower response rate. A number of modifications were 
made to the instrument at this point. The surveys are presented in Appendix D. 
 
Having obtained positive feedback from the pilot, the survey was tested again, this time using 
2 groups (n=20). Using Excel, the value for Cronbach alpha was calculated, producing a 
value of 0.72 which indicates that it is a reliable and valid instrument and so it can be used in 
the full-scale main trial. 
 
Statistical Analyses 
 
As noted above, pilot studies cannot be used to test hypotheses as the data is, necessarily, 
incomplete. The sample is not sufficiently large and modifications that are made to the data 
collection instruments will affect results that are subsequently collected. The data presented 
should, therefore, be regarded as preliminary. 
 
Statistical Analysis Gap Fill Test 
 
An ANOVA was conducted to see if there was a statistically significant difference within the 
groups in terms of their test scores before and after the intervention. 3 tests were conducted: 
the pre-test, an immediate post-test and a delayed post-test, which was conducted one month 
after the intervention. As the analysis was conducted using Excel, it’s the columns bar that 
shows the data for the repeated measures. 
 
Looking first at the control group, the calculated f of 0.762 is less than the critical f of 3.55, 
which suggests that there was not a significant difference in the grammatical accuracy of 
these students. Moving on to the results of the teacher-led and student-led groups, in both 
there was a significant difference between their pre- and post-test scores, which suggests that 
error correction is effective in developing the grammatical accuracy of learners.  
 
An independent samples t-test on the results of the immediate post-tests was then conducted. 
Between the control and the teacher-led group the results were statistically significant, as can 



be seen from the p value. However, the t-test comparing the teacher-led and student -led 
groups failed to produce a statistically significant result. 
 
The data are presented in Appendix E. 
 
Statistical Analysis Timed Grammaticality Judgement Test 
 
Looking at the values for the calculated f and the critical f the results of the ANOVA indicate 
that there was a significant difference in the results of all of the groups. As can be seen, 
however, the results for the teacher and student-led groups suggest that for these groups the 
intervention had a far greater impact. 
 
An independent samples t-test on the results of the immediate post-tests was undertaken to 
look at the differences between the different groups. Between the control and the teacher-led 
group the results were statistically significant, as can be seen from the p value. However, 
once again the t-test comparing the teacher-led and student-led groups failed to produce a 
statistically significant result.  
 
The data are presented in Appendix F. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Pilot studies are an essential part of the research process. They allow researchers to test the 
feasibility of a proposed study and to test the instrumentation and procedures that will be 
used. This paper has looked at the implementation of a pilot study prior to a full-scale main 
trial, which will investigate the efficacy of student- versus teacher-led correction, as well as 
students’ attitudes to error correction.  
 
Regarding the instructional materials, benchmarks were defined against which their 
suitability could be measured. The materials successfully elicited the target structures and 
they were both appropriate for the students’ proficiency level and of interest. It was, therefore, 
concluded that they could be used.  
 
Moving on to the data collection instruments, in terms of the gap fill and timed 
grammaticality judgement tasks, as a result of the feedback obtained from the students, a 
number of important modifications were made, which greatly increased their clarity. 
Furthermore, the results of the item analyses show that with the modifications that were made 
both instruments can be used in the full-scale main trial. The procedures that were used were 
suitable and did not have to be altered.  
 
In terms of the modals speaking task, in spite of the changes that were made, the data that 
was obtained was often neither valid nor reliable. Copying continued to be a problem and a 
number of the audio files could not be transcribed because of the poor sound quality. The 
tasks will not, therefore, be used in the full-scale main trial. 
 
With regards to the survey, feedback from the students led to a number of the items being 
changed. The result of the Cronbach analysis confirms its internal consistency and shows that 
it can be used in the full- scale trial. 
 



Looking at the data that was obtained, while this is only preliminary, a number of tentative 
conclusions can be drawn. Error correction does appear to have a positive impact on students’ 
grammatical accuracy with regards to their use of modals expressing permission. This impact 
could be seen in both immediate and delayed post-tests. The data was not clear, however, as 
to whether student or teacher-led correction was more effective. The results of the survey 
indicated, though, that a small majority favoured student-led techniques. 
 
  



Appendixes 
 
Appendix A– Intervention Instructional Materials 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Appendix B – Modals Gap-fill Task 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Appendix C – Modals Speaking Task  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Appendix D – Students Views on E.C. - Survey 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Appendix E - Statistical Analysis Gap Fill Test  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix F - Statistical Analysis Timed Grammaticality Judgement Test 
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