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Abstract

This study investigated female English as a Foreign Language (EFL) teachers’
and learners’ attitudes toward patterns of Corrective Feedback (CF) and
Collaborative Writing (CW). To this end, 150 EFL female learners, aged between
14 and 20, were selected using intact group design, along with 40 EFL female
instructors from Iran Language Institute (IL1) in Urmia, Iran, to participate in the
study. The learners filled out the reliable adapted version of Loewen et al.’s (2009)
CF scale that encompassed 24 items. Additionally, a reliable CF questionnaire that
comprised of 14 items was developed by the researchers and administered to the
teachers. Furthermore, a reliable CW questionnaire adapted from Aghazadeh et
al. (2022) involving eight items was administered among the learners and the
teachers. To supplement the quantitative data at the end of the study, semi-
structured interviews were conducted with the participants. The outcomes
demonstrated that both teachers and learners had a positive attitude toward CF and
CW. The findings can potentially provide valuable insights for policymakers,
language planners, curriculum designers, and textbook developers who are
interested in improving learners’ writing.
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Introduction

Written Corrective Feedback (WCF) in L2 writing classes has been a topic of
interest for decades (Brown, 2016; Khanlarzadeh & Nemati, 2016; Li, 2018). The
pivotal interest in CF is due to its function as a platform that unites shared concerns
for both language instructors and researchers (Ellis, 2017). A multitude of prior
investigations (e.g., Bozorgian & Yazdani, 2021; Kim et al., 2020; Mahvelati,
2021; Shen & Chong, 2022) have demonstrated that instructors’ WCF can aid EFL
students in composing written texts. Moreover, language educators must possess
an understanding of several factors, such as learners' beliefs, perceptions,
experiences, purposes, language proficiency, as well as the types of WCF
strategies, in order to effectively provide CF on their pupils' work and assist them
in attending to the WCF (Han & Hyland, 2019; Zeng et al., 2020).

In Iranian EFL context, writing is often overlooked in language classes. As a
result, even after ten years of study and hundreds of hours of English courses, an
average language learner still remains unable to write error-free English
compositions. Many Iranian EFL teachers lack experience in motivating their
students to write or engage in collaborative tasks. Additionally, most teachers
primarily focus on simple grammatical structures when providing feedback. To
our disappointment, Iranian L2 learners struggle using complex structures
correctly even at advanced levels. This challenge is often attributed to a lack of
feedback and noticing provided on the part of the teacher.

Regarding Collaborative Writing (CW), according to Vygotsky's (1978)
conceptualization of the zone of proximal development (ZPD), writing abilities
may evolve through other people's intervention and assistance. Thus, involving
the learners in CW is a method that can be employed to foster interaction within
the writing class. CW and peer feedback in L2 writing deserve considerable
attention due to the suggested notion that the collaborative dialogue that arises
during the writing process facilitates language development (Swain, 2000).
Nonetheless, the existing body of research examining the benefits of CW is
limited, particularly, within the Iranian EFL context. Some writing teachers argue
that requiring learners to work collaboratively is unreasonable as not everyone
possesses the ability to effectively collaborate with individuals who hold differing
opinions, which may lead to conflicts (Stewart, 1988).
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Understanding the perspectives held by instructors and pupils regarding CF
are of utmost importance since it provides valuable insights into the actual
requirements of classroom instruction (Chen & Liu, 2021). Nevertheless, research
on teachers' attitudes, behaviors, and students' preferences for written error
correction has yielded contradictory outcomes (Ferris, 2004). Understanding
teachers’ and learners’ attitudes toward CF and CW, whether positive or negative,
can be helpful in adjusting and matching attitudes in order to promote and enhance
success in language learning. In Iran, few studies have been conducted on
exploring teachers’ and learners’ attitudes toward CF (Sorayaei Azar & Molavi,
2012) Therefore, research into teachers’ and learners’ beliefs about CF and CW
can provide us with valuable insights on the ways and the degree to which these
perceptions can impact L2 development as a whole, with a particular emphasis on
writing.

Writing is a fundamental skill for conveying information and a special tool for
language development (Chastain, 1988). Assisting students in the challenging
procedure of becoming proficient writers in the intended language is one of the
main responsibilities of second language (L2) teachers. Producing high-quality
writing is an intellectually challenging endeavor, even when composing in one's
mother tongue, as it necessitates the simultaneous consideration of various factors
such as the content, form, and linguistic appropriateness of the text (Kellogg,
1994). Writing a text in a language that is not one's native tongue should be
regarded as a task that requires even greater effort. Indeed, in the first language
(L1), generating fluent, complex, grammatically accurate statements is an
automated procedure; however, this is not the case in L2 (Zimmerman, 2000).
Thus, students encounter a lot of difficulties in L2 writing process. The approaches
towards the presence of errors in the writing performance of language learners
have been diverse over the course of the history of second language acquisition
(SLA). Eventually, the studies conducted in this field acknowledged the necessity
of exploring the grammatical abilities of L2 learners, since errors were perceived
as an integral aspect of a learning process (Bozorgian & Yazdani, 2021).

In the realm of acquiring knowledge in a broad sense and specifically in the
domain of writing, there perpetually exists the potentiality of committing errors.
When encountering errors during the process of acquiring a second language,
teachers face a significant challenge in rectifying students' linguistic errors
through the act of error correction. The question of whether and to what extent CF
can facilitate the development of proficient writing skills is a matter of
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considerable significance to scholars in the field (Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 2010).
While teachers perceive it as a time-consuming task, students believe that
addressing errors in their writing is the most crucial step towards becoming
successful writers (Ferris, 2003; Ashoori Tootkaboni & Khatib, 2014; Ghandi &
Maghsoudi, 2014). Nevertheless, there is still debate over the value of error
correction and how it affects the enhancement of writing accuracy (Chandler,
2003; Truscott & Hsu; 2008).

Prior research has repeatedly demonstrated that in order to enhance the
accuracy of their work, L2 writing students desire and appreciate teacher feedback
(Ferris, 1995; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1992; Komura, 1999; Leki, 1991).
Furthermore, it appears from Corpuz's (2011) interviews that students value their
professors' practice of correcting written errors since it enables them to identify
their errors and amend their writing. Additionally, studies show that in order to
increase the accuracy of their L2 writing, students depend on their teachers to
address their errors (Lee, 2004). According to Ferris's (1997) findings from two
different investigations, every student who took part in the research favored
receiving CF from their teachers in order to enhance the accuracy of their L2
writing.

In addition, the results of the teachers' interviews by Corpuz (2011) showed
that in teachers’ idea, CF assists learners become better proofreaders, which
improves the effectiveness of their writing. Moreover, educators exhibit a
preference for providing direct CF during the initial phases of learning a language,
subsequently transitioning to more indirect methodologies with the intention of
expediting the learning process. In the study conducted by Sorayaei Azar and
Molavi (2012), a questionnaire was distributed to a group of 13 EFL learners who
were enrolled at the university in Iran. The findings indicated that individuals
learning English as a foreign language possessed favorable attitudes towards the
act of rectifying errors. Moreover, they exhibited a preference for the correction
of phonological and grammatical errors over other categories. Additionally, it was
observed that these learners expressed a stronger inclination towards engaging in
self-correction as opposed to alternative methods.

Recently, there has been a surge in academic research, with several studies
asserting the efficacy of CF on the writing of EFL students (Ahmadi Shirazi &
Shekarabi, 2014; Karimi, 2014; Maleki & Eslami, 2013; Zarei & Rahnama, 2014).
For instance, Soleimani and Modirkhamene (2020) examined the impact of
various types of CF on the writing performance of advanced EFL learners under
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individual and peer-mediated conditions. The results revealed that CF, particularly
selective one, demonstrated greater efficacy in enhancing the accuracy of students'
written compositions. Additionally, it was noticed that individuals in the CW
conditions demonstrated superior performance with regard to their writing
accuracy development compared to those in the individual writing groups.

With regard to CW, Fernandez-Dobao (2020) investigated Spanish heritage
language learners’ and L2 learners' attitudes towards their interactions while
completing a series of CW tasks. The results affirmed the utilization of CW
assignments in heterogeneous classes. In the same vein, Akoto (2021) examined
the perspectives of French foreign language learners regarding the advantages and
difficulties associated with collaborative multimodal writing, as well as the factors
that influence their writing processes. The outcomes revealed that collaborative
multimodal writing served as a stimulating educational experience. By the same
token, Zheng, Yu, and Lee (2021) explored the attitudes of EFL teachers regarding
the use of CW in tertiary institutes in China. The findings demonstrated that there
are discrepancies between their perceptions and their actual practices, as well as
between their attitudes and their knowledge. Despite recognizing the value and
feasibility of CW, a significant portion of the teachers surveyed do not utilize it in
their classrooms.

It is noteworthy to mention that a limited number of studies in Iran have delved
into the beliefs of both teachers and learners regarding WCF as well CW and the
alignment between teachers' instructional practices and students' preferences.
Thus, research into learners’ beliefs can enrich our understanding of CF and CW.
Accordingly, this inquiry endeavors to tackle the subsequent research question:
RQ1: What are Iranian EFL learners’ and teachers’ attitudes toward patterns of
WCF?

RQ2: What are Iranian EFL learners’ and teachers’ perceptions toward CW?
Method
Participants

A group of 150 Iranian female EFL learners were selected as the initial
participants, with 50 elementary, 50 intermediate, and 50 advanced ones using
intact group design. These individuals whose ages varied between 14 and 20 were
engaged in the process of learning English language at Iran Language Institute
(IL1) in Urmia, Iran. The individuals at the elementary level possessed a minimum
of one year of English language learning experience. The participants at the
intermediate level had undergone a two-year period of English language learning.
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Moreover, the participants at the advanced level had accumulated a three-year
duration of English language learning at secondary school and institution(s).
Furthermore, the present study involved a total of 40 Iranian female EFL
instructors whose ages ranged from 30 to 42 years. It is of utmost significance to
acknowledge that the instructors possessed Bachelor of Arts, Master of Arts, and
Doctor of Philosophy qualifications, and their pedagogical backgrounds varied
from a span of one to twenty years.
Instruments
Learners’ Corrective Feedback Questionnaire

A questionnaire regarding learners’ attitudes toward CF prepared by Loewen
et al. (2009) was used in this study. It comprised of a total of 24 items which have
been formulated based on a 5-point Likert scale. Before handing in the
questionnaire to the participants at all proficiency levels, the researchers
estimated its reliability using Cronbach Alpha. To this end, in the pilot study, it
was administered to learners (10 learners in each level) with similar
characteristics to those in the main study. For the elementary learners, the
questionnaire (r = 0.81) was translated into Farsi for the ease of comprehension.
However, for intermediate learners (r = 0.83) and advanced ones (r = 0.80), the
English version was used. This questionnaire was examined by several EFL
professors to ensure its content validity. It also enjoyed convergent validity of
.70. Having made sure that the questionnaire possessed appropriate qualities for
use in the study, the researchers administered it in the main study.

Teachers’ Corrective Feedback Questionnaire

A researcher-made questionnaire was given to the teachers regarding their
perceptions on (a) whether CF should be applied in the classroom, and (b) which
correlates of CF (i.e., type of feedback, learners’ proficiency level, writing
conditions) they believe to be more effective. The items of the questionnaire were
prepared based on the researchers’ own experience as teachers and their view
toward CF. Moreover, the researchers used and adapted some of the items in
Loewen et al.’s (2009) questionnaire. To obtain reliability estimates (r = 0.87) of
the questionnaire, in the pilot study, the researchers administered the questionnaire
to a sample (7 teachers) of randomly selected English teachers. After determining
the nature of the questions, the researchers prepared the final draft of the
questionnaire. Getting the consent of Iran Language Institute as well as the
teachers teaching there was another step before the questionnaire was delivered to
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all female teachers at the ILI. The questionnaire consisted of 14 items in 5-point
Likert-scale whose responses varied from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree.
This survey was scrutinized by various EFL professors in order to verify its
content validity. Furthermore, it also demonstrated a convergent validity of .65.
Learners’ and Teacher’s Collaborative Writing Questionnaire

The questionnaires comprised of three distinct parts, namely an introductory
section, a part dedicated to demographic characteristics, as well as the main part.
A clear and precise explanation was provided in the introduction regarding the
issues of confidentiality, anonymity, and voluntary involvement. Subsequently,
the participants' characteristics such as educational level, age, and teaching
experience were examined. The main part of the questionnaires was adapted from
Aghazadeh et al.'s (2022) questionnaire and encompassed eight close-ended items.
These items were evaluated on a five-point Likert scale, extending from Strongly
Disagree to Strongly Agree. Moreover, the questionnaires were piloted with a
group of English teachers (r=0.77), elementary learners (r=070), intermediate
learners (r = 0.75), and advanced ones (r = 0.72). For the elementary learners, the
questionnaire was translated into Farsi for the ease of comprehension. However,
for intermediate and advanced learners, the English version was used. Moreover,
the questionnaires were examined by several EFL professors to ensure their
content validity. They also enjoyed convergent validity of .74 and .73,
respectively. After verifying that the questionnaires possess suitable attributes for
implementation in the investigation, we proceeded to administer them in the
primary research.
Semi-Structured Interview with Learners

The researchers conducted semi-structured interviews containing six items
with the random samples (25%) selected from the learners in the experimental
groups to triangulate the data emerging from the questionnaires. The interview
questions mainly aimed at eliciting learners’ attitude toward CF, their preferred
CF type, their expectations from their teachers regarding CF, and their perception
of CW.
Semi-Structured Interviews with Teachers
The researchers conducted another semi-structured interview containing seven
questions with seven teachers as well. As already stated, the researchers’ main
purpose was to increase the dependability of the findings in the study. The
questions were supposed to explore the teachers’ perceptions toward CF and its
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applicability and advantages, their mostly used CF type, and their attitude toward
CW.
Procedure

During the study, in order to find out the learners’ attitudes toward CF and
CW, the researchers asked the participants across all proficiency levels to fill out
two questionnaires on CF and CW. For elementary learners, due to their low level
of proficiency in English, the Farsi version of the questionnaires, which had been
piloted before the main study, was administered so that the respondents would feel
more comfortable in expressing their ideas precisely. However, for the rest of the
participants (i.e., intermediate and advanced ones), the researchers administered
the English version of the questionnaire which had been piloted to assure its
reliability in order to gain an in-depth understanding of the teachers' attitudes
toward CF and CW. In order to understand the teachers’ attitude, the researchers
asked 40 teachers to fill out the CF and CW questionnaires. In conclusion, with
respect to the qualitative component of the investigation, semi-structured
interviews were conducted with both teachers and learners. To this end, the
researchers randomly selected eight teachers and 30 learners (10 learners from
each proficiency level) for the interview. The interviews were conducted orally
and audio-recorded with the participants' consent, while the interviewers
meticulously took comprehensive notes during the interview. The duration of each
interview typically fell within the range of 15 to 30 minutes. Preceding the actual
implementation of the interview, the interview questions underwent a
comprehensive review process by two specialists, as well as a pilot test involving
three teachers and three students, in order to ascertain the appropriateness of the
questions for the research. Subsequently, following the transcription of the
recorded interviews, the data underwent manual coding.
Research Design

The current investigation is situated within the domain of a mixed-methods
framework, which integrates both quantitative and qualitative approaches for
gathering and examining data. In this exploration, a collection of surveys and a
sequence of semi-structured interviews were conducted in order to assess the
perspectives of learners and teachers towards CF and CW.
Data Analysis

The researchers examined the items of the questionnaires in terms of their

percentages to pinpoint what the participants’ perceptions toward CF and CW
were. Moreover, the researchers calculated the reliability of the questionnaires in
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pilot study using Cronbach Alpha before distributing them to the study's final
participants. Besides, the researchers interviewed a few teachers and learners to
triangulate their findings, which they then qualitatively reported. The units of
analysis consisted of the segments of the teachers’ and learners’ conversations at
the interviews. The emerging patterns from the teachers’ conversations were
coded and categorized. These emerging categories and recurring themes formed
the basis for the analysis and interpretation of the data. In so doing, the
transcriptions were made right after the interviews. All the data collected from the
teachers and learners were compiled and filed separately under each name. As a
result, the regularities or patterns that emerged from the data generated the main
categories which were relevant to the research questions. In order to enhance the
reliability of the data, those quotations which seemed to provide concrete evidence
to support the interpretations were selected and transcribed.
Results
Learners’ Attitudes toward Patterns of CF
Regarding the students’ perception toward error correction and feedback, the
students held the belief that acquiring a comprehensive understanding of grammar
through formal study is imperative in order to attain proficiency in a second
language (90% agreed). They asserted that they typically keep grammar rules in
mind when composing in an L2 (85% agreed) and possessing extensive
knowledge of grammar facilitates their comprehension of written texts (85%
agreed). Most individuals prefer their instructor to provide correction when they
commit errors while conversing in a second language (92% agreed), and hold the
belief that their proficiency in the L2 advances when they engage in the study of
its grammar (85% agreed). They disagreed with the statements that it is feasible
to engage in L2 communication devoid of an understanding of grammatical
principles (80% disagreed), as well as the notion that instructors ought to refrain
from rectifying students' mistakes in the classroom (95% expressed
disagreement). They responded if they could communicate in an L2 accurately,
others will value them (85% agreed). In addition, it was observed that the students
tend to appreciate receiving feedback and corrections from their peers during
collaborative tasks conducted in small groups (as reported by 85% of participants).
As indicated by 80% of respondents, proficient second language learners
typically possess extensive knowledge of grammatical rules. Moreover, it was
widely agreed upon that familiarity with grammatical rules facilitates effective
communication in a second language (90% agreed). Furthermore, it was preferred
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by the students that their instructor elucidates the rules of grammar (97%
concurred) due to the fact that the acquisition of grammatical knowledge
facilitates second language learning process (90% concurred). However, the
prevailing belief among individuals was that the prioritization of engaging in real-
life situations when practicing a second language supersedes the emphasis placed
on practicing grammatical rules (95% expressed their agreement). In terms of the
Issues encountered during conversational activities, it proves beneficial for
individuals to receive clarifications on grammatical rules from their instructor
(with a concurrence rate of 75%). Additionally, it was mentioned that a more
rigorous study of grammar should be incorporated into the curriculum of their
second language course (with a concurrence rate of 70%). In their perspectives,
possessing knowledge regarding grammatical rules greatly contributes to the
comprehension of the discourse of others (75% concurred). The majority of the
students expressed their disagreement towards the notion of disliking when they
receive corrections in the classroom (90% disagreed). Moreover, they further
asserted that they exhibit a preference for their teachers to rectify any grammatical
errors they make in writing in an L2, as evidenced by 90% of them concurring on
this matter. Moreover, there is a prevailing sense of feeling deceived amongst
students if a teacher fails to rectify the written assignments they submit (75%
concurred). Furthermore, it was revealed that when encountering a sentence in a
L2, individuals make an effort to decipher the underlying grammar (70%
concurred). Consequently, one effective method to enhance their reading
proficiency lies in augmenting their understanding of grammatical principles
(75% concurred). Lastly, it was widely acknowledged that second language
writing is deemed substandard when it contains numerous grammatical errors
(95% concurred). In sum, the upshot of the student-attitude questionnaire
confirmed that, on the whole, the participants had a positive attitude toward
instructors’ error correction, feedback, and grammar instruction in the classroom.
Teachers’ Attitudes toward Patterns of CF

Regarding the teachers’ perception toward error correction and feedback, the
teachers believed that they like teaching grammar (90% agreed) and students’
errors should be corrected when they commit mistakes in both written and oral
communication in a foreign language, as evidenced by the agreement of 85% of
the respondents. They posited that an increased emphasis on the study of
grammatical rules within L2 courses is necessary (with a concurrence rate of
75%), since learning grammatical principles facilitates the process of
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communicating in a L2 (with a concurrence rate of 85%). The majority of
individuals held the belief that L2 learning advances when they dedicate their time
to studying the grammatical structure of the language (80% concurred).
Additionally, proficient learners of a second language typically possess an
extensive understanding of various grammatical rules (75% concurred). They
disagreed that teachers should correct all the errors in learners’ writings (65%
disagreed); however, they believed that teachers should correct errors selectively
based on learners’ level (85% agreed). According to 97% of the respondents, using
a second language in authentic contexts is more crucial than memorizing
grammatical rules. In addition, according to their viewpoints, the act of writing
collaboratively augments learners' comprehension of grammatical concepts (95%
agreed). Furthermore, an understanding of grammatical principles assists
individuals in comprehending the speech of others, as agreed upon by 80% of the
participants. Moreover, the respondents expressed their dissent towards the
assertion that they hold an aversion towards rectifying errors made by students
during classroom instruction (95% voiced disagreement). In addition, they posited
that L2 writing lacks quality if it has numerous grammatical errors (96% expressed
agreement). Finally, it was their firm conviction that an effective means to
enhance the proficiency of learners in reading and writing lies in augmenting their
understanding of grammar (90% agreed). In summary, the prevailing viewpoint
among the educators was favorable with regards to the rectification of errors,
provision of feedback, and grammar instruction in the classroom.
Learners’ Attitudes toward CW

Concerning the learners' attitudes toward CW, it was observed that the students
preferred to work collaboratively with friends because they could learn from each
other (76%). The students expressed a fondness for CW as it facilitated reciprocal
assistance (80%). Additionally, they thought CW is highly advantageous as it
fostered interaction and progress among them (65%). A significant proportion of
the students agreed that CW proved to be an exceedingly useful approach, as it
allowed them to correct each other's errors (93%) and believed that when they
worked with a friend, their learning was enhanced (80%). The students derived
satisfaction from working with a friend since it provided an avenue for uninhibited
expression of ideas (89%). Additionally, they stated that CW played a pivotal role
in reducing their stress levels and promoting the process of learning (90%).
Furthermore, they confirmed that CW facilitated the exchange of ideas and mutual
learning among them (78%). In summary, the prevailing sentiment among the
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majority of students was one of favourability towards CW.
Teachers’ Attitudes toward CW

With respect to teachers' perceptions toward CW, the teachers held the belief
that students had a preference for working with a companion due to the
opportunity for mutual learning (81%). The teachers asserted that students found
CW appealing because it encouraged peer assistance (64%). Additionally, they
observed that the students found CW to be considerably more advantageous as it
fostered interaction and contributed to more significant academic progress (90%).
A significant majority of the teachers concurred that CW proved highly beneficial
as it enabled students to rectify each other's errors (84%) and they maintained that
when students collaborated with a peer, they acquired a greater depth of
knowledge (77%). These teachers acknowledged that students were inclined
towards working with a friend as it afforded them the freedom to express their
ideas (83%). Moreover, they proclaimed that CW served as a valuable tool, as it
alleviated students' anxiety and facilitated the learning process (98%).
Additionally, they verified that CW facilitated the sharing of ideas and the
acquisition of knowledge from one another (92%). Succinctly, the majority of
teachers exhibited a positive disposition towards CW.

Qualitative Data Analysis for the Learners’ Semi-structured Interview

In order to obtain reliable results, the researchers interviewed the learners using
questions similar to those stated in the questionnaire regarding their attitudes
toward CF and CW.

1) Regarding their ideas about the effectiveness of CF and the type of feedback
their teachers provide, the majority of the students stated that:

e My teacher underlines the error and corrects and it is very helpful.

My teacher writes the correct form on the error. It helps me a lot.

She crosses the wrong grammatical structure and corrects it.

My teacher writes the correct form of the error and it is very useful for me.
She writes the correct form with another color, usually red, and I think it is
very good for me.

However, a few students stated that:

¢ | do not like being corrected by my teacher.

o Teachers’ CF confuses me.

2) Regarding their preferred CF type provided by the teacher (direct or indirect),
they stated that:
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| prefer my teacher to provide the correct form herself directly.

| like her to correct my errors herself.

When she corrects my errors herself, | can learn better.

When it is done directly by the teacher, | can learn more.

When my teacher corrects directly herself, I can understand more.

And a small number of the students stated that:

o | prefer indirect CF because | want to think and find the correct form myself.
3) Whether they want their teacher to provide comprehensive correction or
selective one, 98% of the learners stated that:

| expect my teacher to correct all the errors because I can learn more.
Definitely all of them because | want to learn English fast.

| want her to correct all my errors to improve my English more.

When all the errors are corrected, we can progress fast.

All the errors should be corrected.

The other 2% said that:

o | prefer selective feedback because | can learn better.

e When my teacher corrects all the errors, | get puzzled.

o Selective CF is much better since | do not know most of the grammatical points.
4) Finally, regarding their attitudes toward either collaborative or individual
writings and their advantages, most of the learners mentioned that:

| prefer to write with my friend because we can learn from each other.

| like CW because we can help each other.

| think CW is much better because we interact with each other and progress
more.

e CWi is very useful because we can correct each other while writing

e When | write with a friend, I can learn more.

e When we write together, our errors are fewer.

However, some of the students stated that:

e When | write alone, | can concentrate more.

¢ | do not like working with someone because I cannot express my ideas freely.
e | am used to writing alone. I cannot work collaboratively.

Qualitative Data Analysis for the Teachers’ Semi-structured Interview
To triangulate the findings, the researchers interviewed the teachers with the
questions similar to those stated in the questionnaire regarding their attitudes and
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perceptions toward use of CF and CW.

1) The majority of the teachers were highly in favor of CF. Regarding its
effectiveness in the first question, they commonly repeated that:
e Error correction helps learners be aware of their level of grammar
and encourages them to improve it.
e That way, they can understand the gap between their L2 forms and
the correct L2 forms and develop their L2 knowledge.
e Since there are a lot of grammatical errors, if they are not
corrected, students will repeat the same errors several times.
2) Regarding teachers’ way of correcting learners’ errors, the majority
of the teachers stated that:
e |t depends on their level but mostly | underline the errors and write
the correct form.
¢ | put a question mark above the error and then provide the correct
form.
e | always provide them with the correct form in low levels but usually
in high levels I do the indirect one.
e Depending on the learners’ level, I provide the feedback, that is, for
high levels, I correct indirectly by circling or underlining; however,
for low levels, | provide direct feedback.
3) With regard to either teacher correction or learners’ self-correction, most
teachers stated that:
¢ | think it would be a good idea to underline the error and ask the learners to
correct the errors themselves.
o Self-correction helps learners learn more efficiently; moreover, it arouses their
responsibility in correction and improves the accuracy in the long run.
e Teachers had better act as a guide and let the learners correct themselves. This
way, they are not likely to repeat it again.
4) Regarding the fourth question, that is, comprehensive or selective feedback
types, the teachers believed that:
e In low levels, I provide selective feedback but for highly proficient learners, |
correct all the errors.
o | prefer selective correction in order not to make learners confused.
o | mostly apply selective correction because comprehending it is easier.
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5) Regarding teachers’ opinion about implementing CW and its dis/advantages,

they stated that:

o [t is very useful because it improves learners’ language level, reduces stress
and facilitates error correction.

o |t facilitates learning since learners can share ideas, learn from each other,
and interact more.....

o [t can strengthen learners’ language ability and provide a good chance for the
learners to correct each other and can enhance self-correction, too.

However, a few teachers stated that:

e CW is not useful for learners in the same level of proficiency since they cannot
help each other in an effective way.

e When writing collaboratively, there is the likelihood that one student depends
on the other one and keeps silent.

e Some of the students do not know what collaborative work is.

However, all of them stated that:

o Although CW is very effective, due to the lack of time, they cannot apply CW in
their classes, and it can be sometimes done in some of high and advanced
classes.

Finally, all of the teachers stated that:

o CW can improve learners’ grammar more and it is more beneficial and

effective... ...

Discussion

The analysis of the data through the questionnaires revealed that both educators
and students exhibited a favorable disposition towards CF and CW. Most of the
students held the conviction that CF is indispensable for achieving proficiency in
a second language and expressed a preference for their instructor to provide
corrections in instances where mistakes are made. Many students believed that CF
is essential for mastering a second language and that knowing a lot about grammar
helps their reading. Moreover, most of them like their teacher to correct them
when they commit errors because the study of grammar helps in learning a second
language; they believed that their second language improves most quickly if they
improve the grammar of the language. In addition, they stated that people will
respect them if they use correct grammar when speaking and writing in L2. They
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thought that CF, which improves their grammatical accuracy, helps them
communicate more effectively in a second language. They also believed that
writing in a second language is ineffective if it contains many grammatical
mistakes.

In sum, the upshot of the student-attitude questionnaire confirmed that on the
whole, the participants had a positive attitude toward the error correction,
feedback, and grammar instruction in the classroom. In line with this study, prior
research has consistently demonstrated that L2 writing students possess a desire,
anticipation, and appreciation for teacher feedback as a means to enhance their
writing accuracy (Ferris, 1995; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1992; Komura, 1999;
Leki, 1991). Furthermore, the findings of the interviews conducted by Corpuz
(2011) indicate that students perceive the act of written error correction by their
teachers as significant in assisting them to identify their mistakes and improve
their writing. Research has also revealed that in the process of improving their
second language writing accuracy, students depend on teachers for error
correction (Lee, 2004).

Regarding the teachers’ perception toward CF, the teachers believed that they
like teaching grammar and that students’ errors should be corrected when they
make errors in writing and speaking a second language. As indicated by the
teachers, CF enhances one's ability to comprehend others' speech by augmenting
their understanding of grammatical principles. To summarize, the prevailing
sentiment among the educators was one of optimism with regards to the utilization
of CF and the teaching of grammar within the confines of the classroom. With
respect to the teachers’ positive attitudes toward CF, the current investigation
aligns with the findings of Corpuz's (2011) research which indicated that teachers
perceive CF as beneficial in improving students' proof-reading abilities in order
to enhance the efficiency of their writing. In addition, the study conducted by
Sorayaei Azar and Molavi (2012) revealed that EFL learners possess highly
favorable perspectives towards the correction of any errors by their teacher.

The results of semi-structured interviews, further, indicated that both teachers
and learners preferred direct CF since it is more effective, comprehensible and
useful for learners and lowers the degree of frustration among learners. Regarding
the type of CF, most of the students expected their teachers to correct all the errors;
however, the teachers emphasized and provided selective feedback in order not to
confuse learners.
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Taking into account the teachers’ and learners’ perceptions toward CW, both
of them were strongly in favor of CW in the classes. The results of the survey
indicated that the majority of students expressed strong support for the CW.
Initially, students stated that CW was a novel concept to them; however, the
experience boosted their sense of self-assurance and their aptitude for writing.
These findings validate the previous research conducted by Storch (2005) which
revealed that the majority of students who took part in her study expressed a
generally favorable perception towards the CW experience.

The results of the research could potentially be explained by Vygotsky’s
(1978) social constructivism stating that the primary origin of cognitive and
mental activities lies in the external activities in which the learner engages. When
individuals engage in social interactions, their cognitive functions become active.
In other words, external activities are converted into cognitive ones by means of
approximation and internalization (Fahim & Haghani, 2012). It has been
contended that the collaborative construction of knowledge entails the active
involvement of learners in cognitive operations, which can serve as a catalyst for
second language acquisition (Swain, 2000; Swain et al., 2002). Along with these
lines, it can be argued that the CW tasks provide learners with a chance to engage
in meaningful communication (Kuiken & Vedder, 2002a; 2002b).

Since good writing entails the acquisition of various linguistic abilities,
including grammatical accuracy, lexicon, syntax, and planning strategies like
organization, style and rhetoric, writing instruction is especially important in
foreign language classes (Aydin & Yildiz, 2014). The ability to write effectively
is becoming more significant in today’s communication and academic settings,
and, therefore, improving the writing ability of the learners is assuming an
important part in L2 language education (Ghoorchaei, Tavakoli, & Ansari, 2010).
One of the most important questions in applied linguistics is what makes a second
or foreign language writer a proficient one. Therefore, the role of CF in the process
of second language acquisition in general and writing in particular is a topic that
is receiving a lot of research attention. Sheen (2010) attributed this continuing
research interest in CF to “the significance it carries for both SLA theory building
and language pedagogy” (p. 177). Thus, it is also important to establish whether
correcting students’ written work helps to improve accuracy more than just
providing them with writing practice. Until this question is addressed, the debate
over corrective feedback cannot be settled. Thus, this study investigated EFL
learners’ and teachers’ attitudes toward WCF and CW. The findings highlighted
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both the teachers’ and learners’ positive attitudes toward WCF, instruction, and
CW in the classroom.

One implication is that CF in all forms can be considered an important
strategy. thus, the results of this study can be considered as one step forward to
support the existing theories. The Noticing hypothesis, proposed by Schmidt
(1994, 2001), postulates a theory that has consequences for the application of
written error correction. This theory suggests that the level of conscious attention
L2 students devotes to the structure of a language can impact the development of
their L2 system. Accordingly, it can be contended that the correction of written
errors serves as a beneficial stimulus that directs the learners' focus towards the
structure. Therefore, EFL instructors are recommended to weigh the learners'
abilities and proficiency level as well as writing conditions before asking the
learners to write in the classroom. In addition, CF can potentially provide valuable
insights for policymakers, language planners, curriculum designers, and textbook
developers who are interested in improving learners' writing. This includes
determining the most effective feedback type, selecting the appropriate writing
condition, emphasizing specific structures, and utilizing appropriate resources.

The significance of CW in EFL contexts is another potential pedagogical
implication that can be drawn from this study. Given that students thoroughly
enjoyed the CW process and felt that it assisted their L2 learning, the results of
this investigation clearly demonstrate that CW may additionally serve as a
valuable pedagogical tool in the learning and instruction of writing in EFL
settings. This is because students were capable of generating more accurate
written scripts. Moreover, teachers must ensure that the assignments they assign
and the instructions they offer have the potential to optimize the possibilities for
educational advancement. Teachers must place great importance on highlighting
the necessity of establishing an environment of interdependence amongst the
collaborators. This can be achieved by encouraging them to spontaneously
provide support to one another, drawing upon their diverse strengths and abilities.
Once students learn to collaborate with others, they can also pick up valuable
group qualities like tolerance, collaboration, and adaptability.

Like any human creation, this investigation has certain constraints. A
significant constraint of this investigation was the participants' gender, which was
confined to female learners. Gender, being a crucial factor in the process of
acquiring a language, has the potential to influence the results of the research.
Moreover, the subjects involved in this research were individuals from Iran who



The Journal of English Language Pedagogy and Practice
Vol. 17, No.34, Spring and Summer 2024

were learning English as a foreign language. Other investigations can be
conducted within the ESL context. Furthermore, it should be noted that the
outcomes of this particular study could potentially be exclusive to the specific
demographic being examined, and may not possess a universal applicability. To
enhance the level of certainty in making generalizations, it is advisable to conduct
additional studies using larger samples. These supplementary studies will help
ensure the external validity of the present findings.
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Appendix A
Questionnaire regarding Learners’ Attitude toward Corrective Feedback
Note: The questions below ask you what you think about corrective feedback and
studying grammar rules and about your motivation for learning a second language.
Read each statement and decide how strongly you agree or disagree. If a question
doesn’t apply to you, you can mark not applicable.

Items Strongly  Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

Not
Applicable

1) Studying grammar formally is essential for
mastering a second language

2) | usually keep grammar rules in mind when
I write in a second language.

3) Knowing a lot about grammar helps my
reading

4) When | make errors in speaking a second
language, | like my teacher to correct them.

5) My second language improves most
quickly if I study the grammar of the
language.

6) | can communicate in a second language
without knowing the grammar rules.

7) Teachers should not correct students when
they make errors in class.

8) I like studying grammar.

9) People will respect me if | use correct
grammar when speaking a second language.

10) I like to be corrected by my classmates in
small group work.

11) Good learners of a second language
usually know a lot of grammar rules.

12) Knowing grammar rules helps
communication in a second language.

13) I like it when my teacher explains
grammar rules.

14) The study of grammar helps in learning a
second language.

15) It is more important to practice a second
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language in real-life situations than to practice
grammar rules.

16) When | have a problem during
conversation activities, it helps me to have my
teacher explain grammar rules.

17) There should be more formal study of
grammar in my second language class.

18) Knowledge about grammar rules helps in
understanding other people’s speech.

19) I dislike it when | am corrected in class.

20) When | make grammar errors in writing in
a second language, | like my teacher to correct
them.

21) When | read a sentence in a second
language, | try to figure out the grammar.

22) | feel cheated if a teacher does not correct
the written work | hand in.

23) Second language writing is not good if it
has a lot of grammar mistakes.

24) One way to improve my reading ability is
to increase my knowledge of grammar.
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Appendix B
Questionnaire regarding Teachers’ Attitude toward Corrective Feedback
Note: The questions below ask you what you think about corrective feedback and
studying grammar rules. Read each statement and decide how strongly you agree
or disagree. If a question doesn’t apply to you, you can mark not applicable.

Items Strongly  Agree Disagree Strongly Not
Agree Disagree Applicable

1) I like teaching grammar.

2) Students’ errors should be corrected when
they make errors in writing and speaking a
second language.

3) There should be more formal study of
grammar in second language classes.

4) Knowing grammar rules helps
communication in a second language.

5) Learners’ second language improves most
quickly if they study the grammar of the
language.

6) Teachers should correct all the errors in
learners’ writings.

7) Teachers should correct errors selectively
based on learners’ level.

8) Good learners of a second language usually
know a lot of grammar rules.

9) It is more important to practice a second
language in real-life situations than to practice
grammar rules.

10) Writing in pairs enhances learners’
grammar knowledge.

11) Knowledge about grammar rules helps in
understanding other people’s speech.

12) I dislike correcting learners’ errors in class.

13) Second language writing is not good if it
has a lot of grammar mistakes.

14) One way to improve learners’ reading and
writing skills is to increase their knowledge of
grammar.
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Appendix C
Questionnaire regarding Learners’ Attitudes toward Collaboration
Instructions:
On the following page there are series of statements that represent opinions that
individuals might have about collaboration. Please indicate the degree of your
agreement or disagreement with each statement by ticking one of the boxes.
EFL Learners' Attitude toward Collaboration

Items Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

Not
Applicable

1 | prefer to work with my friend because we
can learn from each other

2 1like collaboration because we can heIpAeach
other more

3 1 think collaboration is much better because
we interact with each other and progress
more

4 Collaboration is very useful because we can
correct each other

5  When | work with a friend, I can learn more.

6 | like working with a friend because | can
express my ideas freely

7  Collaboration is very useful because it
reduces our stress and facilitates learning

8  Collaboration helps us share ideas and learn
from each other
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Appendix D
Questionnaire regarding Teachers’ Attitudes toward Collaboration
Instructions:
On the following page there are series of statements that represent opinions that
individuals might have about collaboration. Please indicate the degree of your
agreement or disagreement with each statement by ticking one of the boxes.
EFL Teachers’ Attitude toward Collaboration

Items Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

Not
Applicable

1 Students prefer to work with a friend
because they can learn from each other.

2  Students like collaboration because they
can help each other more.

3 | think collaboration is much better
because learners interact with each other
and progress more.

4 Collaboration is very useful because
students can correct each other.

5 When students work with a friend, they
can learn more.

6 Students like working with a friend
because they can express their ideas freely

7 Collaboration is very useful because it
reduces students' stress and facilitates
learning

8 Collaboration helps students share ideas
and learn from each other
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Appendix E
A Semi-Structured Interview with Learners
The following questions were used in interview with the learners.

e How do your teachers correct grammatical errors in your writing? Is it helpful?

e Do you prefer your teacher to provide the corrections in your writing directly
(giving the correct word right away) or indirectly (underlining, encircling,
etc)? Why?

e Do you prefer that your teacher corrects your grammatical errors in writing for
you, or do you prefer to discover and correct them on your own? Why?

e Do you prefer that your teacher corrects all the errors or just the ones according
to your level?

e Do you prefer to write a composition alone or with your friend?

e Which writing condition helps you enhance your grammar knowledge,
individual writing or collaborative one?



The Journal of English Language Pedagogy and Practice
Vol. 17, No.34, Spring and Summer 2024

Appendix F
A Semi-Structured Interview with Teachers

The following questions were used in interview with the teachers.

In your experience as a teacher, is providing error correction effective in
helping students develop and enhance their writing accuracy? Please explain.
How do you correct grammatical errors in learners’ writings?

Do you prefer to provide the corrections in learners’ writings directly (giving
the correct word right away) or indirectly (underlining, encircling, etc)? Why?
Is it the teacher’s job to correct errors in students’ writings? Or should it be
the other way around, that is, students should correct errors for themselves?
Why?

Do you correct all the errors (comprehensive error correction) or the ones
according to your students’ level (selective error correction)? Why?

Do you apply collaborative writing in your classes? What are the advantages?
Which type of writing is more influential in enhancing learners’ grammar
knowledge, collaborative or individual?
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