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To date, L2 researchers have studied the effect of feedback on improving L2 learners’ 
writing from different perspectives. However, there are a lot of aspects which are not 
comprehensively researched yet, such as L2 learners’ and teachers’ perceptions and 
practices about feedback. To close the gap, this study investigates language learners’ 
perceptions, beliefs, and preferences about teachers’ feedback practice in Iranian 
classrooms. To this end, 311 students at three language proficiencies (elementary, 
intermediate, and upper-intermediate and advanced) completed a questionnaire which 
inquired into teachers’ feedback practices from learners’ viewpoints and preferences. The 
findings indicated some similarities and differences across the three proficiency levels. 
They all were in favour of direct unfocused feedback, but they had different viewpoints 
on satisfaction with their teachers’ feedback practices, the need to revise their writing, the 
targeted structures, and their feelings after receiving feedback. Moreover, the findings 
revealed some discrepancies between research, teacher practices, and language learners’ 
needs and preferences. 

 
Introduction  
 
In the last three decades, written corrective feedback (hereafter referred to as feedback) 
has been one of the most controversial issues in second language (L2) learning (Chandler, 
2009; Bitchener, 2008; Ferris, 1995, 1997, 1999, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2015; 
Truscott, 1996, 1999, 2001, 2004, 2007, 2009, 2010). Specifically, Truscott has leveled 
strong criticisms at the effectiveness of feedback in L2 writing, whilst in response to this 
view, Ferris and other researchers have tried to provide evidence for the positive effect of 
feedback on improving L2 writing. 
 
To date, L2 researchers have studied the effect of feedback on improving L2 learners’ 
writing from different perspectives: the differential effect of various feedback strategies 
including direct and indirect feedback, focused and unfocused feedback, the feedback 
medium, the impact of task factors and learner-related variables, teacher and peer 
feedback, computer and mobile assisted feedback, and individual student differences. 
 
However, there are many aspects which to date have not received comprehensive research 
attention, such as L2 learners and teachers’ perceptions and practices about feedback. In 
addition, there are deficiencies in design of research which makes the findings conflicting 
and incomparable. Therefore this study aims to examine Iranian English language 
learners’ perceptions and preferences about teacher’s feedback practice. 
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Teachers’ and learners’ feedback preferences 
 
To date, there are just a few studies investigating teachers’ and learners’ feedback practices 
and preferences. Ferris (2014) warned that teachers’ viewpoint is the missing link in 
feedback research. Lee (2003, 2013) stressed that the amount of research on teachers’ 
feedback beliefs and practices is not enough and we know little about what actually 
happens in the classroom when teachers give feedback on errors in student writing. Borg 
(2003) highlighted the key importance of teachers’ personal beliefs and theories in their 
classroom practice. 
 
In recent research Mahfoodh (2017) studied students’ emotional responses towards 
teachers’ feedback practices. The results indicated that students felt frustrated after 
receiving feedback on their writing. Some students were in favour of teacher’s feedback, 
some rejected it, some expressed satisfaction and some were dissatisfied with their 
teachers’ feedback practices. In an innovative research, Crusan, Plakans and Gebril (2016) 
examined teachers’ writing assessment literacy, i.e., knowledge, beliefs, and practices. They 
observed that almost a quarter of the teachers had little or no training for teaching and 
assessing writing. 
 
In an Iranian context, Jodaie and Farrokhi (2012) probed into the feedback practices of 30 
English teachers. The data analysis showed that more than 50% of the teachers gave 
feedback on all errors in students’ writing. Junqueira and Payant (2015) focused on a 
novice teacher’s feedback beliefs and practices. They found inconsistency between 
teacher’s claimed beliefs and the observed practices. Lee, Mak and Burns (2016) observed 
that the teachers’ feedback practices were not in line with the principles they were taught 
in teacher education programs. 
 
Ferris (2014) investigated teachers’ feedback philosophies and practices. She observed 
different beliefs and practices amongst teachers. Interestingly enough, like Junqueira and 
Payant (2015), there were inconsistencies between teachers’ self-reported responses on 
their feedback beliefs and perceptions, and their practices. Zhou, Busch and Cumming 
(2014) found that there was no correspondence between students’ and teacher’s goals for 
grammar improvement in writing. Surprisingly, although the students in McMartin-Miller’s 
(2014) study were satisfied with their teacher’s focused feedback, they wanted unfocused 
feedback. She suggested that teachers should explain to students the reasons behind their 
feedback strategy. 
 
Amrhein and Nassaji (2010) investigated L2 teachers’ and learners’ viewpoints about 
teachers’ feedback. Students preferred direct feedback coupled with a metalinguistic 
explanation on form-focused errors like grammatical and lexical errors. Li and Barnard 
(2011) examined the beliefs and practices of untrained and inexperienced teachers about 
responding to students’ writing. Surprisingly, the teachers’ motive for giving feedback was 
to justify the awarded grades. 
 
In a series of research investigations in Hong Kong’s context, Lee (2003) found that most 
of teachers gave comprehensive feedback. Shockingly, teachers believed that feedback had 
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marginal effect on students’ writing. The findings also indicated that the teachers’ 
feedback practices were not consistent with their expressed beliefs or published research. 
Lee (2008) witnessed that the teachers kept giving comprehensive feedback despite the 
research findings. Lee (2009) came up with ten mismatches between the teachers’ beliefs 
about feedback and their classroom practice. Mainly, the teachers paid close attention to 
language form while they did believe that accuracy was only one of the factors of quality 
of a manuscript. Teachers gave comprehensive feedback while they believed that focused 
feedback was more effective. Although the teachers responded to students’ writing 
themselves, they were in favor of peer feedback. While they gave indirect feedback they 
thought that the learners cannot decode indirect feedback and revise their writing. They 
thought that giving scores for students’ writing was an ineffective practice; but, they 
continued giving scores. The teachers did not mention positive points about students’ 
writing, despite their self-reported benefits of focusing on positive points. They 
mentioned that teachers’ feedback left little room for learners to take responsibility for 
their writing. Also, they practised "one-shot" writing while being aware of the advantages 
of process writing. Montgomery and Baker (2007) concluded that there were significant 
differences between teachers’ feedback practices and their beliefs and perceptions. 
 
As the literature reveals, there are critical inconsistencies in teachers’ self-reported beliefs 
and classroom practice. Importantly, there is a large gap in the literature studying learners’ 
preferences and examining teachers’ feedback practice from a learner’s viewpoint. To fill 
the gap in the L2 literature in this field, this study is based on learners’ perceptions as a 
way to probe more extensively into teachers’ feedback practices. 
 
The study 
 
This study investigated learners’ beliefs, perceptions, and preferences about teachers’ 
feedback practices in Iranian English language learning classrooms. It attempts to fill a 
perceived gap in the literature about teachers’ feedback practices in classrooms. Despite 
the ample research on feedback, qualitative research on learners’ viewpoints and 
preferences has remained under-investigated. In fact, research investigating teachers’ 
feedback practices is rare (Crusan, Plakans & Gebril, 2016).  
 
Research question 
 
Based on the literature reviewed, this study investigated the following research question: 
 

What are the elementary, intermediate and upper-intermediate and advanced 
Iranian English language learners’ beliefs, perceptions, and preferences about 
teachers’ feedback practices? 

 

Method 
 
Participants 
 
We distributed the questionnaire to almost 700 learners in different English language 
institutes in Iran. We received 450 responses, but 139 of incomplete to a large extent so 
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these were excluded leaving 311 responses. These comprised 102 elementary, 136 
intermediate, and 73 upper-intermediate and advanced learners (Table 1). 
 

Table 1: Demographic data of learners 
 

 Proficiency level 

Elementary Inter. Upper-inter. 
and advan. 

Number (N = 311) 102 136 73 
Gender Male 46 

Female 56 
Male 39 

Female 97 
Male 28 

Female 45 
Average age  18 19.50 19 
Taking writing course so far 96% 97% 98% 
Average number of times per term learners 
receive feedback on writing* 

11 10 13 

Upper-inter. and advan. = Upper-intermediate and advanced; * Each term is 16-19 sessions 
 
Instruments 
 
Learners’ Feedback Preferences Questionnaire 
To inquire into language learners’ feedback preferences, we designed a questionnaire 
(Appendices A and B) using the findings of previous studies on feedback and the 
instruments used in Nassaji (2012), Ferris (2014), Ashwell (2000), Crusan, Plakans and 
Gebril (2016), Marefat and Heydari (2016), Junqueira and Payant (2015), McMartin-Miller 
(2014), Lee (2003, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2014a, 2014b, 2016), Ädel (2017), and Montgomery 
and Baker (2007). Also, we used the feedback classifications by Ellis (2009). We carried 
out a pilot study and revised the questionnaire based on suggestions from some 
researchers, teachers, and students. 
 
The questionnaire had eight sections: learner demographics; a section asking learners 
whether they had done any course on writing and the frequency of the times their teacher 
gave feedback on their writing; a third section asked about their teachers’ feedback 
practices in classroom using 10 items with a three-point Likert scale: always, sometimes, never. 
They were statements about teachers’ potential feedback strategy in responding to 
learners’ writing. In the fourth section of the questionnaire, the respondents indicated the 
targeted structures and grammatical points (Table 2) for which their teacher gave 
feedback. The fifth section asked to what extent they were satisfied with their teachers’ 
feedback practice. Section 6 sought preferences regarding their teacher’s feedback on their 
writing, using 10 sentences starting with “I like…..”. In section 7, they were asked to 
choose the targeted structures for which they preferred to receive feedback. Finally, 
section 8 was about their reaction and feelings after receiving their writing with teacher’s 
feedback.  
 
Results 
 
The following sections summarise the main findings from the questionnaire. 
 



826 Speaking out on behalf of the voiceless learners: Written corrective feedback for English language learners 

Teachers’ feedback practices 
 
The third section of the questionnaire asked learners about their teachers’ feedback 
practices in the classroom. Table 2 summarises the main findings across three proficiency 
levels. As shown in Appendix A, we explained each type of feedback in a sentence to 
avoid any misunderstanding of technical words and jargon expressions. As already 
mentioned, to avoid any misunderstanding, we developed the questionnaire in Persian and 
used simple and clear sentences to explain each feedback type. 
 

Table 2: Teachers’ feedback practice (N=311) 
 

Teachers’ feedback 
practice frequency 

% 

Elementary Intermediate Upper-inter. 
and advan. 

Alw-
ays 

Some 
times Never Alw-

ays 
Some 
times Never Alw-

ays 
Some 
times Never 

Focused feedback 46.0 26.4 27.4 48.5 31.6 19.8 28.7 32.8 38.3 
Unfocused feedback 81.3 12.7 5.8 77.2 21.3 1.4 84.9 13.6 1.3 
Indirect feedback 10.7 19.6 69.6 7.3 33.8 58.8 6.8 16.4 76.7 
Direct feedback 81.3 11.7 6.8 70.5 25.7 3.6 64.3 20.5 15 
Metalinguistic expl-
anations in L1 

10.7 23.5 65.6 5.8 24.2 69.8 12.3 36.9 50.6 

Metalinguistic expl-
anations in English 

42.1 38.2 19.6 32.3 43.3 24.2 43.8 50.6 5.4 

Computer-assisted 
feedback  

12.7 16.6 70.5 10.2 25.7 63.9 2.7 28.7 68.4 

Mentioning positive 
points of writing 

5.8 35.2 58.8 8 34.5 57.3 4.1 16.4 79.4 

Using peer feedback 10.7 36.2 52.9 13.9 50.0 36 45.2 53.4 1.3 
Asks revisions 51.9 22.5 25.4 24.2 58.8 16.9 21.9 20.5 57.5 
Upper-inter. and advan. = Upper-intermediate and advanced; L1 = learners’ first language (Persian) 
 
As Table 2 shows, almost half of the teachers of elementary and intermediate learners 
always gave focused feedback by correcting one or two pre-determined errors; but, there 
were discrepancies at upper-intermediate and advanced level. 
 
The majority of the learners at all three levels of English proficiency stated that their 
teacher always provided unfocused feedback by correcting all the errors in their writing. 
Over 60% of learners felt that their teachers did not respond indirectly to their writing; in 
fact, they used direct feedback by correcting and providing the right answer to each error. 
Over 50% felt that their teachers did not give metalinguistic explanations in their first 
language, Persian. Similarly, there was not a consistent pattern at all levels regarding giving 
metalinguistic explanations in English. 
 
Teachers did not favour computer-assisted feedback and using technology and available 
software in correcting learners’ writing. More than half of the of the students felt that their 
teachers never mentioned positive points about learners’ writing. At elementary and 
intermediate levels, the teachers did not practice peer feedback frequently, though 
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teachers at upper-intermediate and advanced levels asked learners to correct their peers’ 
writing. Interestingly enough, the data analysis showed that half of the teachers at 
elementary level always asked learners to revise their writing based on teacher’s feedback; 
this rate was 24% and 21% for intermediate and upper-intermediate and advanced levels 
respectively. In other words, approximately 60% of the teachers of upper-intermediate 
and advanced learners never asked them to revise their writing after receiving teacher’s 
feedback on their manuscript. 
 
Teachers’ targeted structures for giving feedback vs. learners’ preferences 
 
Section 4 of the questionnaire inquired into targeted structures on which the teachers gave 
feedback. Section 7 of the questionnaire asked learners about preferences concerning the 
targeted structures for which they liked to receive feedback. Table 3 presents the main 
findings obtained from these sections of the questionnaire. 
 
Table 3: Teachers’ targeted structures for giving feedback vs. learners’ preferences (N=311) 

 

Targeted  
structures 

Teachers’ targeted structures for  
giving feedback: Frequency % 

Learners’ preference for  
targeted structures: Frequency % 

Element. Inter. Upper-inter.  
and Advan. Element. Inter. Upper-inter.  

and Advan. 
Definite and 
indefinite articles 

57.8 58 52 17.6 28 36 

Tenses  76.4 80.8 71.2 80.8 73.2 77.4 
Active and passive 
voice 

23 63.2 78 13 53 88 

Conditional 
sentences 

12.6 68.3 72.6 12.6 69.3 82.6 

Modal auxiliary 
verbs 

28.8 32.5 53.4 68.8 72.5 88.4 

Connectives 10.1 17.8 17.1 10.1 37.8 89.1 
Lexical items 35.6 46.6 58.9 75 66 88.9 
Paras, cohesion, 
and coherence 

17.6 28.6 39.4 19.4 50 89.4 

Content 56.8 50 42 67 70 78 
Element. = elementary; Inter. = Intermediate; Advan. = advanced; Paras = paragraphing 

 
At elementary level, tense received the most feedback, whilst conditional sentences, 
connectives, and paragraphing, cohesion, and coherence received the least feedback. 
Similarly, teachers of intermediate level gave the most feedback on tense. They did not 
pay enough attention to modal auxiliary verbs, connectives and paragraphing, cohesion, 
and coherence. At upper-intermediate and advanced levels, the teachers responded to all 
aspects at the same extent; however, they did not pay close attention to connectives. 
Regarding the content of learners’ writing, i.e., their ideas and discussions, the same 
pattern emerged at all three levels, indicating that only half of the teachers gave feedback 
on the content of student work. 
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Students were asked to express their preferences regarding the targeted structures which 
they would most like their teachers to give feedback. As Table 3 indicates, elementary 
learners were keenest to receive feedback on tenses, modal auxiliary verbs, lexical items, 
and content. Intermediate learners looked for feedback on tenses, auxiliary verbs, content, 
conditional sentences, lexical items, and paragraphing, cohesion, and coherence. The 
upper-intermediate and advanced learners preferred to receive feedback on all aspects; 
interestingly, only one-third of the learners wanted to receive feedback on definite and 
indefinite articles. 
 
Satisfaction with teachers’ feedback practice 
 
The data analysis also indicated that 94% of elementary learners were very satisfied or 
satisfied with their teacher’s feedback strategy and practices in classroom. However, very 
satisfied and satisfied was only 29% and 28.6% for intermediate and upper-intermediate 
and advanced learners respectively (Table 4). 
 

Table 4: Learner satisfaction with teachers’ feedback practices 
 

Learners’ satisfaction  
frequency % 

Very 
satisfied Satisfied  Unsatisfied  Very 

unsatisfied 
Elementary (n=102) 76.4 17.6 3.9 1.9 
Intermediate (n=136) 7.0 22.0 60.2 10.7 
Upper-intermediate and advanced (n=73) 1.3 27.3 20.0 51.2 
 

Figure 1 presents the data graphically. 
 

 
Figure 1: Percentage satisfaction with teacher’s feedback 
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Learners expressed their preferences for teacher’s feedback in section 6. Table 5 shows 
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Table 5: Learners’ feedback preference 
 

Learners’ feedback preference frequency % Element. Inter. Upper-inter. 
and Advan. 

Focused feedback 25.4 16.1 15.0 
Unfocused feedback 68.6 83.0 90.4 
Indirect feedback 11.7 9.5 5.4 
Direct feedback 61.7 58.8 73.9 
Metalinguistic explanations in learners’ L1 (Persian) 29.4 22.0 35.6 
Metalinguistic explanations in English 42.1 51.4 60.2 
Computer-assisted feedback  27.4 18.3 8.2 
Mentioning positive points of learners’ writing 69.6 67.6 83.5 
Using peer feedback 25.4 13.9 9.5 
Asks revisions 53.9 30.8 30.1 
Element. = elementary; Inter. = intermediate; Advan. = advanced 
 
Last but not the least, although half of elementary learners were in favour of revising their 
writing after receiving teacher’s feedback, only one-third of intermediate and upper-
intermediate and advanced learners were inclined toward revision. 
 
Learners at all three levels were of the same opinion regarding focused, unfocused, direct, 
and indirect feedback. They preferred to receive direct unfocused feedback in which the 
teacher is supposed to correct all the errors in learner’s writing by providing the right 
answer. The majority of students did not like receiving metalinguistic explanations in their 
first language. About half of the learners at all three levels expected their teacher to 
givemetalinguistic explanations in English. Surprisingly, in line with their teacher’s 
practices, they were not interested in receiving computer-assisted feedback. The learners 
also were eager to receive feedback on positive points of their writing. The data analysis 
indicated that they did not like to correct their peer’s writing. 
 
Learners’ feeling after receiving feedback 
 
In the last section of the questionnaire, learners shared their feeling after receiving 
teacher’s feedback.  
 

Table 6: Learners’ feeling after receiving feedback 
 

Learners’ feeling 
after receiving 
feedback: 
Frequency % 

Elementary Intermediate 
Upper-inter.  
and Advan. 

Alw-
ays 

Some- 
times 

Never Alw-
ays 

Some- 
times 

Never Alw-
ays 

Some- 
times 

Never 

Happy and revise 71.5 22.5 5.8 47.9 50.5 1.4 5.4 43.8 50.6 
Sad but revise 14.7 28.4 56.8 5.8 36.0 58.0 6.8 32.8 60.2 
Sad and do not 
revise 

15.6 11.7 72.5 2.2 7.3 90.4 4.1 17.8 78.0 
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Seventy per cent of the elementary learners expressed their happiness with receiving 
teacher’s feedback and revising their manuscript. But, intermediate and especially upper-
intermediate and advanced learners felt unhappy after receiving their writing with 
teacher’s feedback and they did want to revise their writing in line with the feedback. 
 
Discussion 
 
Despite a lot of research investigating feedback from different perspectives, there are 
some issues which are under-researched. Learners’ viewpoints on their teachers’ feedback 
practices in English language learning classrooms and their wants, needs, and preferences 
is one of these issues. To fill this gap in the literature, we investigated Iranian English 
language learners’ viewpoints and preferences about their teachers’ feedback practices. 
 
The results showed that the majority of teachers at three levels gave indirect, unfocused 
feedback on learners’ writing. The teachers did not use computer-assisted language 
learning for giving feedback. The teachers did not give metalinguistic explanations in 
learners’ first language, and even metalinguistic explanations in English was not a 
common practice. They also did not mention positive points in learners’ writing, and they 
did not use peer feedback. The teachers at intermediate and upper-intermediate and 
advanced levels did not require learners to revise their writing based on the feedback 
given, while half of elementary teachers wanted their students to revise their writings in 
line with the feedback they received on their manuscripts. 
 
Despite the fact that the targeted structure of majority of research is indefinite and 
definite articles, only half of the teachers always corrected the errors of indefinite and 
definite articles at all three levels. Surprisingly, teachers did not pay enough attention to 
connectives, paragraphing, coherence and cohesion in responding to learners’ writing. 
Also, the content of learners’ writing should receive more attention and feedback. 
 
Results indicated that elementary learners were satisfied with their teacher’s feedback 
practices and strategy. But, their peers at intermediate and upper-intermediate and 
advanced learners were unsatisfied or very unsatisfied with their teachers’ feedback 
practices. 
 
When students were asked to express their preferences for feedback, in line with their 
teacher’s current practices at all three levels, they were in favour of direct, unfocused 
feedback. More interestingly, unlike elementary learners, the intermediate and upper-
intermediate and advanced learners did not show a strong interest in revision. 
 
Although computer-assisted language learning has opened new opportunities for language 
teachers and learners to learn more effectively, the learners expressed that they were not 
interested in using technology in receiving feedback. Furthermore, learners did not show a 
strong preference between receiving metalinguistic explanations in their first language or 
in English. The learners stated that they are more willing to receive feedback on tenses, 
modal auxiliary verbs, lexical items, and content. As already mentioned, the research to 
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date has mainly focused on investigating the effect of different feedback strategies on 
learning of indefinite and definite articles. 
 
Last but not the least, the investigating of learners’ feeling after receiving feedback 
revealed different opinions across proficiency levels. Elementary learners mentioned that 
when they received feedback, they become happy and they want to revise their text. Only 
about half of learners at intermediate level held the same opinion as the elementary 
learners. Strikingly, the upper-intermediate and advanced learners expressed that they 
became unhappy but they revised their text, though in fact, some of these did not revise 
their text. 
 
In summary, the findings of this study revealed interesting points. As research in this field 
is not extensive, we do need more studies investigating language learners’ opinions, needs, 
and preferences to gain a better picture of feedback practices in language learning 
classrooms. The study indicated some similarities and differences across three proficiency 
levels. All wanted to receive direct unfocused feedback. Although research has 
underscored the positive effect of unfocused feedback as an authentic practice, focused 
feedback also has positive points which cannot be ignored, especially at elementary levels. 
 
In accord with research on feedback, students stated that they received feedback mainly 
on errors related to indefinite and definite articles. However, some other structures play a 
key role in the quality of writing, including tenses, modal auxiliary verbs, lexical items, 
coherence and cohesion, and content. Researchers should investigate these structures, and 
teachers need to be encouraged to give feedback on these structures. 
 
One of the central points in effectiveness of feedback is positive feedback. Unfortunately, 
the learners mentioned that they do not receive much feedback on positive features of 
their writing. More research is needed to highlight the longitudinal effect of providing 
positive feedback on better learning. Similarly, researchers and teachers should pay close 
attention to emotions and feelings of the learners after receiving feedback. Although 
learners were in favor of direct unfocused feedback, after receiving their writing coupled 
with extensive feedbacks and corrections they might become exhausted and disappointed. 
 
In brief, the findings of this study reveal interesting points. However, these findings need 
to be interpreted and generalised cautiously because of the limited number of participants 
and the instrument used. More research is essential to verify these findings. 
 
Limitations, implications, and suggestions for future research 
 
Limitations inherent in small-scale research on learners’ beliefs and preferences are 
evident in this study. The sample was not a representative sample of all Iranian students of 
English. As highlighted, this study is also subject to the limitations inherent in using 
questionnaires. 
 
As Murphy (2000) stressed, the student voice is the missing link which limits the 
conclusions which can be arrived at when discussing the effectiveness of different 
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feedback practices and strategies. Therefore, we need more research studying learners’ 
voices, viewpoints, needs, preferences, and their evaluations of teaching quality. Most 
importantly, the research findings need to influence the practices of language teachers. Lee 
(2016) mentioned, disappointedly, that schools are not willing to adopt research-based 
practices. 
 
Moreover, other mediating factors such as non-written corrective feedback, learners’ goals 
and motivation, syllabus, teacher’s writing proficiency and content and pedagogical 
knowledge should be considered and researched in depth. Also, the effect of the class 
environment, peer interaction, and teacher’s discourse on the effectiveness of written 
corrective feedback and writing instruction need further research. Future researchers are 
advised to do mixed methods research and should use other instruments to collect data 
such as semi-structured interviews and focus group discussions. 
 
Concluding remarks 
 
Despite the objections raised by Truscott, the current research and meta-analysis 
underscore the positive effect of giving feedback on learners’ writing. Therefore, we 
should pave the way for more effective feedback practices by considering learners’ 
viewpoints, needs, and preferences. As it is mentioned by many researchers who study the 
effect of feedback on learners’ writing, we are in need of more research in this field of 
study to verify the findings and reach to definitive conclusions about the best feedback 
practices in language learning classrooms. We hope the current study encourages 
researchers to do more studies on teachers’ and learners’ feedback beliefs, perceptions, 
and preferences. The voiceless learners’ voices should be heard enthusiastically. 
Undoubtedly, this line of research can be of great help in improving teachers’ feedback 
practice and learners’ learning. However, we do need to listen to teachers’ voices to have a 
much more complete picture of feedback and writing instruction. 
 
Endnote 
 
The English and Persian versions of the instrument (Appendices A and B) used in this 
study have been uploaded to http://www.iris-database.org/iris/app/home/index 
 
References  
 
Ädel, A. (2017). Remember that your reader cannot read your mind: Problem/solution-

oriented metadiscourse in teacher feedback on student writing. English for Specific 
Purposes, 45, 54-68. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.esp.2016.09.002 

Amrhein, H. R. & Nassaji, H. (2010). Written corrective feedback: What do students and 
teachers prefer and why? Canadian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 13(2), 95-127. 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ944129 

Ashwell, T. (2000). Patterns of teacher response to student writing in a multiple-draft 
composition classroom: Is content feedback followed by form feedback the best 
method? Journal of Second Language Writing, 9(3), 227-257. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1060-
3743(00)00027-8 



Nemati, Alavi, Mohebbi & Panahi 833 

Bitchener, J. (2008). Evidence in support of written corrective feedback. Journal of Second 
Language Writing, 17(2), 102-118. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2007.11.004 

Borg, S. (2003). Teacher cognition in language teaching: A review of research on what 
language teachers think, know, believe, and do. Language Teaching, 36(2), 81-109. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444803001903 

Chandler, J. (2009). Response to Truscott. Journal of Second Language Writing, 18(1), 57-58. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2008.09.002 

Crusan, D., Plakans, L. & Gebril, A. (2016). Writing assessment literacy: Surveying second 
language teachers’ knowledge, beliefs, and practices. Assessing Writing, 28, 43-56. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2016.03.001 

Ellis, R. (2009). A typology of written corrective feedback types. ELT Journal, 63(2), 97-
107. https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccn023 

Ferris, D. R. (1995). Student reactions to teacher response in multiple-draft composition 
classrooms. TESOL Quarterly, 29(1), 33-53. https://doi.org/10.2307/3587804 

Ferris, D. R. (1997). The influence of teacher commentary on student revision. TESOL 
Quarterly, 31(2), 315-339. https://doi.org/10.2307/3588049 

Ferris, D. R. (1999). The case for grammar correction in L2 writing classes: A response to 
Truscott (1996). Journal of Second Language Writing, 8(1), 1-11. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1060-3743(99)80110-6 

Ferris, D. R. (2002). Treatment of error in second language student writing. Ann Arbor, MI: The 
University of Michigan Press. 

Ferris, D. R. (2003). Response to students writing: Implications for second language students. 
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Ferris, D. R. (2004). The “grammar correction” debate in L2 writing: Where are we, and 
where do we go from here? (and what do we do in the meantime ...?). Journal of Second 
Language Writing, 13(1), 49-62. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2004.04.005 

Ferris, D. R. (2010). Second language writing research and written corrective feedback in 
SLA: Intersections and practical applications. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 
32(2), 181-201. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263109990490 

Ferris, D. R. (2012). Written corrective feedback in second language acquisition and 
writing studies. Language Teaching, 45(4), 446-459. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444812000250 

Ferris, D. R. (2014). Responding to student writing: Teachers’ philosophies and practices. 
Assessing Writing, 19, 6-23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2013.09.004 

Ferris, D. R. (2015). Written corrective feedback in L2 writing: Connors & Lunsford 
(1988); Lunsford & Lunsford (2008); Lalande (1982). Language Teaching, 48(4), 531-544. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444815000257 

Jodaie, M. & Farrokhi, F. (2012). An exploration of private language institute teachers' 
perceptions of written grammar feedback in EFL classes. English Language Teaching, 
5(2), 58-67. http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/elt.v5n2p58 

Junqueira, L. & Payant, C. (2015). “I just want to do it right, but it’s so hard”: A novice 
teacher’s written feedback beliefs and practices. Journal of Second Language Writing, 27, 
19-36. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2014.11.001 

Lee, I. (2003). L2 writing teachers’ perspectives, practices and problems regarding error 
feedback. Assessing Writing, 8(3), 216-237. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2003.08.002 



834 Speaking out on behalf of the voiceless learners: Written corrective feedback for English language learners 

Lee, I. (2008). Understanding teachers’ written feedback practices in Hong Kong 
secondary classrooms. Journal of Second Language Writing, 17(2), 69-85. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2007.10.001 [also http://www.fed.cuhk.edu.hk/~aflwrite/art 
icle/Understanding%20secondary%20teachers%27%20written%20feedback%20practices.pdf] 

Lee, I. (2009). Ten mismatches between teachers’ beliefs and written feedback practice. 
ELT Journal, 63(1), 13-22. https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccn010 [also 
http://www.fed.cuhk.edu.hk/~aflwrite/article/Ten%20mismatches%202009%20ELTJ.pdf] 

Lee, I. (2010). Writing teacher education and teacher learning: Testimonies of four EFL 
teachers. Journal of Second Language Writing, 19(3), 143-157. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2010.05.001 

Lee, I. (2013). Research into practice: Written corrective feedback. Language Teaching, 46(1), 
108-119. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444812000390 

Lee, I. (2014a). Ten myths about the teaching and learning of EFL writing. Language 
Education and Acquisition Research Network (LEARN) Journal, 7(special issue), 23-32. 
https://dspace.lib.cuhk.edu.hk/handle/2006/477633 

Lee, I. (2014b). Revisiting teacher feedback in EFL writing from sociocultural 
perspectives. TESOL Quarterly, 48(1), 201-213. https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.153 

Lee, I. (2016). Teacher education on feedback in EFL writing: Issues, challenges, and 
future directions. TESOL Quarterly, 50(2), 518-527. https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.303 

Lee, I., Mak, P. & Burns, A. (2016). EFL teachers’ attempts at feedback innovation in the 
writing classroom. Language Teaching Research, 20(2), 248-269. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168815581007 

Li, J. & Barnard, R. (2011). Academic tutors’ beliefs about and practices of giving 
feedback on students; written assignments: A New Zealand case study. Assessing 
Writing, 16(2), 137-148. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2011.02.004 

Mahfoodh, O. H. A. (2017). “I feel disappointed”: EFL university students’ emotional 
responses towards teacher written feedback. Assessing Writing, 31, 53-72. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2016.07.001 

Marefat, F. & Heydari, M. (2016). Native and Iranian teachers’ perceptions and evaluation 
of Iranian students’ English essays. Assessing Writing, 27, 24-36. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2015.10.001 

McMartin-Miller, C. (2014). How much feedback is enough? : Instructor practices and 
student attitudes toward error treatment in second language writing. Assessing Writing, 
19, 24-35. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2013.11.003 

Montgomery, J. L. & Baker, W. (2007). Teacher-written feedback: Student perceptions, 
teacher self-assessment, and actual teacher performance. Journal of Second Language 
Writing, 16, 82-99. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2007.04.002 

Murphy, S. (2000). A sociocultural perspective on teacher response: Is there a student in 
the room? Assessing Writing, 7(1), 79-90. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1075-
2935(00)00019-2 

Nassaji, H. (2012). The relationship between SLA research and language pedagogy: 
Teachers’ perspectives. Language Teaching Research, 16(3), 337-365. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168812436903 

Truscott, J. (1996). The case against grammar correction in L2 writing classes. Language 
Learning, 46(2), 327-369. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-1770.1996.tb01238.x 



Nemati, Alavi, Mohebbi & Panahi 835 

Truscott, J. (1999). The case for “The case against grammar correction in L2 writing 
classes”: A response to Ferris. Journal of Second Language Writing, 8(2), 111-122. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1060-3743(99)80124-6 

Truscott, J. (2001). Selecting errors for selective error correction. Concentric: Studies in 
English Literature and Linguistics, 27(2), 93-108. 
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.487.2985&rep=rep1&type=pdf 

Truscott, J. (2004). Evidence and conjecture on the effects of correction: A response to 
Chandler. Journal of Second Language Writing, 13(4), 337-343. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.jslw.2004.05.002 [also http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download;jsessionid=46452EC 
12977D1100D9D940BAED7730F?doi=10.1.1.488.2497&rep=rep1&type=pdf] 

Truscott, J. (2007). The effect of error correction on learners’ ability to write accurately. 
Journal of Second Language Writing, 16(4), 255-272. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2007.06.003 

Truscott, J. (2009). Arguments and appearances: A response to Chandler. Journal of Second 
Language Writing, 18(1), 59-60. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2008.09.001 

Truscott, J. (2010). Some thoughts on Anthony Bruton’s critique of the correction debate. 
System, 38(2), 329-335. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2010.03.014 

Zhou, A. A., Busch, M. & Cumming, A. (2014). Do adult ESL learners’ and their teachers’ 
goals for improving grammar in writing correspond? Language Awareness, 23(3), 234-
254. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09658416.2012.758127 

 
 
Appendix A: Learners’ written corrective feedback viewpoints and 
preferences questionnaire (English version) 
 
This questionnaire inquires into the way your teacher gives written corrective feedback on 
your writing. Please read each item and choose the option which holds true about your 
teacher’s written corrective feedback practice. We appreciate the time you devote on 
responding to this questionnaire. 
 
Section 1: 
 
Full name: …………………………. (Optional) 
Age: ……………… (Years) 
Telephone number: …………………………. (Optional) 
Email: ………………………………………. (Optional) 
English Proficiency:  
Elementary      ⃝    Intermediate      ⃝   Upper-intermediate or Advanced      ⃝   
How long have you been studying English? ………….. years, ……………. months 
 
Section 2: 
Have you ever been taught English writing? Yes      ⃝     No      ⃝  
How many times does your teacher gives written corrective feedback on your writing 
during a term? ………… times 
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Section 3: 
Please read the following sentences which are about the way your teacher gives written 
corrective feedback on your writing and choose one of the options: Always, Sometimes, 
Never. 
 

Your teacher’s written corrective feedback strategy Always Some-
times Never 

My teacher only gives written corrective feedback on just one 
error in my writing. 

   

My teacher gives written corrective feedback on all errors in 
my writing. 

   

My teacher just highlights or underlines the errors in my 
writing without providing the correct structure. 

   

My teacher highlights the errors in my writing and provides the 
correct structure. 

   

My teacher writes some grammatical explanations about my 
errors in Persian in my writing sheet. 

   

My teacher writes some grammatical explanations about my 
errors in English in my writing sheet. 

   

My teacher uses electronic corpora through software, namely 
concordance or Internet search engines to give written 
corrective feedback on the errors. 

   

My teacher mentions the positive points of my writing.    
My teacher asks students to give written corrective feedback 
on each other’s writing. 

   

My teacher asks me to revise my writing based on his/her 
written corrective feedback. 

   

 
Section 4: 
How much does your teacher give written corrective feedback on the following structures 
in your writing? 
 

Options 1 (least) 2 3 4 5 (most) 
Indefinite and definite articles (a, an, the)      
Tense      
Active and passive voice      
Conditional sentences      
Modal auxiliary verbs      
Connective words      
Vocabulary       
Paragraphing, cohesion and coherence      
Content (your ideas on a given topic)      
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Section 5: 
How much are you satisfied with the way your teacher gives written corrective feedback 
on your writing? 
 
I am very satisfied           ⃝ 
I am satisfied                  ⃝ 
I am unsatisfied              ⃝ 
I am very unsatisfied      ⃝ 
 
Section 6: 
Please read the following sentences which are about your preferences about the way you 
would like your teacher give written corrective feedback on your writing and choose one 
of the options. 
 

Your teacher’s written corrective feedback strategy 1 2 3 4 5 
I like my teacher to give written corrective feedback on just 
one or a few errors in my writing. 

     

I like my teacher to give written corrective feedback on all 
errors in my writing. 

     

I like my teacher to highlight or underline the errors in my 
writing without providing the correct structure. 

     

I like my teacher to highlight the errors in my writing and 
provide the correct structure. 

     

I like my teacher to write some grammatical explanations 
about my errors in Persian in my writing sheet. 

     

I like my teacher to write some grammatical explanations 
about my errors in English in my writing sheet. 

     

I like my teacher to use electronic corpora through software, 
namely concordance or Internet search engines to give written 
corrective feedback on the errors. 

     

I like my teacher to mention the positive points of my writing.      
I like my teacher to ask students to give written corrective 
feedback on each other’s writing. 

     

I like my teacher to ask me to revise my writing based on 
his/her written corrective feedback. 

     

 
Section 7: 
What structures or aspects do you like your teacher to give written corrective feedback? 
Please prioritise the options from 1 to 7. 
 

Options  
Indefinite and definite articles (a, an, the)  
Tense  
Active and passive voice  
Conditional sentences  
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Modal auxiliary verbs  
Connective words  
Vocabulary   
Paragraphing, cohesion and coherence  
Content (your ideas on a given topic)  
 
Section 8: 
How do you feel after receiving your writing which your teacher has given written 
corrective feedback on your errors? 
 

Option Always Some- 
times Never 

I become happy that my teacher has given written 
corrective feedback on all errors in my writing. I revise my 
writing based on my teacher’s feedback. 

   

I become sad that my teacher has given written corrective 
feedback on all errors in my writing but I revise my writing 
based on my teacher’s feedback. 

   

I become sad that my teacher has given written corrective 
feedback on all errors in my writing and I do not revise my 
writing based on my teacher’s feedback. 

   

 
Many thanks for responding to the questionnaire 

 
Appendix B: Learners’ written corrective feedback viewpoints and 
preferences questionnaire (Persian version) 

دداانش آآموزز گراامی: 	
  
با سلامم پرسشنامھه حاضر بھه برررسی نحوهه تصحیيح نوشتھه شما توسط معلمانن ززبانن اانگلیيسی می  

پرددااززدد. خوااھھھهشمند ااست سواالاتت ززیير رراا بھه ددقت بخواانیيد وو گزیينھه اایی رراا کھه بیيشتر اازز بقیيھه گزیينھه ھھھها ددرر 
 مورردد شیيوهه تصحیيح خطاھھھهایی نوشتارریی شما توسط معلمتانن صدقق می کند اانتخابب کنیيد. پیيشاپیيش اازز

ھھھهمکارریی شما صمیيمانھه تشکر می شودد.  
قسمت ااوولل) مشخصاتت ززبانن آآموزز:  


	سالل --------------------: سن   
	)ااختیيارریی( --------------------نامم وو نامم خانوااددگی:     
): emailشماررهه تماسس یيا رراایيانامھه( )ااختیيارریی( ----------------------- 	
  


	:Elementaryسطح مھهاررتت ززبانی:   -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	
  	
  	
  	
  Intermediate:	
  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Upper-­‐intermediate	
  	
  
or	
  Advanced:	
  -­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   	
  

چھه مدتت ااست کھه بھه فرااگیيریی ززبانن اانگلیيسی می پرددااززیيد؟ سالل  ------ ماهه ------  
قسمت ددوومم)   

آآیيا تا بھه حالل بھه شما نحوهه نگاررشش اانگلیيسی تدرریيس شدهه ااست؟ بلھه   - خیير  --------- ---------  
ترمم نوشتھه ھھھهایی شما رراا تصحیيح می کند ؟  معلم شما چند بارر ددرر ططولل - بارر ----------  

قسمت سومم) گزیينھه ھھھهایی ززیير رراا بھه ددقت بخواانیيد وو مشخص کنیيد کھه معلم شما تا چھه حد اازز ررااھھھهبرددھھھهایی 
ززیير ددرر تصحیيح نوشتھه ھھھهایی اانگلیيسی شما ااستفاددهه می کند.  
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ھھھهمیيشھه نحوهه تصحیيح نوشتھه شما توسط معلم تانن گاھھھهی  
ااووقاتت  

ھھھهرگز  

1     تنھها یيک مورردد اازز خطایی نوشتھه شما رراا ااصلاحح می کند. معلم -
2 معلم تمامم خطاھھھهایی نوشتھه شما رراا ااصلاحح می کند. -     
3 معلم بدوونن اایينکھه خطایی موجودد ددرر نوشتھه تانن رراا تصحیيح کند فقط نشانن می ددھھھهد کھه  -

خطایيی ددرر نوشتھه شما ووجودد دداارردد.  
   

4 وو یيا ااضافھه کرددنن کلمھه یيا عباررتت مورردد  معلم اازز ططریيق خط ززددنن کلمھه یيا عباررتت ناددررست -
نیيازز شکل ددررست رراا ددرر کنارر عباررتت ناددررست می نویيسد.  

   

5 معلم ددررحاشیيھه برگھه یيا کنارر خطایی نوشتھه تانن توضیيحاتت ددستورر ززبانی رراا بھه ززبانن  -
فاررسی می نویيسد.  

   

6 ززبانن معلم ددررحاشیيھه برگھه یيا کنارر خطایی نوشتھه تانن توضیيحاتت ددستورر ززبانی رراا بھه  -
اانگلیيسی می نویيسد.  

   

7 معلم ددرر تصحیيح نوشتھه شما اازز منابع االکتروونیيکی وو اایينترنتی ھھھهمانند منابع ووااژژگانی وو  -
ددستورر ززبانی ٬، وو نرمم اافزااررھھھهایيی کھه قاددرر بھه تصحیيح نوشتھه ھھھهستند ااستفاددهه می کند.  

   

8 (مثبت)  معلم بھه ھھھهنگامم تصحیيح نوشتھه شما علاووهه بر تصحیيح خطاھھھهایيتانن بھه نقاطط قوتت -
نوشتھه شما نیيز ااشاررهه می کند.  

   

9 معلم بھه جایی تصحیيح نوشتھه تانن اازز خودد ززبانن آآموززاانن می خوااھھھهد تا نوشتھه ھھھهمدیيگر رراا  -
خوااندهه ووخطاھھھهایی موجودد ددرر نوشتھه ھھھهمکلاسی شانن رراا تصحیيح کنند.    

   

01- معلم پس اازز تصحیيح نوشتھه شما اازز شما می خوااھھھهد کھه با ااستفاددهه اازز ااصلاحاتت اارراائھه   
شدهه متن تانن رراا باززنویيسی کنیيد.  

   

 
قسمت چھهاررمم) معلم ززبانن شما بھه ھھھهنگامم تصحیيح نوشتھه ھھھهایيتانن تا چھه میيزاانن گزیينھه ھھھهایی ززیير رراا 

تصحیيح می کند؟  
(کمتریين)1 	
   2	
   3	
   5(بیيشتریين) 4  گزیينھه ھھھها 

	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   (a,	
  an,	
  the)  حرووفف تعریيف	
  

	
   	
   	
   
	ززمانن ھھھها (ھھھهمانند حالل ساددهه٬، گذشتھه ساددهه)    
	
   	
   	
   
	جملھه معلومم وو مجھهولل    
	
   	
   	
   
	جملاتت شرططی    
	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   (can,	
  could,	
  shouldاافعالل کمکی (ھھھهمانند 
	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   (and,	
  but,	
  howeverکلماتت رربط(ھھھهمانند 
	
   	
   	
   	
   	
    اانتخابب ووااژژگانن

	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   پاررااگراافف بندیی وو ساختارر متن بھه لحاظظ اانسجامم   

	
   	
   	
   محتواایی نوشتھه ززبانن آآموزز (ھھھهمانند نظرااتت شخصی ززبانن آآموزز٬،   
ددلایيل وو مثالل ھھھها)  

قسمت پنجم) تا چھه میيزاانن اازز ررووشش تصحیيح نوشتھه ھھھهایيتانن توسط معلم تانن ررضایيت دداارریيد؟   
 بسیيارر ناررااضی ھھھهستم ناررااضی ھھھهستم. ررااضی ھھھهستم بسیيارر ررااضی ھھھهستم

	
  
اایين قسمت اازز پرسشنامھه بھه برررسی نقطھه نظرااتت ززبانن آآموززاانن ددرر رراابطھه بھه نحوهه تصحیيح نوشتھه  قسمت ششم)

ھھھهایيشانن توسط معلم ززبانن می پرددااززدد. گزیينھه ھھھهایی ززیير رراا بھه ددقت بخواانیيد وو مشخص کنیيد تا چھه میيزاانن  ترجیيح می 
.ددھھھهیيد معلمتانن نوشتھه شما رراا با اایين ررووشش ھھھها تصحیيح کند  

(بیيشتریين)5 ما ددرر مورردد تصحیيح نوشتھه تانن توسط معلمنظر وو ااوولویيت ش  4  3  2 1(کمتریين)   
1 ددووست ددااررمم معلم تنھها یيک یيا چند مورردد اازز خطایی نوشتھه من رراا ااصلاحح   -
کند.  
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2 ددووست ددااررمم معلم تمامم خطاھھھهایی نوشتھه من رراا ااصلاحح کند. -       
3 تصحیيح ددووست ددااررمم معلم بدوونن اایينکھه خطایی موجودد ددرر نوشتھه اامم رراا  -

کند فقط نشانن بدھھھهد کھه خطایيی ددرر نوشتھه من ووجودد دداارردد.  
 

     

4 ددووست ددااررمم معلم اازز ططریيق خط ززددنن کلمھه یيا عباررتت ناددررست وو یيا ااضافھه  -
کرددنن کلمھه یيا عباررتت مورردد نیيازز شکل ددررست رراا ددرر کنارر عباررتت ناددررست 

بنویيسد.  

     

5 توضیيحاتت  ددووست ددااررمم معلم ددررحاشیيھه برگھه یيا کنارر خطایی نوشتھه اامم -
ددستورر ززبانی رراا بھه فاررسی بنویيسد.  

     

6 ددووست ددااررمم معلم ددررحاشیيھه برگھه یيا کنارر خطایی نوشتھه اامم توضیيحاتت  -
ددستورر ززبانی رراا بھه اانگلیيسی بنویيسد.  

 

     

7 ددووست ددااررمم معلم ددرر تصحیيح نوشتھه اامم اازز منابع االکتروونیيکی وو اایينترنتی  -
نرمم اافزااررھھھهایيی کھه قاددرر بھه ھھھهمانند منابع ووااژژگانی وو ددستورر ززبانی ٬، وو 

تصحیيح نوشتھه ھھھهستند ااستفاددهه کند.  

     

8 ددووست ددااررمم معلم بھه ھھھهنگامم تصحیيح نوشتھه اامم علاووهه بر تصحیيح -
خطاھھھهایيتانن بھه نقاطط قوتت (مثبت) نوشتھه اامم نیيز ااشاررهه کند.  

     

9 ددووست ددااررمم معلم بھه جایی تصحیيح نوشتھه اامم اازز ھھھهمکلاسی اامم بخوااھھھهد تا -
نوشتھه من رراا خوااندهه ووخطاھھھهایی موجودد ددرر نوشتھه رراا تصحیيح کند.    

     

01- ددووست ددااررمم معلم پس اازز تصحیيح نوشتھه اامم اازز من بخوااھھھهد کھه با   
ااستفاددهه اازز ااصلاحاتت اارراائھه شدهه متن رراا باززنویيسی کنم.  

     

 
نظر شما معلم ززبانن شما بھه ھھھهنگامم تصحیيح نوشتھه ھھھهایيتانن بھهتر ااست بھه چھه جنبھه ھھھهایيی  قسمت ھھھهفتم) بھه

اازز نوشتھه ااھھھهمیيت بیيشتریی ددااددهه وو بیيشتریين تصحیيح رراا ددرر مورردد آآنن اارراائھه کند؟ لطفا گزیينھه ھھھهایی ززیير رراا 
بھه لحاظظ ااھھھهمیيت اازز یيک تا ھھھهفت ااوولویيت بندیی کنیيد.  


	ااوولویيت    گزیينھه ھھھها
	
   (a,	
  an,	
  the)حرووفف تعریيف	
  
	
   
	ززمانن ھھھها (ھھھهمانند حالل ساددهه٬، گذشتھه ساددهه)  
	
   
	جملھه معلومم وو مجھهولل  
	
   
	جملاتت شرططی  
	
   (can,	
  could,	
  shouldاافعالل کمکی (ھھھهمانند 
	
   (and,	
  but,	
  howeverکلماتت رربط(ھھھهمانند 
	
    محتواایی نوشتھه ززبانن آآموزز (ھھھهمانند نظرااتت شخصی ززبانن آآموزز٬، ددلایيل وو مثالل ھھھها)

شما رراا پس اازز ددااددنن باززخورردد بھه شما برمی گرددااند وو شما می بیينیيد کھه برگھه شما پر قسمت ھھھهشتم) ھھھهنگامی کھه معلم نوشتھه 
اازز مواارردد ااشتباهه گرفتھه شدهه توسط معلم ااست٬، چھه ااحساسی بھه شما ددست می ددھھھهد؟ 	
  

گزیينھه  ھھھهرگز گاھھھهی ااووقاتت ھھھهمیيشھه 
اازز اایينکھه معلم تمامی ااشتباھھھهاتت رراا گوشزدد کرددهه٬، خوشحالل می شومم وو متن رراا 

 معلم ددووباررهه باززنویيسی می کنم. بر ااساسس باززخورردد
   

اازز اایينکھه معلم تمامی ااشتباھھھهاتت رراا گوشزدد کرددهه٬، ناررااحت وو اافسرددهه می شومم 
 وولی متن رراا  بر ااساسس باززخورردد معلم ددووباررهه باززنویيسی می کنم.

   
اازز اایينکھه معلم تمامی ااشتباھھھهاتت رراا گوشزدد کرددهه٬، ناررااحت وو اافسرددهه می شومم 

 معلم ددووباررهه باززنویيسی نمی کنم.وو متن رراا  بر ااساسس باززخورردد 
   

با سپاسس اازز ووقت وو اانرژژیی کھه براایی پاسخگویيی بھه اایين پرسشنامھه گذااشتیيد. 	
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