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Abstract 
 

The purpose of this study was to investigate to what extent written 

corrective feedback (WCF) is a good way to treat errors that L2 (second 

language) pupils make and if they attend to the comments in future written 

assignments. WCF is the most used response on written assignments. Some 

research takes the perspective that it is fruitful (Chandler 2003, Ferris 2003) 

while other research argues that it is inefficient and unnecessary 

(e.g.Truscott 1996, 1999). This study presents the findings of a survey on 

the topic which was conducted at a small school in the south east of 

Sweden. A comparison between previous research and the findings of the 

present survey is made and the conclusion from this is that there are 

limitations in the efficacy of WCF and the results suggest that the type of 

feedback and how it is delivered are important. It is also likely to be 

beneficial that pupils revise their texts in order to improve in writing 

English. 
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1. Introduction 
 

Most people who have attended school know that teachers write comments on the pupils’ 

written work. By doing so teachers try to help their learners to improve and develop. But 

is this a success factor? Teachers are obligated to give the pupils assessment regularly in 

order to give the pupils a chance to improve. The didactic triangle, i.e. the interaction 

between the teacher, the pupil and the contents and form of the teaching, are very 

important factors for success (Illeris, 2004). It is the teacher’s responsibility to have a 

good relationship with every pupil and to communicate in such a way that every pupil 

understands what is expected from him or her. The teacher must use different methods in 

teaching to motivate the pupils and make their time at school meaningful and interesting 

(Skolverket, 2013). This essay will focus on the school subject English and see if the 

pupils are helped in their learning of English by the comments teachers write on written 

assignments.  

 

Several teachers, whom I have talked to informally concerning this matter, argue that 

many pupils tend not to read the comments the teacher has written. They do not seem to be 

interested in the comments and, according to the teachers mentioned above, the pupils 

only want to know what grade they have got on the assignment. Furthermore, some pupils 

read the comments but tend to not take in the comments as the teachers wish they would 

do. Pupils often make the same mistakes in their next written assignment so teachers could 

easily get the impression that the comments have not been understood. Teachers spend 

many hours writing comments on writing assignments as formative assessment. It is very 

time consuming which sometimes feels like a waste of time when the teachers’ 

perceptions are that many pupils do not seem to have much use of the comments. The 

views of these teachers are to a considerable extent represented in the research literature, 

(see Sommers, 1982; Truscott, 1996; 1999). 

 

1.1 The aim 
 

The aim of this essay is to investigate and discuss the extent to which teachers’ feedback 

on writing assignments to secondary school pupils (second language learners) is fruitful 

and useful for the pupils.  
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The hypothesis of this study is that writing comments on pupils’ written work may not 

have the impact that teachers think or wish it would have. 

 
1.2 The research questions  
 

The research questions investigated in this paper are: 

 

1. To what extent do secondary school pupils understand the written feedback they get 

on writing assignments?  

2. To what extent do the pupils attend to the feedback in future writing assignments?  

 
2. Theoretical background and literature review  
 

In the introduction it was mentioned that the interaction and relationship between the 

pupil and the teacher is crucial in order to make the pupil to reach success at school. The 

Socio-cultural Theory was developed by Vygotsky (Säljö 2014) where he claimed that 

learning takes place in the communication and interaction with other people. Vygotsky 

conducted research about childrens’ development and learning and he argued that the 

learning takes place through a common work which is depending of interplay. At school 

this means that the interplay and interaction between teachers and pupils play a crucial 

role in the pupils’ learning (Säljö 2014). At school pupils need their teachers in order to 

improve. Teachers must motivate pupils in order to make them feel that what they are 

learning at school has a meaning and is important to them (Säljö 2014). Jenner (2004) 

also states that motivation is crucial and the way that teachers treat the pupils is an 

important factor. Teachers must set up reasonable aims for pupils so that they do not 

lose their motivation. 

 

Vygotsky argued that every pupil has a Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD)  which 

can be described as a zone between what the pupil can manage by herself/himself and 

what the pupil can manage with the support and/or guidance from another person, e.g. a 

teacher, or a peer who has come further in his or her development (Säljö 2014).This 

communicative process is called scaffolding where the teacher supports the pupil 

through the ZPD. In the beginning of the zone the teacher gives a lot of support and 

guidance to the pupil in order to help the pupil to learn but further on in the ZPD the 

pupil can manage without support/guidance from the teacher (Säljö 2014). 
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As mentioned in the beginning of this paper, most people who have attended school 

have received written comments on their written work at school. Written response to 

students is, according to Sommers (1982), the most widely and traditional form to give 

pupils response on their written work. Written response is also known as written 

corrective feedback (WCF). Until 1977 WCF was given on pupils’ written work by 

tradition but in 1980 Hendrickson claimed that more research about giving WCF had to 

be done because one did not really know what the most efficient way to give feedback 

to L2 learners was. Teachers kept on giving WCF to pupils but the feedback did not 

seem to help them because many kept on making the same errors time after time. In 

addition, Hendrickson (1980) argued that correcting students’ texts by providing the 

correct form is very time consuming and therefore, it can be frustrating for teachers if 

pupils keep on making the same errors. 

 

According to Knoblauch and Brannon (1981), there were three sorts of effects that 

could be seen when giving WCF. Firstly, students often did not understand the 

feedback, and secondly, if they did, they would not always use it and know how to use 

it. Thirdly, when they used it they did not always write better (Knoblauch & Brannon, 

1981, as cited in Ferris, 2003, p.2-3). 

 

Sommers (1982) argued that the method WCF ‘[is] the least understood’ (p.148). In 

order to improve pupils’ ability in writing, teachers must understand what students do 

not understand about feedback. They have to explain themselves better when writing 

comments on pupils’ work. If students fail they might have not understood the feedback 

(Ferris 2003). Trouble reading handwriting can also be an issue for the students. 

 

In 1996 Truscott argued that corrective feedback (CF) was unnecessary and he thought 

it should even be abandoned. He focused on grammar correction and argued that there is 

a complex and gradual learning process for L2 learners. They cannot learn certain 

linguistic forms just because a teacher has corrected some errors in a text. Furthermore, 

he claimed that knowledge cannot be transferred from teacher to pupil. It takes time for 

the acquisition of morphology and syntax to develop. The pupils must understand how 

words are used in relation to other words and be ready for the learning (Truscott, 1996). 

Hyland & Hyland (2006) and Guénette (2012) also argue that the pupils cannot be 

expected to acquire the target language immediately after they have received feedback. 
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There must be time for practice and repetition (Guénette, 2012; Hyland & Hyland, 

2006).  

 

Truscott (1996) also argued that comments can be harmful for the students. What he 

meant was that comments about the content can be bad for the students because teachers 

are in authority over the pupil and his or her work, and this can be demotivating for 

them. They may feel controlled by the teacher and get the sense that the text is not theirs 

anymore if the teacher has too much influence in it. Another argument he had against 

CF was that it could make the students avoid forms and structures that they were unsure 

of because they would not take the risk of making errors and therefore would their texts 

be simpler (ibid.). Truscott based his arguments on the research conducted by him that 

had shown that grammar correction does not help students to improve in writing (ibid). 

 

However, there were many counter arguments against Truscott’s theory, even though it 

was based on empirical, pedagogical and theoretical arguments. Ferris (1999b; 2003) 

argued that the research for that particular study was not reliable and more research was 

needed before assumptions could be drawn as Truscott did. She claimed that well-

designed teacher commentary can have a positive effect on pupils’ writing. 

 

Today there is still an ongoing discussion about whether and to what extent WCF is 

useful for the pupils and their acquisition of L2 in writing. Chandler (2003) claims that 

the pupils make fewer errors if they receive WCF and also Ferris (2003; 2006) argues 

that WCF is useful for the pupils if they get the chance to revise. Guénette (2012) 

claims that it is necessary for students to revise their texts. Otherwise it is most likely 

that they do not learn from the errors that they have made. 

 

WCF can be given in many different ways. Sometimes the teacher writes comments in 

the margin and /or endnotes and it is common for teachers to use different codes and/or 

symbols for different errors (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Ferris, 2003). If a teacher uses 

this method he/she has to explain the codes and symbols that are used, otherwise the 

pupils do not have a fair chance to improve their texts.  

 

WCF can be given as direct or indirect feedback. When direct feedback is given the 

teacher corrects the error which has been made, i.e. he or she provides the right form or 
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word in the text to the pupil in order for him or her to see what the right way of writing 

is. The feedback is explicit and it is likely to think that there should be no doubt for the 

pupil to understand it. The indirect feedback is implicit which means that the teacher 

only marks the error by underlining, high-lighten or making a mark or a code in the 

margin and then lets the pupil correct the error himself/herself (Ferris, 2003). Some 

research claims that indirect feedback is better for improvement than direct feedback 

(e.g. Ferris, 1999b), because when the pupils revise their texts they have to try to solve 

the errors on their own. This might be more difficult for the pupils. They might have 

trouble to understand the code or symbol. Furthermore, it can be difficult to find the 

error if there is just a mark in the margin. To be able to revise the indirect feedback, the 

pupils must have reached a certain level in their acquisition to be able to correct their 

texts (Ferris, 1999b; Hyland & Hyland, 2006). Consequently, teachers must see what 

level their pupils are at when correcting. 

 

Another factor to consider about WCF is time. Sommers (1982), who was mentioned 

before, argued that written comments on pupils’ written assignments take a lot of time 

and that this response is hard to understand for the students. Truscott (1996) also 

claimed that CF is a waste of time and that it is better to use that time in class with 

different writing exercises. Moreover, Sommers (1982) argued that many of the 

comments that teachers give to their pupils are generic, which means that they could 

appear in any assignment, rather than being text-specific. To give the students a fair 

chance to improve, the feedback must be text-specific. Additionally, she argued that 

comments often also are about changing the content in the assignment or paper which 

the students feel forced to do, even if they do not think it is necessary (ibid.).  

 

Consequently, there are two sides concerning giving WCF or not. One side that argues 

that it helps the pupils in their learning/acquisition of L2 and one side that argues the 

opposite. One researcher who has a theory about SLA (second language acquisition)  

was Krashen. Bitchener & Ferris (2012) say that the first general theory concerning 

SLA was Krashen’s monitor model in 1981. According to Bitchener & Ferris (2012) 

Krashen framed his theory around five hypotheses. The first one was the Acquisition-

learning hypothesis in which he claimed that there are two different processes in 

learning a new language. He stated that acquisition is a subconscious process in 

authentic interaction while the learning is a conscious process where the focus is on 
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grammar and form in the classroom (Krashen, 1985 as cited in Bitchener & Ferris, 

2012, p. 9). 

 

The central component of his theory, according to Bitchener & Ferris (2012), is the 

Input hypothesis, where he claimed that if the learners get enough input at their next 

level in development, and understand the input, traditional teaching about grammar and 

paying attention to errors that pupils have done before have no use (Krashen, 1985 as 

cited in Bitchener & Ferris, 2012, p. 10).This is in line with Truscott’s beliefs and also 

the socio-cultural perspective with scaffolding as mentioned before. 

 

In the fifth hypothesis, the Affective filter hypothesis, he claimed that learners have an 

affective filter which they use when learning e.g. a second language. To be able to take 

in the comprehensible input into the specific place in the brain where acquisition takes 

place (LAD= Language Acquisition Device), the filter has to be low; otherwise the 

input will not be taken in. He argued that if the pupils have a resistance of learning a 

second language, the affective filter would be high and therefore the acquisition would 

be low, because the input would not reach LAD (Krashen, 1985 as cited in Bitchener & 

Ferris, 2012, p. 11).  

 

Ferris (2003) suggests different ways of providing the feedback. For instance the 

feedback can be recorded on the computer in order for the student to listen to the 

feedback instead. Of course, this takes as long time as writing comments but it is more 

efficient because the student will not have trouble reading the handwriting. Other ways 

can be to give comments inserted in the text on the computer or give response in e-mail. 

 

Another possibility and perhaps the optimal way to give feedback, considering the 

socio-cultural perspective, is to have one-to-one writing conferences (Ferris, 2003). In 

that way the teacher can explain and the student can ask if he or she does not 

understand. They can communicate and it is likely to think that this is what most 

teachers would like. The teacher guides the pupil through his/her zone of proximal 

development (Säljö, 2014). However, not all learners appreciate writing conferences. It 

can be very stressful to some pupils because they might feel nervous to sit with the 

teacher all alone and they might feel threatened of the teacher and feedback they will 

receive (Ferris, 2003). Another way of getting response is to have peer feedback. This 
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way of response is suggested to be less stressful for many pupils. They might feel less 

threatened by peer response and they will likely listen and take in more of the response 

than the response from the teacher because when they write for other pupils it becomes 

more authentic than writing just for the teacher.The response will likely be more varied 

for the students (Ferris, 2003) but also less qualitative, perhaps. 

 

Consequently, several researchers have shown results that say that WCF is useful for 

the pupils (Ferris, 1999b; 2003, Hyland & Hyland, 2006). It depends in what way it is 

given. Hyland & Hyland (2006) argue that the teachers must see to every pupil and 

target the feedback to the needs and personality of the pupil. This is of course true 

because one sort of feedback which suits one pupil might not suit another pupil. 

Another factor to consider is what attitude teachers have towards the pupils’ reactions to 

the feedback because that can have an impact on the pupils’ revision (ibid). Chandler 

(2003) claims that in her study it was clearly shown that the pupils’ accuracy in writing 

improved when they got WCF. Most pupils thought it was good to get direct feedback 

because, according to Chandler, it was the most convenient way for them because it did 

not take much time to revise. However, the most important aspect of the feedback was 

that the pupils did something about it. Whether they had received direct or indirect 

feedback it was important to revise the texts (Chandler, 2003).  

 

This section can be summarised by saying that the opinions about WCF are many and 

that there are two sides who argue about the impact of WCF. One side that claims that 

WCF is useful and efficient while the other side argues that it is unnecessary and 

inefficient. As Ferris and Chandler rightly argue, the pupils must do something about 

the feedback. They have to revise in order to improve. Otherwise the feedback is a 

waste of time. 

 

Though it is arguable whether grammar feedback and instruction will be 

consistently effective for all L2 student writers, it seems clear that the 

absence of any feedback or strategy training will ensure that many 

students never take seriously the need to improve their editing skills and 

that they will not have the knowledge or strategies to edit even when they 

perceive its importance. 

(Ferris, 1999b. p.8) 
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3. Method  
 

The research reported in this paper was conducted at a secondary school in the southeast 

of Sweden. The reason for this choice of school was that I did an internship at this 

school and worked in conjunction with the regular classroom teacher. Therefore it was 

natural to conduct a survey there. The English teacher at this school is a woman who 

has worked there for almost 40 years and she teaches all the students in English. There 

are ninety students divided into two seventh grades, two eighth grades and one ninth 

grade. A quantitative method was used in the form of two questionnaires. The original 

aim was to use a qualitative method as well in the research by doing interviews with 

some of the students. A mixed methods design can result in a deeper understanding of 

the results (Gray, 2009). When the analysis is made the answers can be interpreted in 

one way but in an interview questions can be asked to make the answers more clear and 

see whether the analysis was right. However, due to different circumstances, there were 

no interviews done. This could be a suggestion for future research to conduct. 

 

First of all, pupils and their parents were given a consent form which informed them 

about the reason for the survey, i.e. this paper. They were also informed about the 

ethical considerations, including the confidentiality of the survey, that it was voluntary 

to participate and that they could change their minds during the time of the survey 

(Bryman, 2011). Then they were asked to participate in the survey. Both pupils and 

parents were supposed to say yes or no to participation and then sign the consent form. 

Thereafter they would hand it in to their English teacher or to the researcher. 

 

All ninety pupils at the school were given a consent form and told to bring it back to 

their English teacher three days later. Many of the pupils handed in the consent form in 

time but several had to be reminded more than once to hand in the consent form. Out of 

ninety pupils only ten said no to participation in the survey. In addition, there were 

seventeen pupils that did not hand in the consent form. Consequently, these twenty 

seven pupils are not included in the survey. 
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3.1 The survey 
 

The broad question investigated in this project was about the efficacy of written 

corrective feedback and students’ perceptions. To investigate that topic it was necessary 

to gather examples of feedback on student texts and to survey students about their 

perceptions. The instruments in the survey were two questionnaires. The English 

teacher at this school provided comments on the survey by giving the pupils two written 

assignments which was to write a single draft about a familiar topic that they had 

worked with in their text books, e.g how a good friend should be,write about a famous 

person they had learned about, write about The USA. She told the pupils that this 

assignment was for research and that she was not going to grade it. However, she 

emphasised that it was important for the research that they tried to do their best. 

 

The next step in the survey was for the teacher to give feedback. She corrected the texts 

and wrote comments on them. After four weeks the students got their texts back and 

when they received them, were told to read through the text and look at the comments 

and think of them the next time they would have a similar assignment. Two days after 

that, they were asked to answer questionnaire number one. The aim of the survey was 

presented and the questionnaire was introduced and read aloud to make sure that 

everybody understood the questions. The questions were in Swedish in order to 

minimize the risk of misunderstandings. Then the pupils had the chance to ask if there 

was something that they did not understand. Some pupils did ask, before they began to 

answer and/or while answering.  

 

The questionnaires had both closed questions where the answer was either “Yes” or 

“No”, and questions where the pupils were supposed to answer on a Likert scale from 1 

to 9 where 1 represented ‘Stämmer inte alls’ (Do not agree at all) and 9 ‘Stämmer helt’ 

(Totally agree).In the first questionnaire they were asked whether they had read the 

comments that their teacher had written and if, in that case, they understood what the 

teacher meant by the comments. They were also asked whether they had asked the 

teacher to explain the comments they had got. Furthermore, they were asked if they 

knew what to bear in mind when writing the next text. They were also asked if they 

thought that the quality of their next text would be better, thanks to the comments that 
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their teacher had given them on the first text. Finally, they were asked to write down as 

many comments they could remember from assignment number one. 

 

After three weeks they got writing assignment number two. They were informed that it 

was for research and once again they wrote a single draft about a topic that they were 

familiar with. After that their teacher had corrected and given comments on them, the 

pupils got them back after one week. Two days later they answered questionnaire 

number two. The pupils were once again informed that the survey was being conducted 

in order to get data for research and were reminded about the conditions for 

participation in the survey. This questionnaire was similar to the first one but it also 

asked if students had had the comments from the first assignment in mind when they 

wrote number two and if they still remembered any comments from the first 

assignment. Moreover, they were asked to say whether they thought that text number 

two was better due to the feedback on text number one. 

 

The data that comes from the survey is meant to give the researcher the opportunity to 

analyse the findings and to draw his or her own conclusions from it (Bryman, 2011). 

The information was put into Excel in order to compile the data and make it clear. After 

that it was possible to make diagrams and tables to illustrate the findings. When that 

was done it became clear that five pupils had only written one of the texts. In addition, 

eighteen pupils had written both texts but had only answered one of the questionnaires. 

The reason for this was that they had not been at school the day(s) when they were 

supposed to answer the questionnaire(s). Consequently, the answers of twenty three 

respondents were left out of the survey because one objective in this research was to 

compare the answers in the two questionnaires. Another interesting thing that was 

discovered was that three respondents in the first questionnaire and six in the second 

said that they did not read the comments but still, they had answered all the questions in 

the questionnaire. They were also left out and in the end there were just forty-three 

respondents left. The total reduction rate was thus more than 50 per cent. 

 
3.2 Validity, reliability and replicability 

 

Validity and reliability are very important in quantitative surveys. It is important that 

the researcher actually measure what he/she wants to measure and that is called 

measurement validity (Dimenäs, 2007). This survey was supposed to measure to what 
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extent pupils read and understand corrective feedback and if they attend to the feedback 

in future assignments. The questions were easy for the pupils to understand because 

they were in Swedish. In addition, they were relevant because they aimed to measure. 

the research questions. This makes the validity and reliability high. This survey was 

conducted with stability because the conditions for answering the questionnaires were 

the same for all pupils, considering the time aspect when they read the comments and 

when they answered the questionnaires. The research instruments were the same in all 

classes making the reliability higher. The pupils were informed about the ethical 

considerations, both in the consent form and orally by the researcher.  

 

One thing that makes the reliability a little weak is that there was no control group in the 

survey and that is preferable to have when you conduct research like this (Gray, 2009) 

because then it would have been obvious if there was trouble in understanding the 

questions. However, three experienced teachers, including the researcher, considered 

the questions to be comprehensible.  

 
4 Findings and analysis 
 

According to previous research written corrective feedback can be either useful or 

unnecessary. Those who claim it is useful argue that it depends on what type of WCF 

the pupils are given and if the time is right. In this section the result of the survey is 

going to be presented and analysed. The data will be analysed and illustrated with 

diagrams and tables in order to give a clear view of the findings. 

 

4.1 The research instruments 
 

The pupils answered two questionnaires. The first question in the questionnaire was if 

the respondents had read the comments that they received from the teacher. There were 

43 students who said yes and three said no. The second question was if they understood 

the comments and 20 pupils answered 9 on a Likert scale from 1-9 where 1 represented 

“Stämmer inte alls”(Do not agree at all) and 9 represented “Stämmer helt” (Totally 

agree). The total number in the interval 7-9 was 38 and that indicates that the pupils 

understood most of the comments. The mean was 8 on the Likert scale on this question. 

The third question was if they asked the teacher to explain the comments and only two 

pupils answered yes. The following question was if they understood what they should 
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think about when writing the next time and the mean was 7.3. Question number five 

was if they thought that their next text would be better thanks to the comments on the 

first assignment and the mean on that question was 6.5.   

 

The result suggests that most pupils read the comments and most of them also 

understood the comments.An interpretation can be that the comments were easy to 

understand because only 2 pupils asked the teacher to explain the comments. Of course, 

shyness could also have been a reason for not asking for explanation. Furthermore, the 

mean 7.3 on the question about understanding what to think about the next time they 

write is reasonably good. 

 

In questionnaire number two five questions were the same as in the first one but there 

were also four more questions and the result differed from the first questionnaire. There 

were five pupils who did not read the comments and one person had left a blank answer. 

One likely interpretation of this is that he/or she did not read the comment either. The 

mean on question number two in the first questionnaire, (number six in the second 

questionnaire), if they comprehended the comments, was 7.6, a little bit lower than in 

the first questionnaire, 8. The mean in question number four (number eight in the 2nd) 

was 7.1 and in number five (number nine in the 2nd) it was 5.5. As can be noticed there 

is a tendency for the average numbers to decrease and that is not good. 

 

A likely interpretation of the result above is that the pupil who left a blank answer did 

not read the comments on text number two. Thus, the number of the pupils who did not 

read the comments is the double compared to the first questionnaire. This is illustrated 

in Figure 1 where it can be seen that more pupils read the comments on the first 

assignment than the second one. Why do not all pupil read the comments? Is it because 

they are not used to this kind of assignment and comments? Is it because they knew that 

this was not their normal assignment but something for research? Their teacher told 

them that she was not going to grade the texts and maybe that is the reason why more 

pupils did not read the comments. Maybe they were not motivated because of that. As 

metioned in the introduction the teachers’ perceptions are that many pupils are just 

interested in grades.This can be related to Krashen’s (1985) theory about the affective 

filter (as cited in Bitchener & Ferris, 2012, p.11). If the pupils have resistance to 

learning a second language the filter is high and consequently the input does not reach 
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the LAD where the acquisition takes place. Motivation is very important in learning 

according to Vygotsky (Säljö, 2012) and Jenner (2007). Another reason could be that 

they assumed that this was a single draft as the first assignment was which they did not 

revise. According to research mentioned before (Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 1999b; Ferris , 

2003; Guénette, 2012), to be able to learn the target language and have use of corrective 

feedback, learners have to revise their texts in order to be aware of the errors that they 

make. It has been suggested that it is not enough to just read the feedback, and the 

findings of this survey support that conclusion.  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

                  Figure 1. Illustration of how many of the respondents who read the comments. 

 

In Figure 1 it can be seen that more pupils read the comments on the first assignment 

compared to the second. It can also be seen that the pupils who did not read the 

comments increased to the double from the first to the second assignment. 

 

Question number two asked whether the pupils understood the comments that their 

teacher had written and as it can be seen in Figure 2, in the first questionnaire 38 pupils 

answered 7-9 on the Likert scale and the mode was number 9. In the second 

questionnaire there were 35 pupils who chose the answer 7-9 and the mode was 9 as 

well. This suggests that the comments were more difficult to understand on the second 

text compared to the first. 

 

The results for the question about understanding the comments, reveals that the mean 

was 8 on the Likert scale 1-9 on the first questionnaire compared to 7.6 on the second 

one. It would be pedagogically desirable that the students understand what the teachers 
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mean by the comments. If the pupils do not understand the comments it is, as mentioned 

before, a waste of time to write them. Teachers have to find out why the pupils do not 

understand the comments as referred to Ferris (2003).Can the teacher express the 

comments in another way? The pupils must know what the codes and symbols mean. It 

is the teacher’s responsibility to make sure that the pupils know what to improve and 

how to do it (Skolverket, 2013). 

 

 

                                    Figure 2. Compilation about understanding the comments. 

 

In Figure 2 it can be seen that no pupils chose to answer 1-3 on the question about the 

understanding of the comments and that is good. In the next interval, 4-6, there were 6 

in the first questionnaire and 8 in the second who chose 4-6. There were 38 who 

answered in the interval 7-9 in the first questionnaire compared to 35 in the second.  

 

In the first part of questionnaire number two the pupils were asked if they remembered 

any comments from the first assignment and 19 said yes and the rest, 23 said no. They 

were also asked to write as many comments as they could remember. To be able to see 

to what extent they remembered the comments, the teacher’s comments were compared 

to the comments the pupils’ remembered. If there were four different matters addressed 

in the comment and the pupil had only remembered one matter that was counted as that 

the pupil had remembered 25% of the comment. From that perspective there were only 

6 pupils in the first questionnaire who remembered 100% of the comments compared to 

4 in the second. There were 7 pupils who remembered 50% in the first questionnaire. 

There were also 7 pupils who remembered 33% of the comments. The numbers of 

respondents who did not recall any comments were 17 in the first compared to 19 in the 

second. 
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There is a difference in questionnaire two compared to the first questionnaire. As 

mentioned in the methods section, they got their texts back with comments on after four 

weeks and then after two days they answered the questionnaire. Then after three weeks 

they wrote text number two and got it back after a week. Obviously, four weeks had 

passed since they read the first comments and because of this long time, it is natural that 

some pupils did not remember the comments. But still, it was only 45.3 percent that 

remembered the comments and 54.7 percent did not. If one look at questionnaire 

number 1 about recollection, it can be seen that there are 9 pupils who left a blank 

answer and 7 who said they did not remember. The 9 blank ones are interpreted as they 

did not remember as well, and consequently the number is then 16 who did not 

remember. If one compares that to how many who read the comments, 42, and how 

many that remembered the comments two days later, one wonder why not more pupils 

remember. Is it because they are not interested? Or is it because they remember what 

they understand? 

 

 

 

 

                  Figure 3. Compilation of the respondents’ recollection of the comments 

 

Figure 3 shows four different things; how many read the comments, how many 

remembered the first comments and how many remembered the second comments. It 

also illustrates how many remembered the first comments after four weeks. It would 

have been preferable if the numbers of the respondents who remembered the comments 
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had been higher because a teacher wants his/her pupils to learn and remember most of 

what he/she teaches them. But as the research literature says about this matter, the 

pupils have to work with their texts more than once (i.e. multiple drafts) to benefit from 

it. As both Hyland & Hyland (2006) and Truscott (1996) claim teachers cannot transfer 

knowledge in a single action. The pupils are going through a process when learning a 

second language and acquisition takes time. 

 

 

In the question about if they knew what to have in mind the next time they write a text 

the mean was 7.3 on the first questionnaire compared to 6.5 on the second. This result 

should correspond better with the result to the question about understanding. If they had 

understood the comments they would also have known what to think about. On the 

other hand, it depends on what comments they got. If they only got a comment like 

“Very Good” they might not know exactly what to have in mind the next time compared 

to a comment like “Remember to always write I with capital letter” or “Make sure you 

get the verb forms right” (see all the comments in the appendices). 

 

There were 6 pupils who answered that they had the comments on the first text in mind 

while writing text number two, 14 said no and 23 said to some extent. It is hard to know 

what ‘to some extent’ means for the pupils. This would have been interesting to 

investigate deeper by doing interviews to find out how they thought. One possible 

interpretation of ‘to some extent’ is little or partly. As many as 14 answered no and one 

of the research questions in this paper is if the pupils attend to the feedback in future 

written assignment. This result suggests that several do not. It would have been 

interesting to look at the comments and the texts again to see what comments those 

respondents got. However, because of the time frame there was not time enough to 

analyse that.This is a recommendation for further and deeper analysis. 
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                            Figure 4. To have  the comments in mind when writing the next time 

 

In Figure 4 it can be seen what proportions of the pupils had the comments in mind 

when writing the next text. Only 6 answered yes while 14 answered no and 23 answered 

to some extent.  

 

The answers in the question about the use of the comments concerning higher standard 

in future texts, the mean was 6.5 compared to 5.5 in the second questionnaire. There 

were 14 pupils who answered that they did not think that the comments would help 

them to get higher standard on their next text. These figures support the research 

concerning what impact WCF has on students’ written work (Truscott, 1996; 1999) The 

pupils in this survey do not seem to feel that they made much use of the comments. 

However, it is reasonable to think that it depends on what type of comments they 

received. 

 

 

Figure 5. A compilation of the answers to question number 4. 
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Figure 5 illustrates how the pupils thought about the comments’ impact in future writing 

assignments. There were 23 who chose the interval 4-6. Furthermore, there were 12 who 

chose 7-9 and there were only 7 who chose the interval 1-3. This result suggests that the 

feedback they got was not good for them and they did not have much use of it. 

 

The last question with a Likert scale was if they felt that their second text became better 

thanks to the comments on the first text. The mean on this question was only 4.1and that 

is low. The mode was 5 and obviously, many pupils did not think that they had any use 

of the comments, or very little. Again, according to research mentioned before, the 

feedback needs to be worked with and the errors must be revised in order to learn from 

them. When the pupils are engaged in revising their texts they learn more (Chandler, 

2003; Ferris, 2003; Guenette, 2012). 

 

 

                    Figure 6. A compilation of the answers to question number 4. 

 

Figure 6 reveals the result on the question concerning whether the pupils thought that 

their second text became better thanks to the comments they received on the first text. 

There were 15 who answered within the interval 1-3, 20 who answered within the 

interval 4-6 and only 6 who chose to answer within the interval 7-9. There were also 2 

blank answers. This result suggests that they did not have much use of the feedback 

they received and that is not good. In that case the teacher has wasted her time. 

 
4.2 Analysis of the comments 

 

The comments that the teacher wrote were about different matters, e.g. spelling, word 

choice, grammar, use more idioms, describe more. She also wrote comments like 
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’Good’, ’Very good’, ’Excellent’, ’Bra innehåll’ (Good content), ’Bra jobbat’ (Good 

job), ’Bra flyt’ (Good fluency), ’Alltför kort’ (Too short). Another comment that she 

used frequently was ’Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem’ (Look at my 

corrections and take them in). 

 

In the appendix section there are two tables (Figure 7 and 8) with all the comments 

(endnotes) that the teacher wrote. The corrections that she made in the texts are not 

included. 

 

It has been mentioned before in this essay that there is explicit and implicit WCF. The 

English teacher in this survey only used explicit corrections, i.e. she provided the 

correct form or spelling in the texts. She also wrote endnotes. The endnotes (comments) 

were easy to understand and they were text-specific. However, some comments might 

have been hard to understand, e.g.’ använd fler idiomatiska uttryck’ (Use more idioms). 

Maybe many pupils do not know what that is and that can be a reason for choosing a 

low number on the Likert scale. When looking at the tables of the comments it can be 

seen that the teacher used certain phrases more often than others. The most frequent 

comment was ‘Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem’ (Look at my corrections and 

take them in). She used that comment 24 times on the first texts compared to 13 on the 

second texts. There were 6 pupils in both the first and the second questionnaire who 

remembered that comment. However, the result does not say if they also remembered 

the corrections that the teacher had written in the texts. If they did not they would not be 

sure of what to have in mind when writing the next text. 

 

This section can be summarised by saying that most of the comments seemed to be easy 

to understand. The teacher gave explicit feedback and there was one comment which 

can have been hard to understand: ’Använd fler idiomatiska uttryck’ (Use more idioms). 

The comment that she used the most was ’Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem’ 

(Look at my corrections and take them in). That comment might not have been useful 

for the pupils if they did not read the corrections in the text. 
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5. Conclusion 
 

In this study it has been investigated whether and to what extent written response on L2 

students’ written assignments have an impact on their development in the target 

language. As reported, researchers have different opinions about the efficacy concerning 

this matter. Truscott (1996, 1999) argues that written corrective feedback is totally 

unnecessary and he even wants it to be abandoned. On the other hand, Ferris (1999b, 

2003), among others, argues that it can be useful and she claims that the students think 

that they are helped by written response. In this particular survey most pupils said that 

they understood the feedback, even if research says that many students do not 

understand WCF for different reasons, e.g. because of different codes and symbols that 

the teachers use but which the pupils do not understand. In this survey the teacher did 

not use codes or symbols so that was not an issue. It would have been interesting to 

have interviewed some of the students to find out whether they actually understood the 

comments they got or not. In addition, it does not seem that they in this survey attended 

to the comments in future writing assignments because the number was just 6 out of 43 

who answered yes if they had the feedback in mind when writing the next text. Indeed 

24 answered that they to some extent had the feedback in mind but still, it was just 6 

who said yes and I think that is too few. Consequently, are teachers going to accept the 

inefficiency in writing comments on students work? I do not think so. I think that 

teachers must be better at giving WCF. They have to target the feedback so it suits 

every pupil. The teachers must make sure that the pupils understand the comments; 

otherwise it is a waste of time writing them. Furthermore, I think that WCF should be given 

both as explicitly, (for more difficult errors and to those pupils who have not studied the L2 for 

a long time), and implicitly when the pupils are more experienced in the target language. When 

they are more experienced it is more likely that they can revise on their own. Revise is a 

keyword about this matter. If the students do not revise it is likely that they do not learn 

anything from the feedback and then the teachers have wasted their time. 
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 Appendices 
 

 The consent form 

Målilla 140924  

 

 

Information till elever och vårdnadshavare på XXXskolan i XXX 
 

Hej! 

 

Jag heter Pernilla Munther och kommer från Målilla. Jag är lärarstudent i engelska 7-9 

vid Linnéuniversitetet i Växjö. Jag läser min sista termin på utbildningen och ska 

förutom VFU (verksamhetsförlagd utbildning) 10 veckor skriva ett examensarbete, och 

materialet för examensarbetet kommer jag att samla in under min VFU på XXXskolan 

v. 40-47. 

 

Eleverna kommer vid två olika tillfällen att få besvara en enkät angående hur de 

upplever aspekter av skrivuppgifter. Jag kommer även att göra en analys av vissa 

uppgifter, och vissa studenter kommer att intervjuas. Alla uppgifter kommer att 

behandlas konfidentiellt vilket innebär att inga namn, klasser eller skolans namn 

kommer att nämnas i examensarbetet. 

 

Jag skulle verkligen uppskatta deltagande i min undersökning men det är helt frivilligt. 

Man väljer själv om man vill medverka. Jag vill också informera om att man har rätt att 

ångra sig under undersökningens gång och kan närsomhelst avbryta sitt deltagande. Är 

man underårig måste vårdnadshavaren/vårdnadshavarna skriva under att det är okej att 

deras barn deltar.  

 

Har ni frågor får ni gärna kontakta mig (pm222ev@student.lnu.se) eller min handledare, 

Diane Pecorari, professor i engelska vid Linnéuniversitetet (diane.pecorari@lnu.se). 

 

Vänligen skriv elevens namn, ringa in ert svar och lämna till Birgitta eller Pernilla 

måndag 29/9-14. 

 

_______________________________________(elevs namn)  

får deltaga i undersökningen (ringa in ja eller nej)                          ja          nej 

 

 

___________________________                    _________________________ 

Datum och vårdnadshavares namnteckning     Datum och elevs namnteckning 

 

 

 

  

mailto:diane.pecorari@lnu.se
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 Appendix: Questionnaire 1 

 

Namn:____________________________ 

 

Läs följande påståenden och ringa in det som stämmer in på dig! 

 
 

1) Jag läste kommentaren som min lärare hade skrivit om min text om A 

good friend. 

 

Ja   Nej 

 

 

 

2) Jag förstod vad min lärare menade med kommentaren. 

 

|--------------------------------------------------------------------| 

1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9     

 
Stämmer               stämmer 

inte                 helt 

alls 

 

 

 

3) Jag bad min lärare att förklara kommentaren. 

 

Ja   Nej 

 

 

 

4) Jag förstod vad jag bör tänka på inför nästa skrivuppgift. 

 

|--------------------------------------------------------------------| 

1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9     

 
Stämmer               stämmer 

inte                 helt 

alls 
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5) Jag känner att standarden på min nästa skriftliga text kommer att 

vara högre tack vare min lärares kommentar(er). 

 

|--------------------------------------------------------------------| 

1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9     

 
Stämmer               stämmer 

inte alls               helt 

 

6) Vilka kommentarer gav din lärare dig på din text? Skriv så många du 

kommer ihåg. 

___________________________________________________

___________________________________________________

___________________________________________________

___________________________________________________

___________________________________________________

___________________________________________________

________________________ 
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 Appendix: Questionnaire 2 
 

Namn:____________________________ 

 

Läs följande påståenden och ringa in det som stämmer in på dig! 

 
 

1)  För en tid sedan gjorde du en skrivuppgift om hur en bra kompis ska 

vara och så fick du kommentarer på den av din lärare. Kommer du ihåg 

några av lärarens kommentarer?  

 

Ja    Nej 

 

2) Om ja, vilka? 

_____________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________

____________ 

 

3) Nyligen skrev du en annan text. När du skrev den, hade du då din 

lärares kommentar(er) i åtanke från första uppgiften? 

 

Ja            Till viss del      Nej 

 

 

4) Jag tycker att den senaste texten blev bättre tack vare min lärares 

kommentarer på uppgiften om hur en bra kompis ska vara. 

 

|--------------------------------------------------------------------| 

1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9     

 
Stämmer               stämmer 

inte alls               helt 

 

 

När du skrivit den senaste texten fick du återigen kommentarer från 

din lärare. Vänligen svara på följande frågor med dessa kommentarer i 

åtanke. 
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5) Jag läste kommentarerna som min lärare hade skrivit på den senaste 

texten. 

 

Ja   Nej 

 

 

6) Jag förstod vad min lärare menade med kommentarerna. 

 

        |--------------------------------------------------------------------| 

        1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9     

 
         Stämmer               stämmer 

         inte alls                                     helt 

 

 

7) Jag bad min lärare att förklara kommentarerna. 

 

Ja   Nej 

 

 

8) Jag förstod vad jag bör tänka på inför nästa skrivtillfälle. 

 

 

      |--------------------------------------------------------------------| 

       1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9     

 
Stämmer               stämmer 

inte alls               helt 

 

9) Jag känner att standarden på min nästa skriftliga text kommer att 

vara högre tack vare min lärares kommentar(er). 

 

|--------------------------------------------------------------------| 

1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9     

 
Stämmer               stämmer 

inte alls                                     helt 

 
10) Skriv så många kommentarer du kommer ihåg på den senaste uppgiften. 

 

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
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 Appendix: The teacher’s comments (endnotes) 
 

 

Resp. 1 Mycket bra innehåll! Bra flyt och nästan allt rätt. Mycket bra! Kom ihåg 

presens-s på he, she, it. Vid övriga inget –s. 

Resp.2 Bra innehåll! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.3 Bra innehåll! Kom ihåg att alltid skriva jag - I- med versal –stort I utan prick 

över. 

Resp.4 Titta på uttrycken i boken och skriv av. Det tror jag är bra för dig. 

Resp.5 Bra innehåll! Han-he, honom-him, än-than.Titta på mina rättningar och ta till 

dig  dem. 

Resp.7 Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.10 Bra innehåll! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.11 Jättebra! Fint innehåll! Everyone är sing. Därför is ist.f. are. Titta på mina 

rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.12 Bra innehåll! Obs! Stavning with. Kom ihåg presens-s: he talks, she makes, it 

plays. Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

  

Resp.14 Jättefint innehåll och bra flyt i språket. Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig 

dem. 3 days ago=för tre dagar sedan. 

Resp.16 Lite svårt att läsa i början. Bra innehåll! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig 

dem. 

Resp.17 Excellent! Det enda som jag behövde rätta är ordet för ”jag” alltid måste 

skrivas med versalen I, alltså ingen prick över. 

Resp.18 Jättefint skrivet och bra innehåll! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.19 Bra innehåll! Obs! Vara-be. Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem! 

Resp.20 Mkt bra språk. Fortsätt så! Bra att du skrivit så mkt! 

Resp.21 Bra innehåll! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

  

Resp.23 Mkt bra innehåll och språk! Fortsätt så! 

  

Resp.25 Mkt bra språk! Fortsätt så! 

Resp.26 Bra! Obs! Find-found-found, sing-sang -sung, take-took-taken, stavn.with. 

Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.27 Mkt bra innehåll! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.28 Bra innehåll! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

  

Resp.31 Good! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.32 Allför kort! 

Resp.33 Bra innehåll! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.34 Good! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.35 Good! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig rättningar dem. Obs! could 

not=couldn't. 

Resp 36 Bra innehåll! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

  

Resp.39 Lite för kort men bra! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.40 Excellent! 

Resp.42 Riktigt bra, XX! Du har med hela innehållet och har flyt i språket! Till nästa 
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gång: håll dig till samma tempus hela vägen. Det är också bra om du får med 

några idiomatiska uttryck. 

Resp.43 Good! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.44 Excellent! Kan du hålla denna höga standard i fortsättningen är du också värd 

ditt höga betyg. 

Resp.45 Bra och fylligt innehåll! Bra med några idiomatiska uttryck. Var noga med 

verbformerna, matcha subjektet med verbet. Fler idiomatiska uttryck nästa 

gång. 

  

Resp.47 Very good! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. Nästa gång är det bra 

om du kan få med några idiomatiska uttryck 

Resp.48 Bra innehåll! Titta på mina justeringar och försök lära in det rätta tills nästa 

gång du ska skriva något liknande. 

Resp.49 Mkt bra innehåll, ordval och grammatik! För att höja dig nästa gång kan du 

skriva med några idiomatiska uttryck. 

Resp.50 Excellent! Titta på de få noteringarna av mig. Nästa gång kanske du kan få 

med några idiomatiska uttryck. 

Resp.51 Bra innehåll! Du har alldeles för många missar på verbformer! Kolla dem och 

se till att du nästa gång väljer rätt tempus och väljer rätt verbform till 

subjektet. 

Resp.52 Innehållsmässigt har du fått med mkt. Bra! MEN! Har du alldeles glömt att i 

presens måste du sätta ut presens-s på verbet vid he,she, it?  Nästa gång måste 

du komma ihåg det. Försök även att få med idiomatiska uttryck för att höja 

standarden. 

  

Resp.54 Bra flyt och innehåll! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. Nästa gång: 

var noga med att välja rätt verbform. Tänk på tema formerna, t.ex meet-met-

met, choose-chose-chosen. 

Resp.55 Bra innehåll! Titta på mina noteringar och ta till dig dem. Det handlar om 

plural-s, verbformer imperfekt –ed och stavfel. Nästa gång hoppas jag att du 

har ”fixat bort” felen. 

Resp.56 Bra innehåll! Titta på mina noteringar och ta till dig dem. Det är viktigt med 

rätt verbformer! Nästa gång är det bra om du kan få med några idiomatiska 

uttryck också. 

Resp.57 Så bra av dig! Titta på mina rättningar och jobba bort felen till nästa gång så 

blir det ännu bättre! 

  

  

 

Figure 7. A compilation of comments, first text. 

 

 

Below follow the comments that the pupils got on their second text. 

 

 

Resp.1 Fantastiskt bra språk med flyt. Rätt stavning och grammatik (bara is-are). Bra 

med ”svårare” ord, t.ex. unaware, messed up. Fortsätt lära dig flera ord och 

mera grammatik och skriv långa texter. Du kan bli hur duktig som helst! 

Resp.2 Lång bra text! Obs! Stavn. With, very, high. Much=mycket, many=många. 

När det är=det finns heter det is/are, I see=jag ser, I´m seeing=Jag ser just nu. 
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Resp.3 I skrivs alltid med versaler (stor bokstav). Nästa gång kan du tänka på att dela 

in texten i stycken. 

Resp.4 Om du säger detta till en engelsman skulle han/hon förstå vad du vill berätta. 

Bra! Du behöver träna mer på att skriva. 

Resp.5 Bra innehåll! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.7 Far-långt (en sträcka), I look=Jag tittar, I´m looking=jag tittar just nu. Titta på 

mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.10 Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.11 Riktigt bra, XX. Du har flyt i språket, fina detaljer. Titta på mina rättningar 

och ta till dig dem.  

Resp.12 Det är bra om du får med många detaljer när du skriver nästa gång. 

Resp.14 Rätta dina stavfel och försök komma ihåg rätta stavningen. Bra med många 

detaljer. Jag sitter= I sit eller I´m sitting. 

Resp.16 Du har skrivit många ”that was”. Bra om du varierar dig nästa gång. Du har 

blandat presens och imperfekt. Det blir bättre om du håller dig till ett tempus. 

Bra att du har fått med många detaljer. 

Resp.17 Mycket bra, XX! Bra flyt i språket! Notera: It´s=it is, I skrivs alltid med 

versal. 

Resp.18 Fantastiskt bra, XX! Du har jättefint flyt i ditt språk! Du har med många 

detaljer. Bra! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem! 

Resp.19 Viktigt att du läser igenom det du har skrivit. Då märker du om du behöver 

ändra något. Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.20 Mycket bra! Bra fakta och bra språk! Obs! The USA 

Resp.21 Bra språk! One city- two cities, a little=lite 

Resp.23 Bra språk! Nästan inga fel! Bra, XX! 

Resp.25 Mycket bra innehåll och språk! Obs! The USA! 

Resp.26 En engelsman skulle förstå detta om du sa så här. Stavningen är lite ”si och 

så” men du blir bättre och bättre. Jobba på! 

Resp.27 Bra innehåll! Obs! One city-two cities, one country-two countries, make-

made-made. 

Resp.28 Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem! Obs! was-were, die-dead, come-

came, his, who, their. 

Resp.31 Bra innehåll! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem! 

Resp.32 Bra, XX! Du kan berätta så att en engelsman skulle förstå. Kolla rättningarna! 

Resp.33 Bra innehåll! Obs! The USA. 

Resp.34 Bra fakta! Obs! Much=mycket, many=många, country-countries. Bra att du 

lämnar en tom rad mellan varje fakta. 

Resp.35 Synd att du inte skrev mer. Om du inte kommer ihåg ”inhabitants” kan du 

använda ”people” istället. 

Resp.36 Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. Obs! Landet heter The USA. 

Resp.39 Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.40 Excellent! 

Resp.42 Very good, XX! 

Resp.43 Good, XX! Who – about persons. 

Resp.44 Excellent! 

Resp.45 Bra innehåll. Bra ordval! Men! It´s=it is= den är, its=dess. Välj rätt verbform 

till subjektet! 

Resp.47 Very good! Obs! were-where, a-an. 

Resp.48 Bra innehåll! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.49 Bra men du kunde ha skrivit mer. 
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Resp.50 Excellent! Obs! Stavn. believe 

Resp.51 Mycket bra innehåll! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.52 Bra innehåll! Kom ihåg! Det är=det finns=there is/are. 

Resp.54 Bra innehåll! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

Resp.55 Bra innehåll! Obs! Was-were, is-are, it is-there is/are, much, 

Resp.56 Rätta till det som jag har markerat så låter det bättre. 

Resp.57 Mycket bra, XX! Titta på mina rättningar och ta till dig dem. 

 

Figure 8. A Compilation of comments, text two 

 


