Clon N ol g 50L 5 ade dolilas
IF99 Oloj IV 3y lod o0 55 Jlo

Ol gxaild oo 9 9395 3b Jlasl 8 y1a3L  folgs
ST Ok 3geT &y (AnosS DMz
4 yhay gt 53

"3 Aokga el oo
TS e g
f)’géﬁ'l’ Lo e

\Yav/« #2714 g“_,.BL_'“).: @JU

VAV 52 o ot
epyy e £gi

o>

S 4 o e 5 5l B S Tl 55 S sl 5 0 O K o s
6;3L3.Hﬁdu4h_«m }\é bl ol s 5L 30 o oT Silwosly
)‘6}—5“_}—@:4—’)‘3)LJ-‘|}9}}J‘->}W)J‘Q‘-“'\(‘}QUl‘Jjé‘ur:‘)li’

Lo 0T (6,8 5L 350 5 Ob o ils &S )L ol 330 @ Ll oo clasy 455 5L

10.22051/j1r.2019.22000.1593 :(DOI) Jluze s aules ‘

015 ) siply oO&81S ¢ cedI Dlnl 5 05 55T 05,8 (el 0L 25 50T (615575 5 gmeitils|
hoomanfard@student.pnu.ac.ir

ol o8l ode Sl ¢ eSS Slnl 5 05 55T 05,8 Sl (ool 0L 25 50T il 61 ST
JAfari@pNU.ac.ir «(J sws sl ) 40,6 5 9

st o8l ale Slon (el SLsl 5 0L5 03,5 plad sl ¢ el Sl 5 0L i (5155
a.jalilifar@scu.ac.ir ¢l sl ol oz



o el 5 0] Ay (LSS D leans gl ate po,e5 5k Jlasl 805 )ls5k else [ YT

B133k e Sk () (S 2R LBl Sy 2 sh s
eSS Iz Ol goeils s 4 cloaly (lastinl 5 55k (g5 lwasly
— el 0L — 54 r,>op54f|);,;3u)guuo\iggg;‘wt>ﬁ
0L g ils (gLaol s Ols sl o imman 2855 (ol i 55 o0
3¢>L-a-j|a:u:_.~‘l_3..\_;:°_n)bjw)ﬁ3)_,..:‘)\}:5:}..\..Z)th.iulf
b s 53 175 5 o)) plis )l (6 il OF Ay 4 o8 LY S
A 855y 3 g0 (il &1l Lazaly glastiel 3,550 5 8 oisl
05,5 Sl 53 Ol gmiils sl W ¢ bl (guuadl s, 5l 6,8 o b
Ol s tils Gla Ul b3, 5L (Sl smaal 3 Bl 055 IS (oline
4S Wsls Olas Laasl LU 5-‘44.;:; e SuSle 5 Izl ‘_;,L;ﬁi;,
Olge a1y 03 (AT 5035 sl ST 5 bl ks )IS 055 53
Laasbl ¢ piomar s el s e 53 b,y 5L e 58 4 olge o Fodas
875 5 )l mlid )87 0L g ity (glaol s Ol oo sl suiaslis
O o iils 31 i (613 Limn Ol 40 15575 Ol gmils 457 458 s 4
sl 3553 ¢t Sl 5 (6,58 Izl 31 (6 eSS 51 A i IS
Sl iyl mlid 8T O g 813 803 (g ot S oisb 1y Lataly
Silwosly 555 la oUI5 L (Glmanls o a1 bas, 5550 51 6 2

s S
5550 desl ( a&ils 2, (033 0L 4 K eals” sosly

av\;)bjb. J‘“}’G

dodo )
O seils Sl 1590 4 ale 5 (salasil sla s & 8 elKiils ot ladla 5
Fenton-Smith & ) aslastls , 0L Kl e (ST SNz ]
53 eiaslyl glawa, sluw L a (Humphreys, 2016; Ryan & Carroll, 2005
L anbobl S (sl (oS30 0L5 51 65 0 0 S 1 0L gmiils o g8 sla ) 528
Ll b (g5lmatgy Cogr 53 oY Gl s Lol ool (215l 4 5y o s ST n
(Morrison & Evans, 2018; Simpson, 2016) dzs ¢S Wl 5l 131 ol 25 50T
(S 5 gl 6l m) Salate (6 55b (la 0L 1 O smeiils &S Ol dile (65848 53 ¢ puimman

g:pg&x\:dugﬁ)&qgﬂgchwjﬁﬁﬁ(qm:)b.ajhgsjfcua.f—cug-,b.



YYY [ Ol oEils ool ol dolilad

g dlg e Loy 55k dlasl e ol 2 65050 (S5 el A 55 0L 1 2 G5
LSS 13l Al 5 Ll 3 g 53 oKl Oluyde 5 OIS Sl

Wl Lazaly sl 35550 ) L anboll o0 AT 3 s pge sl e 51 (S
5 a3 55 0T & 0k sty 7 5l moler 131 65 Ol 4 Ll slaskinl 55 55
Caffarella & Barnett, 2000; Hoomanfard et ) s ;5 o aslis o1 0T Slawl =
2,5 ol (Bitchener et al., 2011) o, Kas 5 oy a5l 1 Ky @, 2018
Aol 2alS (gl G0 11 Ol & 15 (o 93 0L OSN3 (glo e 2 ) 55k &S
S | iy ket (B 5 eds b (sla o 5 Ol il oUl5 Jadlly e
e U 5 e 3 55k oS Llosls 0L g 2 Sla ey Sl pimen 25 43 5
Can & Walker, 2014; Hoomanfard ) ;s cze <S5 0l somiils oSS oo
.5,13& (& Rahimi, 2020; Kumar & Stracke, 2007

YT PP AN IS L g -V FOPR PPy I I [ S e s
Ol s 45" it ) SOLES e sla g5 wamlold 1) 55 550 50 Jlasl 53 oS 3L
Oljr ol B 5 9 355 5l ol 0 S ol 15 0 25 5 5L b 35 0 S s
Ferris et ) aus’ o sl s gl las, 3L 45" dsl 1,815 Lo gy &gline (5,850
Han & Hyland, ) .l 5 ol .@l., 2013; Han, 2017; Han & Hyland, 2015
o 3255k Ol Aoy Sl a1 5,550 L 01,83 6,8 50 ks 2015
L g ol &1, -UJ;'JL. L OIS 3 Cand (6,8 55 slaaly 51 (SS il oo (6, 85L AT 3
Sinclair & Cleland, ) el 0L g tils Lo 5 Las, 5 5L 5,55 HLS 45 claaly sk
Iy s 815 K a8 Wil o oS S35, 550 dil> 35 (Boud, 2015) s, .(2007
Jo,?owcgjft.w|ﬁtyméuw,>|)05mtle,;\,,,;;gj@;,a
S5 53 sz S 0 0L (Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010) &5 5 5 = s
OLLSKan 5 5550 o Cmmlos o L it 55 odibass Sodysl glalinm o3, 5L L OIS 13
05S a1y g e e ol 55 (Burke, 2009) 57, 5 (Bounds, et al., 2013)

5055 ¢S 36 4,8 13 s 3550 i Sl i L oS Al e 3,555k sla e,

! scaffolding tools

2 zone of proximal development
% cognitive

* attitudinal



o el 5 0] Ay (LSS EDleans gl ate o,e55k Jlasl 805 )ls5k Jelse [ YYY

Lol 815 6,8 53 Oliee » S0 sla i oy » 55 (Winstone et al., 2017) o, Ses
o 5o 5 Lataly slial Ay 4 o dalyl 55 55k Sk STl Gl Sl sl 1) 2555k
lazadls 0,81 5 6,85 slacs p il 5l

035 0L 4 S Sl il (6,85L Olje p Leialy Aslol 3 5 5k it Coanl 55 U
o e O g5 ) (5 Cslodiile SL 03y puiams hbsh )5 ol e 55 o0
Las 550 28,5 i 53 03y 5 01,8153 Slaol s s 2 by (IS Sppo 1) § 5 sm
Caffarella & Barnett, 2000; ) La_za 55 5 505 5l .Llosls H1 5 [hass 5550
S Ol zeils ool s> Ole s sllaily 457 ilasls oLis (Can & Walker, 2011
s s (Carless, 2006) LS .syls 545 LadT (5,5 5S4 Ol 53,5550 4
)JQ|J_:f\Jé&U‘}SU:)_,>'-J'l€JL..¢\ZLJIJJQEML}iY:jléSJﬂ)@%:}&l\@&?
Ob g tils &S 53 p ks 15 5555 5L dlasl (Sadler, 2010) Juw .ol sy 50 S s
ay e 0l )l 3,555k gline L8 S0y (sl p3Y (Ul 355 45T LS e Oy (55 4015 oo
(Kumar & Stracke, 2007) 4571z 5 5L sS 555 oo sy 5550 5105 0 40 53 Sl
3 oLl gLasy 55k 5yLess diw 5 (o 33 0L 45T Gl gmmtils o s a8 il s 5
AU LT 2, 250 Jlasl Dol 1 155 oo O il Jilehl G 4 Laslal ol |
a0 (6t 35555l Jlael Ol e (bl e 33 Gl s a2 oS ) s ol 4 83,10
Jolse (s a5 53 s sl 4 55 (o8B S o N Sl A b dal s
£33 0L 4 oS S il Lo g Lataly sl Lo s dsailyl (slasy 5556 L 01ST 5 8 5o
Lacaly sbiwl 3, 550 5,8 0dusb o 01,815 a5l dnT 5 gy 40 5 3,13 0 i 55 o0
3513

ol Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010) &5, 5 5 &) sl o5 455 0les

Sla sl Cusgdo p K3 (o b Si) 087 S5 sla JS5 5 sla S by S
6357 3,5 s, 5l bl Shags s ol b olas, 5L L O il (6,8 55 b Las e
Odbash Sodsb ol ¢S5 sl m Sl 6,575l sl aslae IB 555G w 85l
u.c‘?.b__p,;uJujk.ajt;,,@‘Mj@¢,aogjq6@gﬁaz\>bjLuus,'g
Al 2SS 5053 5 Jal 05 4 G 2505 55 gager U ST o 3N 55 (sla e s

! think-aloud protocols
2 retrospective
% stimulated recall interviews



YYY [ )l olfsls aginob; sale Lolihas

skl 3,5 5L (5 85U 4 pe o (sloiyla5L ol po dor a8l s 6L 4zl
£33 T o iy 3 o0 092 05 as 1y 25 Bl aabOLL &7 5L el Ay 4 Lzl
ps 6l 1S5 5 iyl (i) 87 O g ils Sl s (gl line sl LT ST

€313 3 g5 Lotaly A3Lol 3,55 5L 6,8 ) e

oe9R 09 Y
9P 990 850 9 lbgsi.bs.an.\ Jy
Kby G, il VO 5 il cwld )8 gl YA Juld ol ass la 3565
o w3 Ay ol Ob iy Sl s L3 g Ol oKils gz 1 oSS OLS 35 50T
K 0L a0 1 35 Dl el 0L A0l CalSe 487 O il 3l dtws ol 4 O, Kt
ST U oS s 6,5T5,8 (1FF = Sde 5705 =5 50) S smmiils 31 laosls .5 i 5o
:b.é\Q_.».J._S:y_ﬂ}_;-ULU)\Cléz)}»\rb,d\Jb)sg}@f@uaTtlé;jlj”\"
Slaoy3 531y 355 amas Gla o)z hen b S3503T 55 JLo TP 6 Y0 (le odiS' S 5
e (550Le 0L s 5 0508 el 0L an |85 5 eyl ol )18 ¢l )IS
S 4y o (sla st ains 6l (6 a5 Pl S P8 L ambian 1 g 135y gyl cla i3 g0 5T
WZBL Rl OF b laaslas sl K3 (M5 55 pude 51 Olebl (51 Ll ke

SLils Qlskal laas )3 51,575 ¢S he b Syl 651 31 0L gomils cpl (slazaly (glastial
0L 5353 63 S (melid 0L s 5 el 0L 55 50T slaaziy 51 S 5o plos sl
a5 ks s ol ade Sl gliael 51535 )b Leal,y glaskul Len g5l
uiAjj_é):cA_;A:d)li\)u.:ﬁe.&sb{)ujﬁ)}bQMI;:\:,N\}ag;.»ngvca_ij;:)l}n
Azsls Laaly stiwl &K Ob goedils dan ¢l

(& g dlaaly sliwl 3, 555U ol e 4 e (Ll Juld casend 95 53 522ils OF Cpf (ola e
3550 Lan) 555l 5 Bt (65515 8 a e bials JSCa3 1) 2y ol 8Ky cotdm Sl e
g oy |y Lataly sl 5 odailyl 3555k ¢ gy cal 53 A S 13 38 2
Ob geiils 5 A8 o ) Lealy glastinl " (iwdle 5 g > Jold) oLl Cudle 45
S L5 Dol 0555 Ay 4 555 e 30 g 03 15 0T (b (eSS SV

Q_A)&P&j\a)%é\eéjwhbj}}j\{.aﬁdﬁqiﬁ «xj:iulfs\{:j;&u)\d‘i@

! theoretical saturation



e eSSl 55 };.J Ay oSS OMass bgiils ke p 0,550 Jlesl 8051050 J.c‘}C/ YYf

2538 o oy e doin K B (035 Las 5 S5 el Cdle S 3 (1 )

))‘b)‘ﬁwﬂ)ﬁé‘)}_ﬁ\)é‘,}&ﬁﬁouﬁ‘)‘éh))}é}bowdﬂj&cﬂyk&‘
.. . T '/. £

'J;#JLGL|Q‘J9J£)K~.;§L‘J?°)L})J

'Sl g (58Tok sbaslas Y .Y
4_?1)16\.&:)}5-)'\{Jéjij)lquljljzf.sj.Lf«jwwjlfoliﬁuul:du‘}:hw)ﬁ&\j
s s yasT .o S eslimal 3 g 43S0l s (55T5L (slaaslian cboaly lastial Low 5 ol
= L L s sl ] 3 alias brauds a4 (s g | 575 5 b)) wlid )18 0L goiils &
pke ¥ (ot sl a5 el e 03, 550 (o ) (s (KKl fale
i S O s 5 Lo ozidlesl glas, 55k s b 1y basy 5 5L 51(s,S o e
g 2 il 5 oo 4 (k53 G s g I e OB ST ES 5 s enls toles LOT
Ws)?jl_gdl_‘wlru\;&hé)l{):\sUUM@&;'C‘NEQQ};>‘M>)}>')\{}LA&:A
A o s 3 (i 5 A3l e B 93 0315 OLE Ly ol yran Laam Lo ol 53y S
(ol 090l s e ol (U0 ST dlasl 1y 3, 550 ol o) i cOb gl
LK (5 ga (gl T s 4 0L il (5 2t oMbl b s ST 20 0l Ky,
33 01,8 kg5 0,5 0 0Ly OT 18 555 & s 1 3,555k 033 IS s &S5 &8
r.uL;u‘u:..a,k@l,.s.,u,b@lﬂ\g.Jssu.s,js.j\idls.\.ucﬁﬁwlfkf
B e s opl 51 s ST 3550 5,555k ke Y3 Db gmtils 41 0 55 50 (LAl
Tl s AnT 3 ESG G al sl A 8 515 0SS e wtes 53 lag g s
35 L g8 (ghudins OUle b g0 BL » bV b 255 15 eslinal 5,5 (Mayring, 2004)
$obe 0L as Laasloas ool Uil (gdazws 5 glulid baalsie 55 5 b san (T 5 oy
5Bl Sl o s o 1l 53 0L tils U s 81 gl 0L (Ol sl
¥ LY oo aslas a (Pavlenko, 2007) s Fo DMl JUsl 55 g ysb il
(s e Il b amis o5 5 am alian a6l o ste 5k 4 g bl U5k 4 4d3s

A3 8 edsans g Sl

L stimulated recall interviews
Z inductive thematic analysis



YYO [l ol8isls mgh )by oole dolilas

boals i ¥
T B P e P P B S R B e PP
I8 g 355+ (HOIMES, 2001) " U5 slas S5 s 5115 sy 5l sl iy S
OOl sl 5 Lo slas 5 5L) e }s,i_bt; Slas) 55k 5 6ol slasy 555k dan cans
(i3 55l (U BIsl) 4 5 (Gladbens L S 15 gy 350 SRR pl 3 (L34
odziass §,5ay 5 ok iass 88 e okl glasy 5k Oljen 5 kb S 515 gy 3550
,.u;ﬁa,uzaf)\s@ﬁpL;,,\,d&u@pjéug;ﬂfswtygﬁ);..umm,;
(113 dnlon o g B 03,08 3) 555k S Ol e 4 Azl o)Ll g g S 4 Lo
nw_m,_:sg,ququKa,f,;@\,\;aﬁmétﬁ'fcfjt¢u4,b5|¢§ﬁ
Al

B s 0T gl o oy plonil SISl (ST a5 ol ale) Sl oleabl sl
ik plad sbiwl SO ol asn 05,5 5l oo Sy & Ay & ags L)
03,5 5K g Laosls 555758 Ly 53 cpl Sl 003 ((wadS OL) 25 seT
odizidlosl 5 odidlas! O 5o 45 basy 5l IS US AT 3 s St sl aLas
A8 (L 855D (635 bl 5 SE S S g 200 55 Aoy 4 o35 55 p g 0SS
)HU.L_.'Léljw}ﬂ:)yéleaéwjbjka-éjlfjbuEM;J&ZJJ\}»..&T@:4.3
o Laalan Sy pnty &S5 il aalsl &5 i el 4 Oy b 1 55 08
Sysa sl ddy sliwl Oles dlwy o il sb 4 (el Jlesl 3,45 5L PV Joli)
L) 3 Slis ghls sede skl 5 O Kinss ool 5,50 Y 55,055 )15 ),
Gt 4 Oy b 5 Lis atdldS w4 aielugs glands 53 UMl 487 (/80 (655 o
Wi ST 0L 5507 (61,575 (6 smmtils &G cObL ) il aalsl (g aws &K 6l
aS ol (655T0k OLLE T s 4y +/QY oLl aS 515 13 ) 5 3598 ol Dy 0 a1
O e ils 3450 S 53 15 i g i cediidlasl 3yl 9o sldas loddOls sla K5 sluws
AR G381 3 3 038 e 55555k (6,8 S 4 pde (sl 1y s 53

3 es ay Ghagsy sLawsl S oyl plasl sl A oslizal T it 55 oS IS5 e

! language functions
2 Chi square

® credibility

* member check



eSS Ly 3eel By (oSS EDas gzl gte p 3,55k Jles! 8 la5l Jelse [ YYE

T Ol an dmadls s b b Gaate |y Laasl 0T 457 s o3ls Ol 08 WL shiaslias
OB Ly bt Lz Ol 31 s (SLad 3 -5 L1187 3,87 3505 0 Kta 53 ¢l

"UJ}T\;*“-’A{\)‘{}":@&A)}:&‘})%}a‘wg‘\gpl’fﬂ‘:ﬁw

Sox 9 asl f
13 OLES Laabl ol bl Jinsss 55 eddimdl (laalshe ) g il yie Sl (V) Jgdr
W@..\sggdxfm“wU@,%,:mt,,\gu;)};;pr|¢¢péuJ§>4§
o La0T (gl a8 5 iyl ol )87 0L e iils (gl o b sie 5 035 LSS

S

bas>lao yd oubcdl sbdgio ) Jeu>
Wdlgho ) W g A Yoo

Glf slgiiny &,

3,555k 0oy IS
e 03 4,84 30 g0 055 Ole 55 oLzl 5550 03 ST adedes —

;,L_:),,.s.uﬁfﬁ,n,,s;,pz:b\r»-

Sosmd a3l odomy caales &1y

LaT U pamas glaan o)l 31 5,5 0 e
O 515 & 3 skomy (slaales B, olst 03,5,5 4 gla s
o Ok Cadle G Oy g0 4 3,55k Bl skl slas, 3L
L L s Lol sbewl dew g &

edils LS‘;')&' s sl 5L Gl Ul g

Ul 5l 518
_ ey o PR
:b\si)&?jgsﬁ;?wdzbw‘oik;aﬂbchnﬂ—

oo p il S8l 4SS
5 Izl Lo

b \in HEE Y LUV G | P
23] E)
C - S]

las Oledr ¢5 0 sl Sl

odiasl | :)}5)'\_36}:?)\54_3(:.1& & podd CJM&YJJ‘&;“@U‘} oY) Jsg
05,5 93 ilin L;\ﬁrgs‘- 0351 saanl 5 O geiils Jluyasbobl » laaly Llul w5

M)GAQL"MA‘)‘J.:{J)MJ‘GM'LJJK

! referential adequacy



YYV [ sl olfiils mgioly sole dolilad

(83 595 3 o5 55 H 4 GBS 81y "B Og05T 9 de 3 9 gl Y Jau

Sig. X2 15573 Ay olids sl YRR

/0Y0 /YA (VA SVATIRRYZ (/. ££/VQ) Y'Y 3,556 03, NS

</a0Y VAR (VARZAR PN (VARZARDALY 2,555k 025 o5k

e V4/FA Lo/ Y LAV ) AYD siils Ul 5l 518

e FO/FS ANVERDALZ (LYo$)\0 oo Sl 5 Szl Lai>
(VAREDA 1x2 (A vy

Ayl (il yl”

W sy JS W, K
el sy 55

LRI Wit
Ul 515 Ul 5 518

15578 9 ol byl Ol gomlild <O 49 pYo (STl sloged i ICH

3395 3b U0 M N S
pe sl m hole Lasy 55 0359 IS s o 0L (V) 5 (V) slad s S 458 0les

Lo A5 (gl 55l i ealonks 175 5 iyl it )87 0 pmeils o5 0T (5,8, 4
=155 5 PPN =iyl i ,lS) dias o JSKi 1y odiia 51874 glas, 55U 1 o
3l eslial e Ol e 53 1875 5 syl i )87 Ol smeils o (6 lban Sslis 5 < F4ND
S as o OLas Laasly ol (H/0Y = g o /FAA =" ) i il Os g JST s« b 55
3555k S LS 4 53 IS 3l ge 51 (S Olgte 4 il 5 o 35555k 03 (S5 O
AU 0L smeils Lgs a5 b amlian 53T Hled 41875 5 i)l owlis )87 05 8 93 bawy
g7 ol ol e TS 51 s 8 oo e Mol T3 3555 5L ¢ 5 ol e
A e 5 1 ol s sy 5L

(i 1S 0L il 3 SC cdised (51 )



e oSSl b5 50l &) eSS OMan bgiils fygte p 0,955 Jleel 05,185 Jalge / TYA

GlnS 48 ls ai led 358 o G118 3 1y el S fre ST 5,55 50 &K oS Sl
S 03,57 et ia 05 S slgiiy 5 S Mol 15 OT b sk 5305 50 e
55 om0 STy 555550 Jlesl dlazs| 5 ST ol 1 o S35 il5 (on o o pone
L 0T (s 4 LT 8 05 akan (315 os 0 ST 50 0SS 1y (0 it o2 530
).au;ijf‘sﬁ{,gulaojgj_;@@J;y43;),‘&,;.4;\,_rlu;du.;t

.:J;ﬁ)lfyjiizwl;sl.a)lf

S o oxb ol 3 iyl wlid )8 (g gl &G Y
a)\_.ilh_;)_::;4_>1-g@f:)}sj\{wiﬁm}hwwboﬁCAJQJLQ;H):)}S-}L'&L\&»
03 o e i 1355 (S 81 (o 81 Jndly s 31 e S 3 0k 4z i 13,15
)Liﬁaj'_g|Jcl_'ﬁ‘CJJ|}>'aJl3)>|)M|)}:MJ&A?&)‘JJ&L‘JJ‘}ArIJ{‘w‘W
3505053 SIS o bl 103 8 0isb 1y ) 55l s o 5300 s 038 SISl

oS Ol 5 Iy 1y sl l Ly il 5 o 0 S 0 5 A3l 25 Sy g 4 U

45 A den (63,1 5m 3 s UL (D) i 55 ¢ S Glan, 55k 45Ty e i
SHd Ol 3 i 5 Ol il 4 e POl (S8 Uit s s ls 3kl
(Carless, 2016) duus o156 coul 3,550 ol Ooda &5 il
5510l 53 GG Gl hass 53 ety (s 3555k 035 S )ls S
jg;_f.sjg;;wQ\,;‘uW@békéu;m;p;mm\uu:a}bl@',,.\;wlpg
Baker & Hansen, 2010; Ferris, 1997; Lipnevich & )Las, &L ceis
«(Smith, 2009; Serge, Priest, Durlach, & Johnson, 2012; Vardi, 2009
Ob g sils adas 55 «(Nelson & Schunn, 2009) balas L 55 oL gmesils Ul
Butler, ) oujl,s o, 850 5 5,5 5 (Butler & Cartier, 2004; Platten, 2010)
S Wilesls OL&S 55 i sla i st S e slgzin (Godbole, & Marsh, 2013
S 0,10 Ol l 15 etiS o 1SS bt 0T ey 1) ballast a5 0,571 5 a8 o
S g3lezel g bl o ol ol (FRAON, 1991) ol plonil s 415 o 5 1
st 8L pde 0 et 0T )3 (20lS & i o ol OT 15 558 o Olisla S Ul5
Lol s o e DS W5 05 QU5 4 golael o o ey o 5 4 ol
Butler, 1988; Wiliam, 2007; Williams, ) »,1i& ol g tils ible 5 gslis



YYDl olfails sagiol; sole dalilad

Ashford, 1986; Busse, ) LaoT & =51 o s, St L3t Wl 5 oo Lol 2 o1 41997
Sweller, ) 5 1i&K boT 6,8 s5b 5 e cuaS das, 5L L boT 6,8 s 0l 5 (2013
(Merrienboer, & Paas, 1998
e Jia s 3 (5 i oS o (S5 35 55l B11 il Lol sy ol
Ly 53 Lal edsyls Sote b Soe o587 53 i slan) 55k 4 ST Ll el L ey
Goodman, Wood, Hendrickx, 2004; ) wxws ol gU Sdsjlys y3 5,5 aslis

Hatziapostolou & Paraskakis, 2010; Hattie & Timperley, 2007;
S Wlasl s (Goodman et al., 2004) ol,Les 5 0355 (Huxham, 2007

AL Ty (sl Gaas (6,8 5L B 3 ST aslS (g 55 6K s Uls S glasy b
S sl glas, 5L &S s o, Lsl (Hattie & Timpereley, 2007) J s 5 2o
ol S la il s oo JBld 4315 03 0 (55 5515 iy 4 e 45 033 2l (6,8 55 ila
o3litul 5 5,85l p Sdejlys Sute S e a1y IS 3,550 9 (Huxhum, 2007)
035 S o 45,15 55k O Kia s 5 (S S e Sl bt sla o 3 0T
395 e a5 3L (6 8 LS 4 Ol n 5 O gl &5 o b iz 2l 3 55 3L
0352 S g Oles p3Y sl 5wl (WoO, Wood, & Middleton, 1978)
LLa 5 La oUly gl 51 Lacaly sl (BLST 215 o jktus 55 5 5L &S5 O 5 L) 55
s shr SSae il o3 28 DS 5 IS Lol b g ol ) 4T ol gils Cans

33853b Oog molgl Y F
2 685 53,55 Lok miils (6,555 53 sl aly Jele 3,5k S s 555
.(Bitchener et al., 2011; Ferris, 2003; Lizzio & Wilson, 2008) «—.! o7
old g slas) 5k ax S1as ol il S o e S R sl
S 55 §l gl ga el iy (EiS, 2010) a5 51 oYU mlas 4 onie 15 o0
Han & Hyland, 2015; Sachs & Polio, ) aus’ i ol 5 01,815 o s 35 554
(2007

SIS e s ags Ol 03,55k (glime O3 mslsl Bl iash 5o
n (LVE/EY) 17 5 (1PN 0) iyl s )IS Ol somils 05,8 55 8 ks 51l 5, 5 3L

ajjf):wd)btuﬁajwj.\iv\:ﬁthQTM)KQC&J{JQJlJLw)}s-JLétuO;ﬁ



e oSSl b5 50l &ty eSS OMan Lgmmiils gte g 859550 Jleel 805,J85L Jelge [ T

355550 0 lime & oin W5 S 6 Lal Ol gmetils (/A0 = g /0 F =T ) i
(S g Z.u;fq.linj«ou\;;f@fn (S 5 Sz (53 533 4 (S e C%QT&M:SUM
IS 4 oSl e Bl56 (sl g5l 1 OL gty (bl stasolis i o)l ol ol
Ob s iils Lol 5l gladbsel 55 B B 35l oo o See b b 15 1 0T
s a3, 25k 6 5 ol g o
e b sk Sap o sk bl Ul e oS5 5 oS Lt )y 6 i F
“!CD;J;\")-‘%OTJ(-’;Q"‘)‘)(‘-’J”'J‘:"'?r{fi-:b
s el (b e 6 0SS el dar L ki o bl g ) el F
ot G o (B 5 s 5 038 S5 15 s lims ol 5
13,85 Hllesl omail g5 o 19031 0w 5l 317 oo ST o5 Lot s sl 4 0

slaast «(Nicol, 2010; Poulos & Mahony, 2008) - i sls iass Asles
4_3gL_é'J)[)lj'_:aj_g\).sj_>'-6_§.:.sQ\J;L}'H\)U:)fjlf:\h“mgs\:()wyb&hj};
S o s e 253 O3 4 1 355 Bl yaabiobl o SLmiils 3,55k 6,5
31 0L gmeiils 48T Wl e ol elsb o, 5l S S 3l Ol a-leas glaosls o
sl (o eslsl Ol e 4 0L il &7 olas s 5 5L s g Ol 5L 3,555 5L OT )shte 55
GLae3ls «(/NF) odomy (6 sou Lol (1) e e (/YY) pmnadus slaojls JIB s
ol Lo s g ST O e 5 (19) Ol g5 BB Jas s 5 ((1VY) 5
SLa s LS o o |y IS ol a8 Cils w1y 51 i 1 i Balial 55 adyy Ll 5 e
Carless, 2006; ) L Lscws 4 cul ool sdmsolas Jol 0L Slallas s b
Can, 2009; ) awss 08315 s bewde 5 (Ferguson, 2011; Price et al., 2010
LIS e 56 sy 5 3L 03,8 0l (JONSSON, 2012

lme ¢S Ty5 Cenl 1 53 (Han, 2017; Han & Hyland, 2015) s iy Sos
s gl calio pub oy Ulasls ST, 550 L 8155 6,8 00 T b 5,505k
33 0T 55 53,550 glulis v ga ole 53 45" wleeils 0L (Sasch & Polio, 2007)
das o OLES by p el et 55 ctimad OT 31 6,8 5b 53,550 Jlasl gl slal Jsle
U A &5 5l pebans 4y sl OL gl 5 S (BIST 05 S 4 5 o 55 BT oS
ol (Han & Hyland, 2015; Rosa & Leow, 2004) & 45 des ¢ las ) 5L
31 ST 5 olin 4 148 a0l 35 39,20 Je s ((RODINSON, 1995)



VYNV /00 el8ils (g5l (sale Aalilad

S e s o a5 55l 65 55 (6,8 0L oMb 330550 Lol cdits age ol e
Jlasl T 5 55 Las 5755 ol Bl 5 o CIlan (pl 598 o 0, S 5L 35 a3 45 0liil |
S e 48T s edalie bl gt 53 .S (6)sTal 1) 0T 5,m S5k 53,55 5L
$lazy 55 den Sl A3 ¥ St Ol U5 Lanay 5 (limn 25753 53 Ol il
033 0L an 1y 355 e a8 G tils slataly laskwl 5,8 o 155 15 sdtidles!
Cmwd 4 Ol O e iils o 5 Lasy 65 5L (sline &S50 50 S 2 sl cdis § o0

S s 15 0T 51 685k 5 basy 55 5 (6,8, & auT 3 5 55T

Obgxiils Sy oblgs b 3595 3L (S GWWILS Jlgsoanl ¥ .F
315555k @5 e b Lo e 1) )55 5105 5 0 5 (i ol pa g OB S S 5
Sl m 3 ol 3l Olgse 5 (L O/8% =1 75 5/ W/ 0 = )| _olidy1S) dizadls n Ol gl
Ol gnils 31 g (6 St 55 4 L8l i1 OL gty Lo 5 55k Jlas pe
S La0T sla Ul o Jlsanl 8 dizdls 0l WOT.(/0V> 5 VA/FA=' 5 5518
GLajls a8 i als 55 Ol e dils b o o 5 LOT Jlesl pds 5, 55 (gla (gee s
Y= S5 g TFY =il s )8) (g (A S5 5 INF =iyl wlis ) o ls
(ales gy LOT U1 o 31 2y Loy g5l (Y =1 287 570 =)l ol )8) 23,
|53 5 byl i) 05,8 53 pa iz 8 sy g5 5l (6,8 5 g poke @ ool o 3
s IVl (1 Sl s dilan 2 ld SLasl o s | Lo 550 51 o5
2l Ledsil glaeyl S e oS 5o kin b 4 o)l 8 5 Gree Ll das ) 5 5L
33 2 by 5l (i (61500 Oln 4z ST izl o 55 GUI5 Slos (i 82055
Ol g ils Uy wld 53 Lal e3g3 05,5 595 lasy g5 lasl 1, 1875 5 i)l it S 05 §
3D s 0 6l ) s U dad e 55l s 31 (6 i Hland Al w187 0L g iils o 2SS
1 (15 1 p3Y (o gy romr g8 51,2) o b 5 (13 53 oslizal Fodomy sla bl
Al e 35 s 51 51

e OE S S8 15 15 s 3050 55 1y Slsimanl ) Y5 Lo (5 G8 (s b
e Wl (LFF =1 ST /O =i yl) 5 e 2 S 1T e ol (sl 1y s
50U gmeiils 201y alS 1 oS 5 5 YV =1 s 5 TP =i )) Laaly (slastl 5311 )

35 oS b ils o8 s 51L(0F =1 s 5P =i ) Leaaly asll adly L8 se@y



e oSSl L5 50l &y LeSS OMans bgiils fygte w9955 Jleel 305 ,l5L Jalge [ TYY

3550 ol S 15 B8 sl sy 5 6,5 4 pte Julse 51 (S5 Olasl s
-
& /. - e - - - . . . . .
ool S (Sl 4 51 S 5 3 Wly ol Cand @315 48 s om0 S
j.v:_.i".,ULgH_iﬁJQ_A.g;_mlga@bj)&i{ﬁddjj\d\ngi{V.A\‘,éqbu,’:;.ub».\/
1 i g AR gl SIS s oSl e S e
Slseals ool s 1y (bl 33151 31 Ji SUasl) oyl Aoy Ob gmmtils 31 Ko &
tadls
) ol Ll (g g ils S 3 Ul ) e Ledaly sl LS (ST s S5 e A
e Sy | s A o sl Le il g bl (g gonils &S5 Ul 1 e o el
riils Lo 16 1o sl bl (651 5l s &S (s JalST diails 65 0357 (oSG e sl A
el gmils &S5 0155 1 G (65 D e 5 5als B e
‘)M‘)LSL&)EM‘Z)\ub‘)‘&:;)\hb‘)dlﬂ}z;abbywﬂmfjQ‘jlmr}.waj_}f
ol oy e G5 el (55T (o0 JSS e 3 S sl 0 (6 3555 5L cpl dlesh N
«.C,.m:i‘jlbl.ac.aJ&jsﬁaﬁbd(.lj\r.a:)}ﬁ-)'l{d‘@bﬁ-)sgj
YU sl oS slo31051 4 o 2SS e o 03LeT iy 2555 (51 oS oSS o )
Sl Jl Gy 0 bl 3 5 3l ilate o ALl s 2810 sl (S5 S S5
‘}_:\.M};.J&Jm).x_f>)\>,\_L;;\&U'\@,‘gj!;ag:.:\uuﬂﬁj,;m,us@wﬁu
(s il Do
uj‘}iu.aut_,_..é_,.aQ:.Z...éd..s\.leJSC,:;:.Uyw.s).sj.s()\j}sa\)ha\éhwg
ol ST e e QLS R g5 Adey (Gl 0L gmeiils sla SUlg sy 5L (sla e 3L
Andrade & Evans, 2013; ) aus” s b 5 o571 35555k St 1Ll 5 on (S gpeenl
5,550 oy S s 5 ) (Danierl, et al., 2016; Nassaji & Swain, 2000
iy pie 1y 35505 saasastyl «(Poehner, 2008) 'L 5 51 o 5 Ol s & Lasaly sk
o 3, g SKoely Oln LB s 0 Sk 5 a8 3y Oollanl Al 03 57 ol 6

! dynamic assessment
2 responsiveness



YYY [ lal olfisls 295 0b) cole dolilas

3 ol 3l cliwly en s (Lantolf & Poehner, 2014; Storch, 2018) s
S S50 St ssb aly ;815 sla gl 4 Coi SB35 55k ey Slatas
Andrade & Evans, 2013; ) Ulasl 5 5 oUl5 a0 Cand i 05l slas 5550
Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994; Nassaji & Swain, 2000; Erlam, Ellis &
53,750 L ol il 04 8 55 Wlg e, 50 8150 s, ool (Batstone, 2013
(Daniel, et al., 2015) wss 215301, 5,8 5L Il

ol el sy 55 5 K5 0 g )l g 1SS Olge 4 Gl smanl bl rag o
L b 0) ake 5 283 ol 0L sla U1y 31 el (laslinl (6,5 o )3 4l Ll 5 oo
el 038135l o OL S Colin 55 55 5L B0 5 1 slawl 457 ABL xdls Ob geiils (4
e |y S sl 1,585 O gl 51 s iyl canlid IS 0L sl 487 Lsls OLES ba asdly
o S Lozl baslinl g Cotlid Wl g o bYs 5 SO imils e lpds gbas ) o5 5L
e Ol 5 3,5 5 S e gla_tags ol o875 8555 53 45 Bl 17 0L gl
Laaly sl jiiy Sl o 575 Ol iy 057 sl 5 L lled o] s &
osb s g Sl iy oo B 43 gd o Al Ol gl 4 Cad 15575 O zeiils
2 Ol iils SUIS o 5 Las, g5l o 2y Jlsiman 4 et catal G b 5 acl 5
dpST3 558 53 Ol smiils il (Rl L oS s o 5 4l s 09 1 Calod s | 575 ko
s o o ol i Sy Laaly glastiul gla oUlg o LaoT coind 5 bl
355 e 12575 0L g 23l 050 (555 Lataly ALl ) 5L 811 (K58 B TTa 5t
oS o B

SLassb b adly S 3y g Sl (SLadl (gl m il5 n 48 (6505 ¢ g e
Sl 53 s ol 4 S 35 sldd e T )85 5 .l QHM‘J‘&MTJK}P
s 457 Wlosls0LES ey Gla sy (Bandura, 1997) .l o5 sl s 53 slaads s
351350 Gl JalS plail 515 LadT WUl 5 e O e ils (T 875 5 sla sl ol
AT, 5 3l mhaw bl g5 s (Nietfeld, Cao, Osborne, 2006)
a3l Lasy g5 5k Jlasl (sl 55 (bl (sla Ul plonit 511 OT Sl (Sl b 53 5057
o 055 Ly o s Lal kil £ 5 5L Jlesl Ul La 0T 05 0Ly 4 it

Van )Q\)Liw)fi;isyﬂj}_ Al o b o slas ) 5 50 Jlesl s ST s

! self-efficacy



el 05 }5,{! Ay (oSS Mz lgmiils ygie 0,95 3b Jlasl 505 550 Julse /[ YYY¥

15 e 0L o il (TS5 55 o 47 oulesls oLis (Dinther etal., 2011
ols (Wang & WU, 2008) 55 5 o855 calin ;pb a3 55 Clab & (65155 pelann
C‘,k_hal{3\}\)'\}:.&:;.x)lajjﬁ-ﬁévuT)Lfsjﬁ-L;YliLguck»j\ngi}aiu'b«fvu;f@
Sa gl 45 W55l ol 55 edkbanst s O Ktia gy s 38 g0 ol 553 Jlews Jo 55 ol
)J}J&ﬁ;ﬁ)t{(@‘d‘ﬁ%}@{:‘jjw@f@;‘}&w})dv\ATJK)P‘SYl{
S iyl s, 0L e iils 45T Ly ki 4 (Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 1995
Jlasl Sty e ylsy s (gl ,87s 5 &5 oS st 1S3 0L gl 4 o
St 3l g s Wiy e S s b ol gy Nl S 0l |y S glas 5 3L

.g;M\J:,:ﬁL;Lau;,n,;”}lw}g‘.xfﬂﬂbr,;alw'ubls;,;

oo b 9 il i F LF
31035 0 Sl A2B g gn 293 05 4 1) 355 Dl yasbobl o Sl gmtils o5 6 K s
=1 STs 5V E = a ) Ol il 1 (S mnad 3 Uil La (s 0 L3 g5
P Lo e (sla s S rmnat 53 0T Uizl as g5 5L 1 5 457 imbls Oy (1 1Y/
i o i 3l eyl § bl skl &7 slas, 5l sle) &b 8 e T I e
L5 s oSl oSS slgrig b s ool 8 Bl 3 i e &5 51 st O ¢ K05
Jt_‘,;lbuws;p&_:\uu;u@@?;ugTﬂ‘(mm&QﬁJ@,t,ﬁdlﬁ@\fﬁj
IV FDFF =T ) s g 035 5 e Wy 55k Jlesl 1 e S 5 (6,56 JDizl
L§u°‘kﬂ‘6u-’%b"L'j':.'.)bl'“bJ)")L'd‘j‘j}b‘ﬁsdhf@‘baﬁa‘cbgﬁ%
J.|"U-"-’L;‘C:’.'jQ‘:’.j’.“‘;’sb"’)‘}‘;ﬂ_‘)”bf."ﬁ‘ E)j%)ﬂykjlﬁ%ﬁfd)kd‘ja}i{le-
LA e 53 (6, 9 S Cola OLEs - A
‘J&Lagfféq]‘;iﬁd)|53;45.3}.3d‘&@&‘ff))&)l&kﬁ&b&b&é}&
331855 0l gl a5tz a ki 8 e 0l Ls g e 3 Loyl 8 slralr b o 0 s
J)\}.&jcwugﬁj‘)CLSJLaT)J&jj__v:bbﬂb}‘ﬂt)b-bu‘}buvuué%bjlf
u@jw@- 33 555 (6 ,S% Il L gl 1) Olislealy (glastinl slasl s (4lie

Llous 4§ 0 miils ol s 1 5 slad B s iz o sb



YO | Dol olKiils ol oode dolilad

1bls pSlel 3,555 Sl eslial e gl 1) 5 58l ) OL ety 51 (S Y
La;)T);s&;.a\,_ab_~,,,k;,‘r;su;,;ﬁg\,m,\{\a\él?sbﬁ@tfw;tm,;»
((.rsﬁuﬁwluﬁcﬂdwbubf&bgbﬁS.XATr}EJA{.C..\;_..U
3 6l Slslgiiy 5 g sle awlS gla idun icuiS 1S (g mmtils &S5 Y
C@,;Q_,,J)‘v;m,\?buoT«f@\POﬁjimb;uf;ﬁmyﬁg\)otﬁm}k
«.r;sjfa.\i;ubg)f;pmuﬁ)@rﬁ@t,y&;‘.\;,)uomg;l.\?s
e 3 Sl 035103, Sleom 1 0L it 2l o0 1S (6,05 (61,573 (sl NP
rils LSl 5 Cgr (1) wal B ol e oS alee 3515 OLL 3 055 bl S ol
u.ral.\swbal)
:sfokiﬁ:ﬁasﬁ\s&.\b
Opr o5 Do 15y 93 o) o8 Sl o 3l (el slal) 6815 JSCin et 0 10
Jralse 1S3l m 1 by o) e 02 8l e 1, La T e (S il Loy g Alle
crl 3l (s epasm 03,8 oslimal WS o S paliiosss oS (Sae 2Ll
@;ﬂ,vﬂ.ugﬁfc,w>gb(;}s.ijuukfou;«f(;b@q-;a!,ul,sduf-;;éq
038 03l 1) 55555l e L 35 S 05 a4 p el 4 OLY 3 S

w835 555 0L gmeiils (6 S6 Il L (gl o Ains o OLES ol S (ad B J&5 oy
e 35k dlest gite 3T s a1 sl slgiiy 1) LoT ol b Sl jlse 4 g k5 4571,
A3 S5 Jlesl e oSOl Lai 5 cods al 5 Clas (3 g gl
(Hoomanfard, et al., 2018) , K5 tas% 55 5 b Slajidu 45 &5 458 Olan
i 5 e 1y 355 e 253 0L 4 4T Sl il e TS5 5 (sla sl cmlesls O
o,Lsl 5ty (KOrMOS, 2012) 5,108 o 56 boT 5,55 5L Jlasl sla SI1 5 oy J !
Jlasl 5 iy 03 (53 Sk Ol il 2083 3 (GeTHI87s 55 (sl s sk pelawn 4 2 o7
35555k s 1l b ablia (gl 03V 15 BB 1) 5 il 15 05 o 2 Las 50 5L
Py ey o3 ALy (255 A e as BB ss (ol (Slaa 2 L 4571575 Ol gl s e
(Kumar & Stracke, 2007) wewa Hs, 55 5 sdsT,85 5 YU o 51 48 ey o0

CA_AjLaAC,_Gq-); ‘J LQQTCJJ QLJ}&&\A&U}:)&L} a\ﬁ@ca.\ﬁf.&;‘.}‘j}jl{ gﬁ-‘

Linter-rater reliability
Zintra-rater reliability



e oSl b5 50l &) eSS EMan bgiils fete p 8,95 50 Jleel 805 ,la5L Jelge [ YY'F

OIS 5 &Sl (om0 bily o )L 0 STl 5 (6,8 Il Lo (5l
£33 0L 1 e Jalas 0L il &7 Jlo oS blaly o «(Cumming et al., 2018)
s ol 53 clie job 43 sd ot (1,50 osb 1y eSSl oSST Jlez| (i1l
G S nde i ae 5 S5 Bl S il wlid )8 0L getils 45T W5 S odalie
Las g Paal Las s a4ty bas, 5L 5 (6 S sldad cdzals 15875 0L gmelils 4 Sl
OT o e 48 (55 L) (o2 0 ol oo i sl sy o 5 outisl e SU
J)U;..AJ'L;;;.L;Iﬁd,ui)&:;)\),A,ol{)‘j;}M&\}:ﬁj(pwdjlop;h};@m,;

515 e Sl 5 (g S

S5 4o 0
o PSS (SLa i 03 (st 2050 30lse 2SS S (S s 4 Bl (AST R
Ol s ils Bl yaal 0L o Lazaly asbul 5, 50 5,8 8 4 pde Y5 dm cpss 0L
23185 5 Ayl alid )8 (g Bl OF (B gt ol 53 . Sls 1Sy 5 | pulid S
Sl eslizal pie (gl 3 g5 J5¥s U s S 08 0 sl (55T B1LSS g (sl8 4 L2
4S5l s Cmdui g3 Shew  slaassl ST S50 1 Olislaaly dslal glas, 5L
5L, 55k Sl saals (03 5 sl s, 55k 00 S sl 53 0L gmiils LY
o GRaBl (Cpiman 15,8 o gl e STl 5 (oSG Ml Lais 5 LOT gla oUl s
pe Ol 03 1,57 5 Al b IS 0L g tils a S48 5 ol ol Silis pg 2,
pobe Lol i 87 5Ly alie jsb 4 009 (S 5 005 sl o s Lo, 55 S5 S
5 Las, 55k Sl peaals 5 e Sl 5 (6,85 IDzal Lo 1 e OT daw 5 3, 55 Jles
Oty Sl a5 b ks o (B onl slaadl g0 S 53 G131 blE 0T sla Ul g
Ob s ils 5 e e 0l (Covert-Vail, Collard, 2012; Kinsley, et al., 2015)
Gl 55 5y sl dbasls s Ul b oS deen Soglize 03,8 551875 5 iyl wlis S
03,5 55 Dy dy Sl o 5 LIS a3 ALy b5 asb0bl S Ol a4y 3 sliss
..uudﬁ)\4\?\%@,%@@,;6@;9)&};«;\;;&;\&@

Loy 555k L Obmtils (6,850 S8 0 6505 4 L5 gr 3l in g slaasly
I3l 05 53 eode 285 13 8,8 S 53 dla 0T (65,08 @ pike Y 5 Lol L
55l Lasy 550 L 0L g tils (6,8 )3 457 dias e 0L Laacdl L3l axils &S Lk pgs



YV [ Ol olfiils mgiol; sole dolilab

3,554 o n 2ol (@l ) el GL 5 o ble (L eolal b 4 Yl s i
sdiaslyl 555550 ol amile Olgie 4y 635 5 Jases Julse o5 ((Ellis, 2010) .1
S o b AT g5y B 55 S e B e OS5 68 5
SIS s L s e il 2alS 1 lasleity < pRasy onl sl 8L 4L
RS s Ll sy 5L 05 IS oI55l Jalse 51 sl 05,8 108 e 11, 55
S s S 2l S SISl e 5 LS ey o i o e Glal o Ao
Can & Walker, 2014; Carless, 2006; ) ;> 5,55 5L Sl s as LaoT

Ferguson, 2011; Holmes & Papageorgiou, 2009; Hoomanfard, et al.,
Sl Sy yn,5 il o IS s, 500 ot ol 51 5 (2018; Regan, 2010

Hatziapostolou & Paraskakis, 2010; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; )
S 6y 553U Sl (glas sama Laialy glaskal &5l ol ang by, (HUxham, 2007
3 148 game 31,1 L il 5 oo Localy (slasknd 65,8 1S & agy Lol 3 sl 6l 2 1) IS 5
.x_;SwLw.m;;TuM;L;Jli;js.(,,;ol{)'@ycw\ﬁbﬁagbékém)fgp
Fi s SV ab 5 s i Sl dhs (o Nk e SLhy 5 s 1 S
Flo L Ol gl 0387 1855 (ol dlo e 93 05,80 03500 295 0L 4 ey L aabOLl
)Q,\_ﬁss‘y}_bL;lw;L;lﬁ@suéu)uu#%&:&\ﬂéfduws;w‘W
g 4y Ol smeidls Al 5 oo IS Glas,y o5 5L ol S eslinal W (sla sl )5 eslinal
S 35 O e B 0 Al Laialy A5 et ST 0 - an ey g0 S 35 (5 e
S 68 1 0T v s basy 5L ol Jlasl 5 0L ol
Loz 555k I L asl 5 o Lesal ) (slastid o8 Cnlas 555k 05 g0 eadlsl cpss Jolo
O 315 51487 505 oo sl Lealy (slaskinl 4 e gos (g iS5, 8 gl 0T sl 31 Colas
Jlesl 5 b5 unT 3 aS 1 2 S 1m 5,5 550 Bl sl ooy (5520 Slas bl
Ol gty Lo gainn o5 5 4 0L a2l (61 ) b S 5555 (355 43,5551
Bl o ) Lacoade 16 S0 g il Laslil ¢ piman ST o sloul (il i8S
Lsxf)lj‘\_z}'}j‘ﬁ.ml{‘\Li‘)Ldﬁ\)}b‘)}kﬂj‘&.w)b6}3&3‘}2{&\.’:_}?;@‘3\3u\l.;\.w);.
Lol ol 4 ol g 5 358 o il 0S5 0 8 4 e iy g Mo S
G it Slals Sl p 3 b el b lan 6555 (g (6t LS B 555 o pon (slalex
g.,_suﬁ)c.;a;:t,tu,x;\,:@mwcxswrf,;ﬁb,u)\wuﬁogﬁhm,::ﬁas

..,LISJ.:@,..JOLﬁﬁsﬁdelﬁbW&éijTS))(&ﬁ‘&ﬁ&)ﬂw/gt{rJ



e oS3 315 gl Ay LeST OMams bgmidls fygte p 0,95 5b Jleel 805505k Jalse [ YYA

Ob il 457 (s 53 .l O e ils 6la QUL 5 Loy 55k (Sl sieanli cp g Jule

Lazaly glastiwl 531000 51 i SlWsl 5 0L seiils o8l 2315 cls,5T Slsbeanl opl sl
O geils (3 lawkindl 57 (511 (53 Slaaali ; ~hol & O b 3 25 5 oMo ol
555 0L gmiils (lacans 5l LUl Sl awlie & 53 48 35, o sl ol Lazaly (glaskzul |
Ju;om.Jgjt_wruj_;ungﬁbogﬁumuéut_fwm;)};;w.\;5\.\:1
«(Lantolf & Peohner, 2014; Storch, 2018) .lesls olis i Lo iasie
(i 1 A e cdibbod s b 053 0L 0SSl o b ST gl g5 3L
o s o3l 3 5t oS 4 S 0len (ol p O3l il axils (85l AT 8 55 (s e
Line ol 03,108 oo 36 T 5,55 50 dleel Ol O somils (T8 5 (sla, sl 5L
o a5 L I il axils 1 5 55k Jlasl Ul O gl Sl o Sn a2 ST a8
Ob gz zils gl )85 5 sla sl e Rl B S s OT dlasl 3l e85 5 5L
(Bandura, 1997) c_ubaoT 55 ode gbejs p 038 bl 53 SUl5 e sl diajls
Sl G5 1) bl )18 O g il ¢ ilaie (5 IS 5ua b sl OIS o
s T a5k ol auT 5 e S50 Jamal L1 LOT b S Jous (sla dloes > s alis
cguu,pg.wjdu@m};yé;mcbgw;,ﬂ@t&_ﬁpujucﬁ
S elazaly slaskial ()8 b5 Wsd ;S 55 ode s (laeds 55 il i 1S5 Ol il
m),_.,,;,_a)s..uu,.g_gt.?gﬁ:”@;du@ﬁ\,gf@uss,;m\?uaT
dﬁ&fo\iﬁubguupmbu\;\@,;&Q;y@&\{mmlde
L ol o Ol il S8ty (a5l & 15 o ol ol 8L by ke e glaa 2
.(Barouche-Gilbert, 2016; Gilmore, et al., 2015) walosls 555 slas, b
&S5k & el (Lave & Wenger, 1991) " e basl> potin by 55 ol slgity
S WUls o JolS S H ks e s (gl aile ES ke I (6 1y Lol iy ¢SS U s
Ol e 01 03 6,8 13 (plainly 3550 ol iad; OT QLlid ) w5 el 01,515
Jis 5 b il 3 0L 3 b ks (5151 (el e by 5l 585 55 3 STl
Sl Laialy bl (5 s 4ol p ks ol pl i3y ool § 3 0 53 ST llab azi; OT 5o
Sl S b Lataly dilal ¢ opl ol ol O s S 45 O geils Colln
ywj‘@uu:)tisJy\‘(,j;og;du\;u)(\ S 3 355 O il o 1y 68 95

AL azdls Pl (6 g 4 Ob seiils Colds 6l il sl (Y 5 oode

! community of practice



YYa SIS INCEHN $2950b) ool delilad

Sl 5 (5 S izl L (51 Ol gmmils AN clas 55l 51 o KK p ol Jole
S S sl olad ol Laaly lastial ¢ JSan opl 05 o 51 Gl Sl i 5 e
:PL;L;A\)JEMIng.\;ftlé::jﬁ-ﬁj\.\;J\ﬂ«:)jﬁ-)‘l.:d&s!c.uélq-qou.}liﬁddl:
o 15 o s 53 LS50S bl 5 a5 4 4 b ss sl G mler 00
3ylse 5 O Sl Ol ooyl e ) 355 el 516 dads |y oo b ol OL sl
355 e 5 oMol 4 Gy 555 15 Ol il (o LS L b Loy 5Ll ST p s (b
s STl g baallie &1 5t b g (658 Vil L L oS dial gy 0T Sl 5 S 5, 550 L
;p:dQ}QQﬂ\;@Q,‘,&&!:Q}BQxlj@f\d\.xfcwl\)sfa\ﬁ
25h gt gale S¥ame O1p5ls b dils 61y OT U5 iz on

N uf“)l—i;)(ﬁ-’ 0L GG 855 01 Sy S a0l Jhags dalsl )
LoT Aoty 515875 5 i)l b gomiils GuaT, 875 55 (sla sk pebaws gy 0 457 35 00 sty
e el 458 48T das Ol Wl et ol il Letaly aslal (glas 5 5L Jles
sl bl (il A il (6,850 5 e 2ol LT o il e ale 5 S
Ol 5l 275 5 iyl O g iils sla Ul 5 Lealy (slaskul (slacuind Cllas ¢ puioean
03313, 3 (onsp 353m il Ol setils Ja 5 las ) 5L 51 (6 83k 5 edlase el
Oyzeen 3,5 (Pishghadam & Jajarmi, 2016) s ol 5 p5 2 25 0nl
u;,\is.x;ﬁjéﬁbwb;l:.ﬂl@f..:.sb;w\¢»}tj¢yju;,=\,du>bi6,u\m
a3 OB s bamLan oS Td 3 o &y ol (e o a0 OB 1 ale O 0
sl b L5 jo g (Sla 255 53 g b go (] 457 3,15 Copadl o ASL 0 - Jas (51
Sl 35,8 e 5l i Gl padsn a5 23 B 8 1S ey 3550 5555k
(3 Tl g 631 s Ol 53le 0L 487 Gl il 3l 5 o O K53, 0Ll ¢ 20035
D55 6 oS I has ol plonil i 13 s 3550 1y A28 o e O3 oyl 3L )
LS A (gla dame 3 053 O 4 S 5313 8 Sy 4 Ll o il a8 8 ool
S

bﬁﬁﬂblﬁw;rl;u‘]a}ﬂ:)}&j@ﬂj%w\:un.(\fi/\)MLW)}MBMQJ;QLA}A

XOY-XYY oo ¥F 65lad N Jlo s 89 20 (oSS 0L5 511 01,515 2,50 S



e oSl 5 5g0] &) eSS Mans Lgmiils ete p 859550 Jleel 8051850 Jelge / T

References

Aljaafreh, A., & Lantolf, J. P. (1994). Negative feedback as regulation and second language
learning in the zone of proximal development. The Modern Language Journal, 78,
465-483.

Andrade, M., & Evans, N. (2013). Principles and practices for response in second language
writing: Developing self-regulated learners. New York: Routledge

Ashford, S. J. (1986). Feedback-seeking in individual adaptation: A resource perspective.
Academy of Management Journal, 29(3), 465-487.

Baker, B., & Hansen Bricker, R. (2010). The effects of direct and indirect speech acts on
native English and ESL speakers’ perception of teacher written feedback. System, 38,
75-84.

Bandura A (1997) Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: Freeman.

Barouch-Gilbert, A. (2016). Academic probation: Student experiences and academic
probation: Student experiences and self-efficacy enhancement. Journal of
Ethnographic & Qualitative Research, 10(3), 153-164.

Bitchener, J., Basturkmen, H., East, M., & Meyer, H. (2011). Best practice in supervisor
feedback to thesis writers. Retried from <http://akoaotearoa.ac.nz/best-practice-
supervisor-feedback.>

Boud, D. (2015). Feedback: Ensuring that it leads to enhanced learning. The Clinical Teacher,
12(2), 3-7.

Bounds, R., Bush, C., Aghera, A., Rodriguez, N., Stansfield, R. B., & Santeen, S. A. (2013).
Emergency medicine residents’ self-assessments play a critical role when receiving
feedback. Academic Emergency Medicine, 20, 1055-1061.

Burke, D. (2009). Strategies for using feedback students bring to higher education.
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 34, 41-50.

Busse, V. (2013). How do students of German perceive feedback practices at university? A
motivational exploration. Journal of Second Language Writing, 22(4), 406-424.

Butler, A. C., Godbole, N., & Marsh, E. J. (2013). Explanation feedback is better than correct
answer feedback for promoting transfer of learning. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 105(2), 290-298.

Butler, D. L., & Cartier, S. C. (2004). Promoting effective task interpretation as an important
work habit: A key to successful teaching and learning. Teachers College Record, 106,
1729-1758.

Butler, R. (1988). Enhancing and undermining intrinsic motivation: The effects of task
involving and ego-involving evaluation on interest and performance. British Journal
of Educational Psychology, 58(1), 1-14.

Caffarella, R. S., & Barnett, B. G. (2000). Teaching doctoral students to become scholarly
writers: The importance of giving and receiving critiques. Studies in Higher
Education, 25(1), 39-52.

Can, G. (2009). A model for doctoral students' perception and attitudes toward written
feedback for academic writing. (PhD Dissertation). Utah State University, Utah, USA.

Can, G., & Walker, A. (2011). A model for doctoral students’ perceptions and attitudes
toward written feedback for academic writing. Research in Higher Education, 52,
508-536.

Can, G., & Walker, A. (2014). Social science doctoral students’ needs and preferences for
written feedback. Higher Education, 68, 303-318.

Carless, D. (2006). Differing perceptions in the feedback process. Studies in Higher
Education, 31(2), 219-233.

Carless, D. (2016). Feedback as dialogue. Encyclopedia of Educational Philosophy and
Theory 1-6. Retrieved from
<http://link.springer.com/referenceworkentry/10.1007/978-981-287-532-7_389-1.>

Covert-Valil, L., & Collard, S. (2012). New roles for news times: Research library services for
graduate students. Retrieved from
http://www.arl.org/storage/documents/publications/nrnt-grad-roles-20dec12.pdf.




Yf‘ / (””>|;€b}ﬂ oKisls 6@5)&;[-‘) k5°J$ dolilad

Cumming, A., Yang, L., Qiu, C., Zhang, L., Ji, X., Wang, J., Wang, Y., Zhan, J., Zhang, F.,
Xu, C,, Cao, R., Yu, L., Chu, M., Liu, M., Cao, M., Lai, C. (2018). Students’ practices
and abilities for writing from sources in English at universities in China. Journal of
Second Language Writing, 39, 1-15.

Daniel, S. M., Martin-Beltran, M., Peercy, M. M., & Silverman, R. (2015). Moving beyond
yes or no: Shifting from over-scaffolding to contingent scaffolding in literacy
instruction with emergent bilingual students. TESOL Quarterly, 7(2), 393-420.

Ellis, R. (2010). A framework for investigating oral and written feedback. Studies in Second
Language Acquisition, 32, 335-349.

Erlam. R., Ellis, R., & Batstone, R. (2013). Oral corrective feedback on L2 writing: Two
approaches compared. System, 41, 257-268.

Fedor, D. B. (1991). Recipient responses to performance feedback: A proposed model and its
implications. Research in Personnel and Human Resources Management, 9, 73-120.

Fenton-Smith, B., & Humphreys, P. (2016). Language specialists’ views on the academic
language and learning abilities of English as an additional language postgraduate
coursework student: towards an adjunct tutorial model. Higher Education Research &
Development, 36(2), 280-296.

Ferguson, P. (2011). Student perceptions of quality feedback in teacher education. Assessment
& Evaluation in Higher Education, 36(1), 51-62.

Ferris. D. R. (1997). The influence of teacher commentary on student revision. TESOL
Quarterly, 31, 315-339.

Ferris, D. R. (2003). Response to student writing: Research implications for second language
students. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Ferris, D. R., Liu, H., Sinha, A., & Senna, M. (2013). Written corrective feedback for
individual L2 writers. Journal of Second Language Writing, 22(3), 307-329.

Gilmore, J., Vieyra, M., Timmerman, B., Feldon, D., & Maher, M. (2015). The relationship
between undergraduate research participation and subsequent research performance of
early career STEM graduate students. The Journal of Higher Education, 86, 834-863.

Goodman, J. S., Wood, R. E., & Hendrickx, M. (2004). Feedback specificity, exploration, and
learning. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(2), 248-258.

Han, Y. (2017). Mediating and being mediated: Learner beliefs and learner engagement with
written corrective feedback. Journal of Second Language Writing, 69, 133-142.

Han, Y., & Hyland, F. (2015). Exploring learner engagement with written corrective feedback
in a Chinese tertiary EFL classroom. Journal of Second Language Writing, 30, 31-44.

Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational Research,
77(1), 81-112.

Hatziapostolou, T., & Paraskakis, I. (2010). Enhancing the Impact of Formative Feedback on
Student Learning through an Online Feedback System. Electronic Journal of E-
learning, 8(2), 111-122.

Holmes, J. (2001). An Introduction to sociolinguistics. Harlow, England: Longman.

Holmes, K., & Papageorgiou, G. (2009). Good, bad and insufficient: Students’ expectations,
perceptions and uses of feedback. Journal of Hospitality, Leisure, Sport & Tourism
Education, 8(1), 85-96.

Hoomanfard, M. H., Jafarigohar, M. Jalilifar, A. R., & Hosseini, S. M. (2018). Comparative
study of graduate students’ self-perceived needs for written feedback and the
supervisors’ perceptions. Journal of Research in Applied Linguistics, 9(2), 24-46.

Hoomanfard, M. H., & Rahimi, M. (2020). A comparative study of the efficacy of teacher and
peer feedback online written corrective feedback on EFL learners’ writing ability.
Journal of Lnguage Research, 11 (33), 327-352 [In Persian].

Huxham, M. (2007). Fast and effective feedback: Are model answers the answer? Assessment
& Evaluation in Higher Education, 32(6), 601-611.

Kinsley. K., Besara, R., Scheel, A., Colvin, G., Brady, J. E., & Burel, M. (2015). Graduate
conversations: Assessing the space needs of graduate students. Library and
Information Services Faculty Research, Scholarship, and Creative Activity, 3, 1-23.



e eSSl 55 };.J Ay oSS OMass bgiils ke p 0,550 Jlesl 8051050 J.c‘}ﬂ/ YfY

Kormos, J. (2012). The role of individual differences in L2 writing. Journal of second
language writing, 21, 390-403.

Kumar, V., & Stracke, E. (2007). An analysis of written feedback on a PhD thesis. Teaching
in Higher Education, 12(4), 461-470.

Lantolf, J. P., & Poehner, M. E. (2014). Sociocultural theory and the pedagogical imperative
in L2 education: Vygotskian praxis and the research/practice divide. New York, NY
and London, UK: Routledge.

Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lipnevich, A. A., & Smith, J. K. (2009). “I really need feedback to learn:” Students’
perspectives on the effectiveness of the differential feedback messages. Educational
Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability, 21, 347-367.

Lizzio, A. & Wilson, K. (2008). Feedback on assessment: Students’ perceptions of quality
and effectiveness. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 33(3), 263-275.

Mayring, P. (2004). Qualitative content analysis. In U. Flick, E. von Kardorff & I. Steinke
(Eds.), A companion to qualitative research (pp. 266-269). London: Sage.

Morrison, B., & Evans, S. (2018). Supporting non-native speaker student writers making the
transition from school to an English-medium university. Language Learning in
Higher Education, 8(1), 1-20.

Nassaji, H., & Swain, M. (2000). Vygotskian perspective on corrective feedback in L2: The
effect of random vs. negotiated help on the learning of English articles. Language
Awareness, 9, 34-51.

Nelson, M. M., & Schunn, C. D. (2009). The nature of feedback: How different types of peer
feedback affect writing performance. Instructional Science, 37, 375-401.

Nicol, D. (2010). From monologue to dialogue: Improving written feedback processes in
mass higher education. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 35(5), 501-
517.

Nietfeld, J. L., Cao, L., & Osborne, J. W. (2006). The effect of distributed monitoring
exercises and feedback on performance, monitoring accuracy, and self-efficacy.
Metacognition Learning, 1,159-179.

Pavlenko, A. (2007). Autobiographic narratives as data in applied linguistics. Applied
Linguistics, 28(2), 163-188.

Pishghadam, R., & Jajarmi, H. (2016). Trust in research: trust and its role in citing language
studies in Iran. Journal of Language and Translation Studies, 48(2), 1-4.

Platten, P. (2010). Initiation of the self-regulated feedback loop: The effects of feedback and
strategy modification on vocabulary learning, motivational beliefs and self-regulation
processes (PhD Dissertation), The University of Wisconsin- Milwaukee, Milwaukee,
USA.

Poehner, M. E. (2008). Dynamic assessment: A Vygotskian approach to understanding and
promoting second language development. Berlin: Springer Publishing.

Poulos, A., & Mahony, M. J. (2008). Effectiveness of feedback: The students’ perspective.
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 33, 143-154.

Price, M., Handley, K., Millar, J. & O'Donovan, B. (2010). Feedback: All that effort, but what
is the effect? Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 35(3), 277-289.

Regan, P. J. (2010). Read between the lines: The emancipatory nature of formative annotative
feedback on draft assignments. Systemic practice and action research, 23(6), 453-
466.

Robinson, P. (1995). Aptitude, awareness and the fundamental similarity of implicit and
explicit second language learning. In R. Schmidt (Ed.) Attention and awareness in
foreign language learning (pp. 303-357). Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press.

Rosa, E. M. & Leow, R. P. (2004). Awareness, different learning conditions, and second
language development. Applied Psycholinguistics, 25, 269-292.



YEY | laill olBiils aghob; sole folilas

Ryan, J., & Carroll, J. (2005). ‘Canaries in the coalmine’: International students in Western
universities. In J. Carroll & J. Ryan (Eds.), Teaching international students (pp. 3-10).
New York, NY: Routledge.

Sachs, R., & Polio, C. (2007). Learners' uses of two types of written feedback on a L2 writing
revision task. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 29(1), 67-100.

Sadler, D. R. (2010). Beyond feedback: Developing student capability in complex appraisal.
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 35(5), 535-550.

Schunk, D. H. (1995). Self-efficacy and education and instruction. In J. E. Maddux (Ed.),
Self-efficacy, Adaptation, and Adjustment: Theory, Research, and Application (pp.
281-303). New York: Plenum Press.

Serge, S. R., Priest, H. A., Durlach, P. J., & Johnson, C. I. (2012). The effects of static and
adaptive performance feedback in game-based training. Computers in Human
Behavior, 29(3), 1-9.

Simpson, S. (2016). New frontiers in graduate writing support and program design. In S.
Simpson, N. A. Caplan, M. Cox, & T. Phillips (Eds.), Supporting Graduate Student
Writers: Research, Curriculum, & Program Design (pp. 1-20). Ann Arbor: University
Michigan Press.

Sinclair, H., & Cleland, J. (2007). Undergraduate medical students: Who seeks formative
feedback? Medical Education, 41(6), 580-582.

Storch, N. (2018). Written corrective feedback from sociocultural theoretical perspectives: A
research agenda. Language Teaching, 51(2), 262-277.

Storch, N., & Wigglesworth, G. (2010). Learners' processing, uptake and retention of
corrective feedback on writing. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 32, 303-334.

Sweller, J., Van Merrienboer, J. J., & Paas, F. G. (1998). Cognitive architecture and
instructional design. Educational Psychology Review, 10(3), 251-296.

Van Dinther, M., Dochy, F., & Segers, M. (2011). Factors affecting students’ self-efficacy in
higher education. Educational Research Review, 6, 95-108.

Vardi, I. (2009) The relationship between feedback and change in tertiary student writing in
the disciplines. International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education,
20(3), 350-361.

Wang, S. L., & Wu, P. Y. (2008). The role of feedback and self-efficacy on web-based
learning: The social cognitive perspective. Computers and Education, 51, 1589-1598.

Wiliam, D. (2007). Keeping learning on track. In F. Lester (Ed.), Second handbook of
research on mathematics teaching and learning (pp. 1053-1098). Charlotte, NC:
Information Age.

Williams, S. E. (1997). Teachers' written comments and students' responses: A socially
constructed interaction. Presented in Proceedings of the Annual Meeting of the
Conference on College Composition and Communication, March 12-15, Phoenix,
Avrizona.

Winstone, N. E., Nash, R. A., Rowntree, J., & Parker, M. (2017). It would be useful, but |
wouldn't use it: Barriers to university students' feedback seeking and recipience.
Studies in Higher Education, 11, 1-16.

Wood, D. J., Wood, H. A., & Middleton, D. J. (1978). An experimental evaluation of four
face-to-face teaching strategies. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 1,
131-147.



Scientific Journal of Language Research, Vol. 12, No. 37, Winter 2020, http://jlralzahra.ac.ir | YF¥

Hindrances to L2 Graduate Students’ Incorporation
of Written Feedback into their Academic Texts

Mohammad Hamed Hoomanfard*
Manoochehr Jafarigohar?
Alireza Jalilifar®

Received: 10/09/2018
Accepted: 27/02/2019
Avrticle Type: Research

Abstract

The present study employed a qualitative approach to investigate L2 graduate
students’ reasons for not incorporating supervisor feedback into their
theses/dissertations. Think-aloud protocols were employed to examine 54 L2
master’s degree and doctoral students’ reasons for ignoring their supervisors’
comments on their theses/dissertations. Employing an inductive categorization
approach, we categorized students’ reasons thematically into four main classes of
specificity of comments, clarity of comments, the compatibility of comments with
students’ perceived abilities, and students’ retention of their autonomy.

A significant issue in the feedback literature is students’ engagement with
comments. Engagement is reported to determine the success of a feedback practice
and explain the differential success of students receiving comments in second
language writing programs (Ferris, Liu, Sinha, & Senna, 2013; Han, 2017; Han &
Hyland, 2015). Han and Hyland (2015), highlighting the significance of students’
engagement with feedback, assert that “learner engagement is a critical link that
connects the provision of WCF with learning outcomes” (p. 31). One of the
consequences of students’ poor engagement with supervisor feedback is their failure
to apply comments (Sinclair & Cleland, 2007). Boud (2015), too, argues that the
"feedback loop" is completed when a student has enacted the information and has
incorporated the comment into the subsequent versions and tasks. Nonetheless, as
Storch & Wigglesworth (2010) state, the investigation of students’ engagement with
comments has been an overlooked research area. Bounds, et al. (2013) have found
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that studies on students’ engagement with feedback has been an underexplored area
of research, which requires more studies to cover a blind spot in the field (Burke,
2009). Winstone, Nash, Rowntree, and Parker (2017) assert that the findings of
studies on factors affecting students’ engagement can help us improve the quality of
supervisor feedback and students’ learning opportunities.

Despite the significance of the issue of students’ incorporating supervisor
feedback into their revisions as an indicator of students’ engagement with feedback,
to the best of our knowledge, it has remained an unexplored area of research. Some
researchers have investigated this issue, but all of them have focused merely on
students’ perceptions. For instance, some studies (e.g., Caffarella & Barnett, 2000;
Can & Walker, 2011) found a significant relationship between students’ perceptions
of feedback and their revision process. Carless (2006), in his survey study, found
that one of the major reasons that hindered students’ incorporation of comments was
their inability to comprehend the comments. Sadler (2010) stated that to apply
comments, students need to understand them; he also posited that students’ lack of
suitable knowledge to decode the provided comments leads to their inability to
benefit from the provided comments. Kumar and Stracke (2007) found that students’
attitude toward critical comments, and supervisors’ respect for students’ voice can
affect their revision decisions; they also found that those who had more positive
attitudes toward academic writing made more revisions. The present study put a step
forward and investigated L2 graduate students’ reasons for ignoring comments by
the use of stimulated recall interviews.

Storch and Wigglesworth (2010) have argued that the methodological
complexity of think-aloud protocols can be regarded as a major hindrance to
investigate the details of students’ engagement with feedback. However, the present
study benefited from a retrospective data collection procedure in the form of
stimulated recall interviews to have a better understanding of the reasons why L2
graduate students do not incorporate some supervisor comments. To be more
specific, this research contributes to the body of first and second language writing
literature by responding to the following research questions:

Research question one: What are L2 advanced students’ main hindrances to
incorporation of written feedback into their academic texts?

Research question two: Is there any significant difference between L2 master’s
degree and doctoral students’ reasons for ignoring their supervisors’ feedback?

The present study employed a qualitative approach to investigating L2 graduate
students’ reasons for mnot incorporating supervisor feedback into their
theses/dissertations. The participants included 39 master’s degree and 15 doctoral
TEFL (Teaching English as a Foreign Language) student in four different Iranian
universities. The researchers selected TEFL theses/dissertations because of their
availability to these texts and their writers.

The corpus of the present study included the two versions of 54 theses and
dissertations: a version with supervisor feedback and the subsequent (revised)
version. These texts were collected; the provided comments and the incorporated
and ignored comments were identified for further analysis. In the present study, we
defined supervisor feedback as any sort of written alphanumeric information
provided by a supervisor that a post-graduate student should engage with to improve
the quality of his/her performance and/or add, modify, or omit an item from his/her
cognitive set to move toward the designated reference point determined by the
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community of practice. The comments ranged from a sign (a question mark,
highlight, etc.) to comments as long as a page.

In order to examine master’s degree and doctoral students’ reasons for ignoring
comments into the subsequent version of their texts, stimulated recall interviews
were employed. The participants were invited to participate in the interviews to
examine the provided prompts (the two versions of their theses/dissertations), and
disclose their reasons for not employing the provided comments. These reasons
were, subsequently, categorized into different classes thematically. An inductive
category formation procedure (Mayring, 2004) was employed to induce the themes
from the responses. The interviews were conducted in students’ native language,
Persian. Students’ first language was employed to avoid missing or
misunderstanding interviewees’ information (Pavlenko, 2007). Each interview took
about 20 minutes and, on average, we had 3 double-spaced pages of transcription
(Persian) for each interviewee.

The findings indicated that students did not apply some comments because of
four main reasons: being too general, being unclear, sensing the incompatibility of
feedback requirements with their abilities, and defending their autonomy. The
results showed that masters’ and doctoral students ignored unclear and general
comments with no significant difference in quantity. However, significantly more
master’s students ignored the comments they found beyond their abilities, and
significantly more doctoral students ignored the comments that did not respect their
autonomy. The findings are discussed in the light of wvarious linguistic,
psychological, and sociological theories. Several pedagogical implications are also
provided based on the findings of this study.

Keywords: Second language writing, Feedback, Incorporation, Academic writing,
Supervisor feedback



