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Abstract
This study aimed at uncovering the extent to which individual and
collaborative learning and practicing English letter writing via short
texting (SMS) affect Iranian students' English letter writing ability.
Accordingly, 60 intermediate university students who managed to
complete the second stage of a letter writing test (Hulteinus, 2010) were
divided into two groups, collaborative and individual, to learn 30 English
letter writing features in ten virtual sessions through the medium of short
texting; that is, three new notes per session. Using SMS, the first group of
learners, divided into 10 triple groups, received the didactic materials
from educational center (i.e., intelligent server) and then learned and
practiced them collaboratively, while the learners in the second group
received the same content from the same channel, but practiced it
individually. Finally, the students took part in a test of letter writing,
namely, a battery composed of three subtests, the data of which were
analyzed through descriptive and inferential statistics. Also, to study the
participants' attitudes about individual or collaborative ways of practicing
English through SMS, they were required to answer a Likert type attitude
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questionnaire. Analyzing learners' performance in the test battery
indicated that the learners who practiced learning content (English letter
writing notes) with their peers outperformed their counterparts in the
second group who learned the materials individually. In addition, although
both groups displayed favorable attitudes towards collaborative learning
and the application of SMS as a medium, the amount of tendency for mlearning was higher among the learners of the collective group.
Keywords: collaborative learning, individual learning, letter writing
notes, short texting

1. Introduction
Short message service (SMS) as a medium for sending and
receiving messages is a pseudo-conversational form of
communication (Gains, 1998) that affords a window through which
it is possible to view how learners interact in non-classroom
settings. Parallel with the reinforcement of such facility as a salient
facet of cell-phones, new theories and research studies have
emerged on language, and even more on learning (Pica, 2002).
Thus, application of mobile learning (m-learning) to the study of
language teaching and learning seems very fruitful. With the
prevalent use of English as a lingua franca, large institutions and
organizations around the world have developed their own SMS
systems for instant sending and receiving short messages for
learning materials and pedagogical issues. In addition to didactic
content delivery, other studies have utilized short texting as a device
for the purpose of promoting learner-learner interaction. For
instance, Dias (2002) offered a web board accessible via SMS so
that learners were enabled to do the text-based asynchronous
exchanges.
However, a few, if any, norms or guidelines are available for
teachers, materials developers, and learners which govern designing
and unfolding of learning content which is to be delivered through
this new medium. The reason for this problem arises not from any
essential complexity in the features of modern wireless technology,
but primarily out of inadequacy of data in the area of teaching
language through the medium of wireless technology. Commenting
on the use of the technology for teaching, Kessler (2009) believes
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that "technology is both exciting and frustrating as a field of
research and practice; it is exciting because it is complex, dynamic
and quickly changing and it is frustrating for the same reasons" (p.
1). And this is not surprising as, much earlier, Bley-Vroman (1990)
had noted, “… that people by and large like to do what they are
good at" (p. 56); that is, they become accustomed to the
conventional method of delivery of learning content. Thus, it is
necessary that material developers reconsider the conventional
manner of practicing, which is limited to the classroom context and
involves the directed flow of information from a teacher as a
reliable source to a student as a receptacle to deal with new
environments of learning via technology (Raine & Collett, 2003).
Through instructional design that deals with the selection and
sequencing of language content (Kumaravadivelu, 2006), teachers
will be able to provide learners with opportunities to work out what
they are going to say and how they are going to say it. Bull and
Kukulska–Hulme (2009, p. 2), quoting Macaro (1997), argue that
"this is best done within an environment where learners have a
certain degree of autonomy (i.e. the freedom to make some
decisions about their learning such as taking responsibility for
objectives and content)". In a similar vein, Kasper (2001)
emphasizes the creation of learning opportunities both inside and
outside the classroom to help students focus their attention on and
seek out practice opportunities.
In Iranian technology-related language learning contexts, it
seems just likely that learners' outperformance in learning EFL
results from the combined effect of formal and natural exposure
rather than formal exposure only. For example, Ostovar and
Hajmalek (2010) in their study of 60 Iranian young learners found
that learners who were trained to engage in interaction with their
peers outperformed their counterparts who learned the content in
individual manner of teaching. Also, some studies have shown that
learners who maintained high levels of interaction in the second
language progressed at a faster rate than learners who interacted
little in the classroom (e.g. Seliger, 1983). Therefore, to what extent
the element of interaction can help learners to dispense with passive
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milieu and engage with interactive environments is the main issue
to be pursued in this study.
Furthermore, as social individuals, we need to keep in touch
with other members of society. Social correspondence gives people
the chance to respond to messages they have received, to maintain
ties of affection, and to find out what is happening in the lives of
people they care about (Jafari Gohar, 1995). In a globalized world,
letter writing serves as a fundamental medium for information
transmission and communication, as about 75% of all mails
(electronic version of letter) in the world are written in English
(Talebinezhad & Rezaei, 2013). In addition, with the ascending
trend in the number of students around the world and as the mobilemediated courses and programs continue to grow in higher
educational settings, students are increasingly demanding
permanent communication through the medium of wireless
technology. Moreover, short texting is one of the new types of
communication medium that has coterminous points with
conventional one. With a wide availability of cell-phones and the
new ability of m-learning to receive didactic contents anytime,
anywhere, and on any mobile devices (Chabra & Figueiredo, 2002),
it seems that the continual engagement of students in the letter
writing process will be one immediate and efficient way for many
of them to share their wishes, understandings, and thoughts within
the educational environments. Accordingly, in the new arena of
technology, the use and constant refinement of both linguistic and
pragmatic knowledge can lead to the enhancement of students'
understandings (Kumaravadivelu, 2006). Hence, it is important for
language researchers and syllabus designers to consider how
choices of technology interact with pedagogical choices and nonEnglish learners' learning behaviors (Hudson, 2006).
The purpose of this study was to compare individual and
collaborative ways of learning and practicing English as a lingua
franca through the medium of mobile technology. Moreover, the
study aimed to discover how the way of practicing comes into play
with the learners' attitudes towards using materials via SMS.
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2. Purpose of the Study
Prompted by the deficiencies and scarcity of domestic EFL learning
research through the medium of mobile technology, the present
study was expected to cast further light on the role of collaborative
and individual learning in letter writing and learners' attitudes
towards the mobile technology, and in particular SMS. Thus, the
main questions addressed in this study were as follows:
1. Do Iranian students learn English letter writing differently
through different modes of content practicing; that is,
collaborative vs. individual in a mobile-enhanced environment?
2. Is there any relationship between students' attitudes towards the
manner of practicing English letter writing and their performance
in mobile-based content delivery?

3. Method
3.1 Participants
The study was conducted with the participation of 60 (19-23 years
old) junior students of engineering at Isfahan University of
Technology. Selection was made from four groups (i.e. mechanics,
chemistry, agriculture, and textile) and they were homogenized as
level two (see Appendix A) of letter writing proficiency on the basis
of the scale proposed by Hultenius (2010). Completing the letter
writing test was the basis of meeting proficiency level in letter
writing. The selected students were randomly divided into two
groups and each group went through one of the two modes of
practicing, namely, collaborative vs. individual, handled in mobile
enhanced environment through SMS.
3.2 Instruments
This study made use of a number of instruments as described in
what follows:
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3.2.1 Attitude Questionnaire
To determine the students' attitudes towards the manner of
employing SMS for practicing letter writing notes, an attitude
questionnaire on the basis of the Likert scale, consisting of eight
close ended questions, was exploited. It asked learners to provide
information about whether or not they were interested in employing
interactive form of texting in mobile-enhanced mode of language
practicing. This questionnaire, as initially designed by Ahmadi
(2011), aimed to investigate learners' beliefs and attitudes towards a
range of social and personal behaviors in the new realm of mlearning. For each statement, the responses were coded 1 for
'strongly disagree' up to 5 for 'strongly agree'. Thus, the scores for
each student combined together on the eight statements ranged from
10 to 40. Ranks 10-20, 21-30, and 31-40 were classified as showing
'negative', 'neutral', and ‘positive’ attitudes, respectively, towards
the application of collaborative manner practicing in the realm of
pedagogy. The items in the questionnaire were distributed and
collected via short texting. Its reliability, calculated through
Cronbach’s alpha, was 0.83. Its content validity was reconfirmed by
five experts in the fields of teaching English as a foreign language
(see Appendix B).
3.2.2 Letter Writing Ability Level Test
This test was administered to assess the learners' original
knowledge of English letter writing points and principles with a
view on excluding the notes, with which students were already
familiar in the learning phase of the study and to make sure that the
participants' knowledge of the notes was roughly the same. The
English letter writing notes, basic level (level 2), were selected from
Handbook for Practical Letter Writing (Baugh, 1991). Some of the
elements of a letter, how to write a paragraph, and how to move
from one topic to another without details using ordinary language
comprised major parts of the letter writing ability test.
Participants with the basic level of proficiency were able to
generate one paragraph with five elements of letter writing, namely,
date, greeting, body, closing, and signature, and without spelling
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mistakes (Hultenius, 2010; see appendix A). This test contained 30
multiple-choice questions about letter writing (basic levels) and its
reliability was calculated through KR-21 (r = 0.87). The content
validity of the test was also confirmed by three experts in Teaching
English as a foreign language (TEFL).
3.2.3 Intelligent Data Bank
The software system employed in the intelligent software had the
capability of moment by moment recording of the events at the time
of conducting the virtual sessions.
3.2.4 Letter Writing Notes (Didactic Content)
Thirty new letter writing notes from Effective Letter Writing
(Tarafder, 2008), proficient level (level three) were selected to be
taught to students in 10 sessions, three notes for every session (see
appendix C).
3.2.5 Mobile-Assisted Letter Writing Test Battery
According to Slover (2012, p. 2), "Navigating any type of
educational change is a complicated process, and the move to online
assessments brings with it great opportunities and unique
challenges." A 30-items test battery including three parts was
conducted via short texting to measure the students' letter writing
ability. The reliability of the test calculated through test-retest
method was r = 0.75. Its content validity was confirmed by three
experts in TEFL. The three types were as follows:
In completing the letter type of the test, as the first part of the
battery, a particular word or expression, usually opening or closing
part of the letter, was replaced by a blank and students were asked
to write the missing word(s) on the basis of the context. Ten items
of the test were from this type. In the second part or multiple-choice
questions, examinees were given a letter with blanks and asked to
choose the best answer from four given options. Ten items from 30
items of the test were multiple-choice questions. Blanks were filled
in mainly with words or expressions which were taught and
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practiced in the major phase of the study as the letter writing tips.
The third part, namely, recognizing and correcting or rectification
part, indicated letters with error(s). The testees were to find the
word(s) that needed correction. Then they were asked to write down
correct forms (Jafarpur, 1997). Ten items of the test were of the
recognition and correction type (see Appendix D).
3.3 Data Collection and Analysis
Sixty participants with level two of English writing ability who
were randomly divided into two groups of collaborative (N = 30)
and individual (N = 30) practicing modes participated in the major
phase of study. The major phase included sending 30 English letter
writing notes through the medium of short texting in 10 virtual
sessions in afternoons with average frequency of three new written
points. While the manner and medium of delivery of new notes
were the same, the ways of practicing notes in two groups were
different.
Group 1 (The collaborative group): In each virtual session, 30
learners of this group practiced SMS based notes in 10 triple
circles.
Group 2 (The individual group): Thirty learner of this group
practiced the materials individually after SMS based notes were
received in their cell-phones.
As training prior to interaction is one of the important facets of
collaborative learning (Ostovar & Hajmalek, 2010), the first group
of learners, who were to practice the new materials in an interactive
manner via their cell-phones, took part in an introductory session.
All the details and objectives of the experiment were explained to
this group of participants. As this study involved using cell-phone,
in the beginning all the phones were checked to make sure that they
are in working order. In collaborative manner of practicing new
materials, the students naturally were asked to use their experiences
to write letters focusing their attention on what they have done and
learnt. And they passed it to the other members, who were trained in
the same way to formulate a new letter with collaboration of their
group mates. Hence, while the collaborative mode of practicing
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letter writing was done in triple circles via short texting, the
individual manner of practicing was limited to the unidirectional or
one-way delivery of the same materials from the same source and
through similar medium. The learners were given about 30 minutes'
time to practice their delivered contents.
While each of the 30 students of the second group simply
received the English notes on letter writing via SMS and practiced it
individually, the students in the first group practiced the same notes
using their cell-phones in 10 triple groups. In every session of
practicing notes, the first group of learners had 30 minutes to write
a letter in their respective group and to send it back to the data
center via SMS (i.e. upon the completion of an intensive 30 minute
session, each group would have to send the formulated letter to the
server). Also, for addressing the questions of the study, an openended system accessible to anyone in nonclassroom environments
via different types of mobile devices (i.e. PDA, and cell-phones)
was designed (http://www.amoozeshyar.net). In addition, through
the software package, all the rectified letters were collected,
condensed into session lists, and posted as available resources on
the website for other members of the group. In fact, conducting this
type of collaborative practicing in triple virtual network was based
on the triangular model which is displayed in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Triangular model of practice (collaborative mode)
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A sample of invitation letter which was practiced by a triple
group of students is displayed in Figure 2. In this sample, the first
student writes, for example, the opening part of the letter, sends it as
a short message to the second student in the same group. In the
same manner, the second member writes the body of the letter and
passes it to the third member via SMS to complete it.

Figure 2: Sample of an invitation letter written by the collaborative group
of students

Pedagogically, as Kukulska-Hulme and Shield (2008) argue,
activities that capitalize on mobility and portability–the very
rationale for using mobile technologies–are not as commonplace as
one might hope. Although the anywhere factor is often not an issue,
the anytime part is, where learners are sent messages by SMS at
either fixed times, or times that suit the teacher, a tendency which
seems to defeat the purpose of using mobile technologies. Hence, a
hybrid mode composed of pull mode of operation in which a
student can order specific information based on a menu of all listed
contents on a web page or paper handout and the one-way,
unsolicited message from teachers to the learners or push model
(Mellow, 2005) was developed for deploying texting.
To those ends, learners' preferences concerning the time and the
frequency of SMS texts were taken into consideration in designing
the program. Within 10 sessions, all the selected English writing
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notes were taught to students of both groups through SMS mode of
delivery. Proper time and text messaging frequency indicated by the
students of the two groups in responses to inquiries are displayed in
Figures 3 and 4, respectively.

Figure 3: Students' preferences for the timing of messages

Figure 4: Students' preferences for the frequency of messages

Upon the completion of the instructional sessions (the 10th
session), both groups took part in the same letter writing test which
was composed of following three types, that is, completing the letter
test, multiple-choice test, and recognizing and correcting test, all
administered via SMS. After receiving the question items, they sent
their responses back to the intelligent server for saving and
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evaluation. Finally, the attitude questionnaire was distributed
among the learners through SMS based delivery system.

4. Results
The first question of the study addressed the impact of manners
(collaborative vs. individual) of practicing English letter writing
notes and students' performances on letter writing test. The
collected data were fed into the SPSS software. As the letter writing
test battery was comprised of three subtests, after analyzing the data
descriptively, Friedman test was used to find the possible significant
results.
As shown in Table 1, practicing letter writing notes in triple
circles resulted in higher achievements than practicing them in
individual working configuration. In other words, the students of
the second group underperformed their counterparts. The average
score on each test battery was 6.67 and 4.82.
Table 1: Descriptive statistics of learners' performance in test battery
for both groups
Subtest
Type
I
II
III
Average

Collaborative
Practicing (G1)
mean
SD
6.10
1.34
7.67
1.56
6.50
1.48
6.76
1.27

Individual
Practicing (G2)
mean
SD
4.40
1.24
5.70
1.29
4.37
1.93
4.82
1.28

Note. Subtests I, II, and II are completing the letter, completing the letter in multiplechoice format, and completing the letter in rectification format, respectively.

Scrutiny of performance of learners in the test battery indicated
that collaborative learners' learning difficulties lay in the notes
learners practiced as a closing part of the letter to complete.
However, the distribution of difficulties in learning new notes in the
case of the second group of learners was nearly even. The results
also revealed that the first group’s responses to rectification and fillin-the-blank questions proved under-expected in the two sub-tests.
That is, the two above subtests accounted for much of the first
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group's failure. High correlation between these two sub-tests bears
testimony to such a result (r = 0.628, p = 0.006).
Moreover, the descriptive statistics analysis unveiled that
learners of the first group did well on the second subtest; that is, the
letter writing test in multiple-choice format. We also found that the
first group failed to perform well on the completion test, probably
arising from their individual rather than collaborative involvement.
The aggregate result for the second group can be depicted as
follows:
subtest II (multiple-choice) > subtest III (rectification) > subtest I
(completion)
To observe if there were any significant differences between the
scores obtained from the test battery in each group of instruction, a
t-test was administered. As shown by the data in Table 2,
statistically significant differences were found between the mean
scores of the participants in the two groups of collaborative and
individual modes both between subtests and the overall scores. This
fact also casts light over the importance of collaborative manner of
practicing (t = 9.23, p = 0.000).
Table 2: T-test for comparing the performance of learners in the groups
Subtest
Type
I
II
III
Average

Mean
Difference
1.7
1.97
2.13
1.94

T

df

sig.

8.09
8.20
7.3
9.23

29
29
29
29

0.004
0.000
0.000
0.000

As to the second question, there were eight Likert type
statements measuring students' attitudes towards the manner of
practicing English. It is important to note that the questions in the
questionnaire were arranged based on the 'feeling' and 'experience'
of the learners one after another. That is, one question asked about
the learners' feeling' of practicing a collective manner and then
about 'self-evaluation' of their learning on that special occasion.
The learners in the first group who practiced the contents
collaboratively with their partners in small groups showed favorable
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tendency towards virtual context group work activities as they
believed that students' active participation in collaborative
practicing was the major factor for doing well. Also, a great
majority of the learners in the second group expressed their wish to
learn English form of written correspondence in technology
enhanced learning environment through group working activities.
As a matter of fact, learners in both groups argued that in this way
they could build on their previously received correspondences to
move forward. Accordingly, the contents they had already learned
could ultimately serve to help them make more efficient use of
materials through the mobile-based instruction. Distribution of the
ranges and students' attitudes towards manner of practicing new
materials is shown in Table 3.
Table 3: Students' attitudes towards collaborative mode in mobileenhanced environment
Score Attitude G1
G2
Range Scale
Freq Freq
Score
10-20 negative
1
4
Range
21-30
neutral
1
6
31-40 positive
28
20
Mean
32.8 29.3

Despite the positive attitudes of both groups towards learning in
virtual networks, such a tendency was slightly higher among the
students of collaborative group (n = 28) who had already
experienced such a manner of learning and practicing in SMSenhanced environment. In fact, receiving immediate feedback from
partners in synergetic manner of completing the written form of
English correspondence was the prominent feature (item 4 of the
questionnaire) from the perspectives of first group of learners as
nearly all of them (82%) believed receiving immediate feedback
induced very powerful creative writing ability, the positive point
which was less manifested for the learners who completed the
letters on their own (second group of learners, here in this study). In
this regard, group mates' reformatory view was another important
facet of interactive learning. Moreover, no need for intermediary to
go from group to group, collective activities and corrections
motivated the collaborative group members to rely on themselves
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more than that of the second group (item 6). Familiarity with
members of the group was the factor towards which learners of both
groups showed a similar tendency as they both argued that
acquaintance with peers may expedite the learning process in virtual
networks (item 5). Indeed, this finding goes with the fact that
learners naturally choose to work with people they know well
(Wright, Betteridge, & Buckby, 2006). To the same extent, they
agreed that receiving feedback from a familiar partner is more
effective than the one received from non-acquaintance one (item 7).
In this respect, a tiny minority of the learners voiced their concerns
(22%) regarding finding partner(s) with similar level of English
language proficiency. Overall, our analysis of the two groups'
attitudes indicates that learners' constant access to their cell-phones,
as a personal companion device, is desired and believed to boost the
learning of language.
The analysis further focused on how the two groups' test scores
were correlated with their attitudes. As discovered, group 1 or
individual mode learners along with their counterparts in the second
group showed a strong relationship between their scores and
attitudes. While this relationship is (r = 0.674, p = 0.002) for the
first group, it is in no way much less for the second group (r =
0.588, p = 0.006). This finding shows that the two groups recognize
the significance of learning through collaboration which is mobile
based.
The overall correlation between the two issues of attitude and
performance on the test also reaffirms the importance. As shown in
the table below (Table 4), the correlation amounts to (r = 0.564, p =
0.002), which was found to be significant.
Table 4: Spearman correlation between learners' attitude and performance
on test
Correlation
N
Sig.
Attitude vs. Performance

0.546

60

0.002
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5. Discussion and Conclusion
As demonstrated above, the results of the present study reveal that
the mobile enhanced environment of learning may, under certain
circumstances, play an effective role in developing students'
competence in a foreign language. Additionally, the study
demonstrates the significance of the attitudinal dispositions that
learners develop towards their uses of such available tools. In this
study, the superiority of learners who were engaged in collaboration
with their partners in practicing new notes through the medium of
SMS indicates that by establishing virtual learning environment for
students, new technology motivates the students to make more
efforts in foreign language contexts. In other words, the success of
the learning through mobile-mediated communication (MMC) in
small circles can be ascribed to the increased access to the world
around that enhances learners' abilities to deploy their learning
towards their own goals. Thus, it is believed that incorporation of
new technologies in the education systems can make the walls of
the learning space transparent, providing freedom for people to
explore sources of information outside their institutions, which
means greater opportunity for collaboration provided (OCED, 1994;
Zarei, 2011).
From a socio-cognitive perspective, the results obtained here go
in line with Mayer's (2010) assertion that non-formal peer working
contrives a very promising milieu for active discussion, problem
solving, and elaborative feedback among peers. The conditions
provided can thus boost up further the cognitive competencies of
the learners, which may vary from problem solving, conceptual
understanding to meatcognitive capacity enhancement. This
informal condition, as shown in this study, coupled with the virtual
environment of anytime, anywhere possibility of communication
can assuredly promote the learners' achievements much more than
in the restricted contexts of formal, pressed-for-time conditions of
the classroom. We believe that much of the learners' performance in
the present study has resulted from such wide latitude supplied by
the mobile context of learning. Overall, the results from our
communal learning context seem to bear testimony to the claims
that by making writing conditions more interactive learners'
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consciousness is raised. That is, in discussing a proposed piece of
writing with another student, the student writer is stimulated to
attend to the errors committed and is more likely to adopt a
successful reader-oriented approach to writing (Teferi, 2002).
Likewise, Wright, Betteridge, and Buckby (2006) along with Barber
(2011) stress that pair and group work and the provision of a virtual
available space are of special value in ensuring the optimum
opportunity for collaboration and practice in using language.
From a socio-psychological standpoint, the results of the study
are also illuminating. Both peer work and the possibility of not
imposing too much on others' privacy can instill in the learners the
feeling of convenience and comfort (Barber, 2011). In this way, the
learners can easily do away with the worries and concerns around
the tasks and feel that they can complete the jobs by counseling
with their partners. In fact, in mobile-based collaborative manner of
learning, the technology not only helps the learners take advantage
of every opportunity to interact, but also reduces foreign language
anxiety, which has been considered an important barrier to learning
(Alemi & Lari, 2012; Horwitz, 2001). As such, the participants'
inclination towards the use of mobile based technology for learning
implies that the very nature of interaction has to be mingled with the
pleasure of learning to be successful. That is, the outperformance of
the collaborative group might have arisen from pleasurable nature
of the interaction and immediate corrective and explanatory
feedbacks received through SMS (Karimkhanlouei, 2012).
The results reached in this study imply that researchers and
material developers need to prepare appropriate types of learning
contents for delivery via this new channel of communication,
namely, short texting. However, as Markee (2000) argues, it seems
necessary that materials developers design and prepare the learning
contents, which are to be delivered via new technology, in a way
that prevent the learners from being seduced by the considerable
attraction of a technological Brave New World. That is, the new
technology with all the associated advantages may divert the
attention of the learners to the very excitement and novelty which is
imposed by the technology. So, care needs to be exercised so that
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learners are not trapped by the undesirable side of the new
technology.
While the aforementioned results may cast some light over the
issue of negotiation and interactivity induced by technologyenhanced language learning context, it is far from logic to read too
much into a research of the present scale. On the whole, the results
obtained in this study are to be taken as suggestive rather than
definitive since a number of extraneous factors may moderate the
impact of collaboration on learning, including student
characteristics, group composition, and task characteristics (Lai,
2010).
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Appendix B: Likert Type Questionnaire
ﭘﺮﺳﺶﻧﺎﻣﮫ
ﺳﻦ.......... :
ﺗﺤﺼﯿﻼت ﻣﺎدر.......... :
ﺗﻌﺪاد ﻓﺮزﻧﺪان ﺧﺎﻧﻮاده:
ﻓﺮزﻧﺪ ﭼﻨﺪم در ﺧﺎﻧﻮاده ھﺴﺘﯿﺪ؟ ..........
........
 -١ﺗﺎ ﭼﮫ ﺣﺪ دوﺳﺖ دارﯾﺪ ﮐﮫ در ﺟﻤﻊ از ﺗﻠﻔﻦ ھﻤﺮاهﺗﺎن در راﺳﺘﺎی ﯾﺎدﮔﯿﺮی اﺳﺘﻔﺎده ﮐﻨﯿﺪ؟
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ
زﯾﺎد 
ﻣﺘﻮﺳﻂ 
ﮐﻢ 
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ ﮐﻢ 
زﯾﺎد 
 -٢وﻗﺘﯽ ﮐﮫ در ﻣﺤﯿﻂ ﻣﺠﺎزی و ﺑﮫ ﺷﮑﻞ ﮔﺮوھﯽ ﻣﻄﻠﺒﯽ را ﯾﺎد ﻣﯽﮔﯿﺮﯾﺪ ﺗﺎ ﭼﮫ ﺣﺪ اﺣﺴﺎس
ﻣﯽﮐﻨﯿﺪ ﯾﺎدﮔﯿﺮیﺗﺎن ﻏﻨﯽﺗﺮ ﺷﺪه اﺳﺖ؟
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ
زﯾﺎد 
ﻣﺘﻮﺳﻂ 
ﮐﻢ 
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ ﮐﻢ 
زﯾﺎد 
 -٣ﺑﮫ ﻧﻈﺮ ﺷﻤﺎ ﺗﺎ ﭼﮫ ﺣﺪ ﺗﻤﺮﯾﻦ ﻣﺤﺘﻮای درﺳﯽ در ﮔﺮوه ﻣﯽﺗﻮاﻧﺪ ﺑﺎﻋﺚ ﯾﺎدﮔﯿﺮی ﺑﮭﺘﺮ ﺷﻮد؟
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ
زﯾﺎد 
ﻣﺘﻮﺳﻂ 
ﮐﻢ 
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ ﮐﻢ 
زﯾﺎد 
 -۴وﻗﺘﯽ ﻣﯽﺧﻮاھﯿﺪ ﻧﮑﺘﮫای را ﯾﺎد ﺑﮕﯿﺮﯾﺪ ﺗﺎ ﭼﮫ ﺣﺪ ﺗﻤﺎﯾﻞ دارﯾﺪ از ﺑﺎزﺧﻮرد ﺳﺮﯾﻊ ﺳﺎﯾﺮﯾﻦ در
ﻣﻮرد ﮐﺎرﺗﺎن ﻣﻄﻠﻊ ﺷﻮﯾﺪ؟
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ
زﯾﺎد 
ﻣﺘﻮﺳﻂ 
ﮐﻢ 
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ ﮐﻢ 
زﯾﺎد 
 -۵ﺑﮫ ﻧﻈﺮ ﺷﻤﺎ ﺗﻤﺮﯾﻦ در ﺷﺒﮑﮫ ﻣﺠﺎزی دوﺳﺘﺎن ﻣﯽﺗﻮاﻧﺪ ﺑﺎﻋﺚ ﯾﺎدﮔﯿﺮی ﺑﮭﺘﺮ ﺷﻮد؟
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ
زﯾﺎد 
ﻣﺘﻮﺳﻂ 
ﮐﻢ 
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ ﮐﻢ 
زﯾﺎد 
 -۶آﯾﺎ ﻧﻈﺮﯾﺎت اﺻﻼﺣﯽ اﻓﺮاد ھﻢ ﮔﺮوهﺗﺎن در ﻣﻮرد ﻧﺎﻣﮫﻧﮕﺎری ﺑﮫ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﯿﺴﯽ ﻣﯽﺗﻮاﻧﺪ ﻣﻔﯿﺪ
واﻗﻊ ﺷﻮد؟
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ
زﯾﺎد 
ﻣﺘﻮﺳﻂ 
ﮐﻢ 
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ ﮐﻢ 
زﯾﺎد 
 -٧ﺗﺎ ﭼﮫ ﺣﺪ ،ﭘﺴﺨﻮراﻧﺪ ﺳﺮﯾﻊ ھﻢﮔﺮوهﺗﺎن ﺑﺎﻋﺚ ﻣﯽﺷﻮد ﺗﺎ ﻧﺎﻣﮫھﺎی ﺑﮭﺘﺮی ﺑﮫ زﺑﺎن اﻧﮕﻠﯿﺴﯽ
ﺑﻨﻮﯾﺴﯿﺪ؟
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ
زﯾﺎد 
ﻣﺘﻮﺳﻂ 
ﮐﻢ 
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ ﮐﻢ 
زﯾﺎد 
 -٨آﯾﺎ ﻣﮑﺎﺗﺒﺎت ﺷﻤﺎ در ﮔﺮوهھﺎی ﻣﺠﺎزی ﮐﻮﭼﮏ ﺑﺎﻋﺚ ﯾﺎدﮔﯿﺮی ﺑﮭﺘﺮ ﺷﻤﺎ ﺧﻮاھﺪ ﺷﺪ؟
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ
زﯾﺎد 
ﻣﺘﻮﺳﻂ 
ﮐﻢ 
ﺧﯿﻠﯽ ﮐﻢ 
زﯾﺎد 
ﺟﻨﺲ........ :

ﺗﺤﺼﯿﻼت ﭘﺪر.......... :
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Appendix C: Letter Writing Points Taught in Major Phase of Study
 Effective letter writing notes for proficient students (Tarafder,
2008)
 How to achieve the right tone (e.g., avoid jargon, use shorter
sentences, avoid using passive, …);
 Adopt a clear layout;
 Letter writing tips (e.g., keep in short and to the point, focus on
recipient needs, …);
 Activities for developing objectives of letter (e.g., develop an
organizational system, choose a format and review sample letter,
…);
 Letter writing rules;
 How to apply expressions for different types of letter (e.g.,
expression of dissatisfaction in letters of complaints)
 Extra points on the mechanics of writing
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Appendix D: Samples of Subtests

