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Abstract 

The present study was intended to investigate whether Iranian EFL learners with different personality 

types could benefit from corrective feedback (CF) or not. 317 EFL learners from 4 Institutes in Tabriz 

took the TOEFL test; 271 participants scored between 477 and 510; the scores of 164 of them fell be-

tween ±1SD; 34 of them agreed to participate in the study and were asked to deliver a 200-word compo-

sition. Their compositions were analyzed based on CAF (complexity, accuracy, and fluency). After-

ward, they were asked to answer questions relating to the Extroversion-Introversion dimension to inves-

tigate their level of introversion. Then the participants were provided with different types of CF through 

10 class discussion sessions. After passing this period, they were asked to deliver another 200-word 

composition. This final composition was analyzed based on CAF again. The result showed that the text 

quality of the introverted language learners did not differ significantly from the text quality of the extro-

verted language learners. 
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INTRODUCTION 

According to Han (2021), “Corrective feed-

back has consistently ranked among the most 

resilient topics in second language acquisition 

(SLA) research over its five decades of exist-

ence, garnering attention transcending theoret-

ical boundaries (and research and practice di-

vide, for that matter) (p. 23). CF is a type of 

information given to the L2 learner on what is 

not sanctioned in the target language (TL) – is 

part of the environmental stimulation, a form 

of negative reinforcement, and it allegedly 

helps the learner realign his or her behavior 

with the grammatical norms of the TL (Han, 

2021). Apart from the different types and ef-

fects that CF can have on developing the lan-

guage learners’ macro-skills, learning requires 

the participation of both learner external lin-

guistic influence and learner-internal for-

mation of habit, as well as CF, needs both ex-

ternal (e.g., the teacher’s) and internal (e.g., 

the learner’s) efforts (Han, 2021).  

CF can be provided in different modes i. e. 

through class discussion or on writing projects 

delivered by language learners but the ques-

tion here is whether all individuals take ad-

vantage form CF provided to them equally and 

beneficially. That is to say, do individuals with 

different personality types benefit similarly 

from CF provided?  

In numerous studies carried out in the field 

of second language teaching and learning, the 

experts have greatly focused on the different 

personality types which would have any ef-

fects on second language learning achieve-

ment; research such as Blair (2022); Chen et 
*Corresponding Author’s Email: 
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al. (2022); Ito (2022); Asmali (2014); Oz 

(2014); Sadeghi et al. (2012); Nikpour & 

Farsani (2010) and Sharp (2008). In all of 

these studies, the importance and impact of 

personality traits on second language learning 

achievement have been explored and proven.  

 

Theoretical Framework of the Study 

One of the widely-discussed subjects in the 

literature on L2 learning and L2 acquisition, 

according to Banaruee et al. (2017), is CF. In 

his work, Harmer (1983) reasoned that the in-

structor should not meddle in the L2 learners’ 

communication when they make mistakes. 

This perspective is e held up by experts such 

as Basturkmen, Loewen, and Ellis (2004). Alt-

hough these experts support the idea of cor-

recting mistakes made by L2 learners, there 

are masters rejecting this idea, those who be-

lieve that correcting the mistakes in a compo-

sition cannot lead to grammatical accuracy 

improvement while this interference can stop 

L2 learners from making the same mistakes in 

subsequent drafts (Truscott, 2007). 

The following research question was, there-

fore, addressed: 

RQ: Does class discussion feedback 

have a different impact on extrovert and 

introvert language learners’ written 

performance? 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

CF in Second Language Teaching and Learning 

Brandt (2008), as cited by Seyedebrahimi et al. 

(2022), explained that feedback is the infor-

mation given to learners dealing with some 

aspects of what they perform on a task. He 

continued to say that this information can be 

provided to language learners by teachers and 

instructors. He also declares that there should 

be a balance in the feedback provided to the 

language learners.  

In earlier studies, it was asked whether CF 

provision would be influential on L2 learning 

or not (Day et al. 1984, and Chun et al. 1982). 

In accordance with the aforementioned ques-

tion, the effectiveness of CF provision on lan-

guage elements has been investigated in the 

work of Ruegg (2017&2018) and Banaruee & 

Askari (2016). They confirmed that provided 

CF could be beneficial for improvement in the 

macro-skills development. As Sinha & Nassaji 

(2021) reveals, the relevance of error correc-

tion in foreign or second language learning is a 

controversial issue and simultaneously not a 

new phenomenon, but in recent years empiri-

cal studies have been carried out and found 

inconclusive results.  

Another crucial factor affecting the type 

of feedback provided to the language learn-

er, according to Esmaeeli and Sadeghi 

(2020), is the language learner’s proficiency 

level. In other words, teachers should con-

sider the type of feedback they give to the 

learner based on their level of mastery of the 

second language (Wei & Cao, 2020). Fur-

thermore, Abalkheel and Brandenburg 

(2020) revealed in one of their studies that 

feedback provided by the teacher could af-

fect the writing task done by the language 

learners beneficially. Again, Esmaeeli and 

Sadeghi (2020) confirm that error correction 

could enhance the grammatical accuracy of 

the learners’ L2 writing performance. Alt-

hough there are some scholars such as Esla-

mi and Derakhshan (2020) support feedback 

provision by instructors, there are other ex-

perts who believe that feedback provision 

can suppress learners’ emotions and stop 

them from continuing communication 

(Truscott, 1996).  

It was first proved in 1994 (Aljaafreh & 

Lantolf) that CF had a leading role in second 

language learning. After that Hyland (2006), 

research highlighted the important role of CF 

provision in improving skills such as speaking 

and writing.  

 

Different Types of Feedback 

As cited by Lyster et al. Lyster and Ranta 

(1997) pinpoints six types of FB which are 

categorized into two major kinds, namely 

prompts and reformulations (2013). They de-

fine prompts as signals pushing L2 learners 

towards self-correction. By signals, we mean 

elicitation, metalinguistic clues, clarification 

request, and repetition. On the other hand, re-

formulations refer to recast and elicitation 

which gives learners “target reformulations of 

their non-target output” (p. 3).  
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Ellis & Sheen (2006) classify FB into im-

plicit and explicit ones. The reason for this 

kind of classification is the correction direc-

tion made by the instructor. They call FB as an 

explicit correction when the correct form of 

learner’s production is given to them by the 

instructor while the implicit correction is 

withholding the correct form like what hap-

pens in metalinguistic clues and elicitation.  

Yilmaz (2016) has a similar classification 

of FB which focuses on the FB exposure con-

dition. In his opinion, the learner’s exposure to 

CB defines the feedback condition which is 

divided into direct or indirect. In the former, 

FB is given on the wrong utterance, and in the 

latter, FB is given on the incorrect production 

for other learners to listen not for the learner 

who makes that mistake. 

Different taxonomies and classifications of 

CF have been presented so far. Rezaei (2011) 

contends that there are five corrective strate-

gies other than recasts (i.e., explicit correction, 

clarification requests, metalinguistic infor-

mation, elicitation, and repetition). According 

to Zhao & Ellis (2020), CF strategies are dis-

tinguished into implicit and explicit types. Ta-

ble 1 groups them according to Lyster and Sai-

to (2010). Ellis (2006), like several other stud-

ies, compared the correlative effect of implicit 

and explicit correction such as metalinguistic 

clues and recasts. But, as stated by Lyster and 

Ranta (1997), there seems to be a problem 

with this comparison because each CF type 

can differ regarding their implicit-

ness/explicitness. They determined three 

elicitation strategies: 

1. elicitation completion (see example in 

Table 1), 

2. a question (e.g. How do we say A in Ital-

ian?), and 

3. asking students to reformulate their ut-

terances (e.g. Can you say that again?). 

1 and 2 clearly attract the language learner’s 

attention to the wrong form and thus are explicit 

but 3 is more obscure. The most ambiguous 

strategy is recast. 

 

Table 1 

Explicit and implicit corrective strategies 

Dimension Corrective Strategies 

Explicit  Direct correction; e.g. No, not ‘goed’ 

 Explicit correction, e.g. Went not goed 

 Elicitation; e.g. ‘the man---?’ 

 Metalinguistic clue ; e.g. ‘You need the correct past tense form’ 

 Metalinguistic explanation; e. g. ‘Go is an irregular verb so you can’t say 

 ‘goed’; you need irregular verb form ‘went’  

Implicit Recast; e. g. S1: The man goed home. S2: The man went home 

 Confirmation Check; e. g. S1: The man goed S2: The man went home? 

 Clarification request; e. g. S1: The man goed home. . S2: Sorry?   

 Repetition; e. g. S1: The man goed home. S2: The man goed home?  

 

Recast is explained by Long (2007, p. 77) 

as a “reformulation of all or part of a learn-

er’s immediately preceding utterance in 

which one or more non-target-like items are 

replaced by the corresponding target lan-

guage form(s), and where throughout the 

exchange, the focus of the interlocutors is on 

meaning, not language as an object”. Ac-

cording to Long (2007), recast is incidental 

and implicit. Correspondingly, Lyster and 

Ranta (1997) regarded recasts as “implicit 

provision” (p. 46).  

Metalinguistic clues, as Wiboolyasarin 

(2021) explains, is a brief explanation with or 

without examples given to the learner. Accord-

ing to Li & Vuno, this kind of FB was first 

deemed as indirect FB, but later other experts 

labeled them as both metalinguistic and indi-

rect (2019). A study (Montazeri and Salimi, 

2019) revealed that metalinguistic FB was 

positively effective on the learners’ enthusi-

asm for speaking. 

As Nateghian & Mohammdnia state, Repeti-

tion is when the error is repeated to the language 
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learner with an emphatic intonation and stress to 

attract the learner’s attention to the error. Clarifi-

cation request, as Nateghian & Mohammadnia 

(2022) explain, is when the learners are asked to 

change their utterance structure because the 

meaning is not communicated. Spada and 

Fro¨hlich (1995) believe that when a message 

is not understood by the teacher, the teacher 

asks questions like “Excuse me? What did you 

mean by…?” Or “I did not get the message, 

would repeat that?” to ask the learners to give 

more information about their utterance or cor-

rect the erroneous utterance (p. 25). Elicita-

tion, according to Nateghian & Mohammadnia 

(2022), forces the L2 learner to correct their 

erroneous utterance by the teacher’s pausing. 

Lyster & Ranta (1997) define elicitation as the 

teacher’s pause to elicit the correct form from 

the student. the teacher pauses for the students 

to fill in the blank.  

Explicit correction or explicit FB is provid-

ed to the L2 learner when they produce an ill-

formed structure (Samaee et al., 2021). Var-

nosfadrani & Basturkmen (2009), showed that 

L2 learners performed better in their post-test 

than in the pretest after receiving explicit FB. 

As stated by Lyster & Ranta (1997), explicit 

correction happens when the instructor explic-

itly provides the correct form after the student 

has given the wrong production.  

 

Personality Traits in Second Language 

Teaching and Learning 

According to Boroujeni et al. (2015), people’s 

traits influence their life and anything they do 

in their life like learning or acquisition. This is 

the individual differences that create this di-

versity. Even in 2000, Freguson showed that 

although the behavior style is relatively fixed 

over time in a person, people are different in 

their personality types. Again, Funder (2007, 

p. 5) contends that “an individual’s character-

istic patterns of thought, emotion, and behav-

ior, together with the psychological mecha-

nisms, hidden or not, behind those patterns”. 

Mayer (2007, p. 14) defines this condition as 

“the organized, developing system within the 

individual that represents the collective action 

of that individual’s major psychological sub-

systems”. As one of the main macro-skills, 

speaking is assumed to be effective in L2 

learning (Cumming, 2006). According to him 

(2007, p. 473), speaking is a “uniquely per-

sonal form of individual expression”. There-

fore, the assumption that personality traits af-

fect people’s behavior can lead to the differ-

ences learners shows in studying and learning 

a language.  

The relationship between personality type 

and optimal benefits from CF is a matter that 

has not been properly sought in the literature 

of the field. 16 participants were labeled as 

extroverts and 18 were labeled as introverts. 

These 34 participants were excluded from 164 

EFL learners who took a TOEFL test and 

scored as intermediate ones.  

According to Nateghian & Mohammadnia 

(2022), “Personality traits and particularly ex-

traversion have received only sporadic atten-

tion in studies of corrective feedback prefer-

ences” (p. 158). 

As reported by Cheraghi Shehi & Khezrab 

(2020), despite the influence of several factors 

on language learning improvement, personali-

ty factors should not be ignored as affecting 

elements of language learning also. Montero et 

al. believe that individual differences can be 

effective on the decrease or increase in the 

level of L2 learning (2014). Zafar & Meenak-

shi (2012) claim that language learners take 

their affective states to class with them, states 

which affect L2 achievement. They also con-

tend that for L2 learning, just cognitive ability 

would not be sufficient. In addition, according 

to Dornyei (2005), since the arrival of psy-

chology, this science has been trying to shed 

light on the picture of the mind and under-

standing individual differences and the rela-

tionship between these differences and learn-

ing. As Deutsch assumes, individual differences 

can affect human decisions thus teaching and 

learning, presumed to be human’s decisions, 

cannot be untouched by these factors (2006). 

As a behaviorist, Eysenck (2004), states 

that individual differences which are mostly 

inherited have an iconic role in personality. As 

confirmed by Ahour & Haradasht (2014), 

these differences can result in several kinds of 

feelings, intellect, and performance. Plus, 

character comprises personal adaptation for 
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living and feeling models (Cervone & Pervin, 

2010). And finally, educational experts have 

discovered that each person learns diversely 

because of their personality type which deter-

mines how well that person learns something 

(Chen & Hung, 2012). 

Introversion/ Extroversion, according to 

Sakano (1990), both exist in an individual. In 

other words, all people can have both traits to 

some extent in them but in a different ratio, 

and these qualities are not fixed. It is believed 

that a typical extrovert is more sociable, has 

many friends, and needs to talk with people 

while introverts are assumed to be morindoor-

sor and not be interested in communicating 

with other people (Chen at al., 2012). Naiman 

et al. (1978) and Griffiths (1991) state that 

extroversion and introversion are major ele-

ments affecting success and failure in lan-

guage learning. it is generally held that extro-

version is advantageous to foreign/second lan-

guage learning, while introversion is disadvan-

tageous to foreign/second language learning 

(Skehan, 1989, p.101).  

As Skehan (1989) shows, learning English 

is influenced by factors such as intelligence, 

language aptitude, motivation, age, and the 

personalities of learners. In this study, he fo-

cused on personality traits such as extrover-

sion and introversion and investigated their 

effects on language learning; these aspects of 

personality were thought to be effective in im-

proving communicative language ability in 

Japanese learners. Pornsakulvanich et al. 

(2012) and Pashler et al. (2008) showed that 

classroom tasks like writing are thought to be 

as solitary endeavors while tasks such as 

speaking are not. In their opinion, extroverts 

could perform better at academic levels and 

these learners engage in activities involving 

communication such as speaking and class 

discussions more than introverts. On the con-

trary, Wafiqoh (2019) and Sharp (2008) men-

tioned that the inner world of thought would 

motivate L2 learners and directs their attention 

inward and gets the energy from thoughts and 

memories. Introverted L2 learners need time 

and space to pull themselves together and try 

to grasp the world and things around them be-

fore they are ready to speak. Sadeghi at al. 

(2012) and Sharp (2008) believe that intro-

verted L2 learners understand and learn 

through thoughtful reflection. Their focus is on 

inside ideas and impressions. According to 

them, considering class activities, these learn-

ers prefer reading and writing which do not 

involve communication with others. They 

would rather be working independently be-

cause they depend on time for internal infor-

mation processing. These learners cannot 

solve problems by listening to teachers who 

talk and teach fast because, as it was men-

tioned earlier, they need time to process new 

information. They do not feel safe when par-

ticipating in class discussions and working in 

groups and delay speaking. Although they fall 

short in class discussions, they perform better 

than extroverts in writing, reading, and listen-

ing tasks and they avoid being forced to talk 

and discuss. (Molinuevo & Torrubia, 2013).  

In 1979, Milton & Cranney carried out re-

search to investigate the relationship between 

learning styles and personality traits. They 

examined introversion/extroversion in reading 

comprehension tasks. They witnessed a mean-

ingful relationship between learning style and 

introversion. The relationship between reading 

comprehension among Iranian EFL learners 

and extroversion/introversion was investigated 

by Pazhuhesh et al. (2014). She found that in-

troverted learners outperformed their extro-

verted counterparts. In a similar study, Badran 

(2001) as cited by Ahmadi et al. (2015), the 

researcher tried to see whether there was a re-

lationship between extroversion/introversion 

and correct pronunciation or not. the results 

showed that extrovert learners were better at 

pronunciation than introvert learners.  

Alibakhshi (2011) did a study to investigate 

the effect of personality and gender on teach-

ing performance preferences and efficacy. 

This research involved 280 male and female 

Iranian EFL teachers. The instruments applied 

in this study were MBTI, the Teaching Activi-

ty Preference questionnaire, and Teaching Ef-

ficacy. No significant personality and gender 

effects were found in teachers’ teaching effi-

cacy but a meaningful effect was revealed for 

gender and personality of teachers on teaching 

activities preference.  
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Carrell (1995) and other researchers exam-

ined the influence of personality types on L2 

learners’ writing and studied their role in writ-

ing among raters and writers. They discovered 

that writers’ personality types influenced their 

received ratings on the essays and raters’ per-

sonality types influenced the process of their 

rating. Callahan (2000) carried out research to 

examine the relationship between teacher FB 

and student reflective writing. He used MBTI 

to identify the writers’ types. Finally, he 

showed that writers went beyond their interests 

and appreciated the readers’ comments on their 

writing. Layeghi (2011) examined the relation-

ship between EFL learners’ performance and 

their personality types by focusing on extrover-

sion/introversion aspects. She discovered that 

introverted learners performed better than 

extroverted ones. In 2015, Salameh & Khaled 

revealed no significant difference between 

extrovert and introvert writing performance.  

 

METHOD 

Design of the Study 

This study explored a quasi-experimental design 

to check the effect of personality types on ben-

efiting from CF provided which would be 

improving the writing quality of Iranian EFL 

learners. For this matter, the introvert and 

extrovert participants were given 6 types of 

CF during 10 sessions of class discussion, 

each session lasted for 60 minutes. 

 

Participants 

Thirty-four intermediate (male and female) 

EFL learners comprised the candidates for this 

study. They were learners of 4 English lan-

guage schools in Tabriz, Iran, and had been 

studying English for at least 5 years. Their age 

ranged from 16 to 22. They were selected from 

among a larger group to which a TOEFL test 

had been administered. Those who scored be-

tween 477 and 510 were included in the study.  

 

Instruments 

The tool or instruments used in this study 

were, first, a TOEFL to screen the participants. 

Second, the NEO-FFI to find out the introvert-

ed and extroverted participants, third, a pre-

test writing task of 200 words. After imple-

menting the treatments, the fourth instrument; 

namely, another writing task of 200 words was 

implemented as the post-test. 

 

Data Collection Procedure 

According to the researcher's investiga-

tions, from 4 English language institutes in 

Tabriz, 317 intermediate students took part 

in TOEFL tests. 271 of them got a score 

that fell between ±1SD. 34 of them agreed 

to be included in the rest of the study. 

These participants were asked to produce a 

200-word composition on a given subject. 

Their written productions were analyzed 

based on complexity, accuracy, and fluency 

(CAF) criteria which are depicted in Table 

2. Afterward, they were administered the 

NEO-FFI test (See Appendix) to be divided 

into two groups of introverted and extro-

verted participants. 16 participants were 

labeled as extroverts and 18 were labeled as 

introverts. The introverts formed one exper-

imental group and the extroverts formed 

another experimental group. both groups 

went under 10 one-hour sessions of class 

discussions through which they received 6 

types of CF. after passing this treatment 

period, the participants were asked to deliv-

er another 200-word composition on the 

same topic in the pre-test phase. The ren-

derings of both pre-test and post-test were 

analyzed based on CAF criteria which come 

from Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998, p. 119) 

which is depicted in Table 2. To measure 

the grammatical complexity, the number of 

dependent clauses per clause was calculat-

ed, to measure accuracy, the number of er-

ror-free units per T-units was calculated 

and to measure fluency, the number of 

words per T-unit was calculated.  

 

Data Analysis Procedure 

Regarding Table 2, the participants’ composi-

tions were analyzed for measuring grammatical 

complexity, accuracy, and fluency. 
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Table 2  

CAF Measures Used in the Current Study 

 

RESULTS 

The results of the pre-test and post-test are

 

 illustrated in the following Table 3 below: 

 

Table 3 

The mean and standard deviation of the variables points in the introvert and extrovert groups in pre-test  

and post-test 

Fluency Accuracy Grammatical complexity 

Measures Groups 

P
o

st
-t

es
t 

P
re

-t
es

t 

P
o

st
-t

es
t 

P
re

-t
es

t 

P
o

st
-t

es
t 

P
re

-t
es

t 

6/42 5/51 0/3 0/23 0/3 0/22 Mean 
Introvert 

0/27 0/24 0/03 0/02 0/04 0/01 SD 

6/45 5/34 0/01 0/22 0/28 0/23 Mean 
Extrovert 

0/34 0/25 0/01 0/02 0/02 0/01 SD 

 

DISCUSSION 

In the present undertaking, the researcher 

tried to conduct an experimental study con-

sidering the effects different personality 

types would have on benefiting from CF 

which was provided in-class discussion ses-

sions in an Iranian context. The results of 

the study showed that the two personality 

traits, namely introversion, and extroversion 

had no significant effect on the introverted 

and extroverted participants gaining from 

CF provided. Consequently, the quality of 

their writing projects in the pre-test was not 

meaningfully different from the quality of 

their writing in the post-test. Several reasons 

for this event can be assumed.   

A look at the results reported in Table 3 

reveals a few significant findings summa-

rized. An improvement in the CAF of the two 

groups is reported while comparing the pre-

test and post-test of the introverted group 

shows no significant difference. Similarly, 

there is no meaningful difference between the 

pre-test and post-test of the extroverted 

group. Boroujeni et al. (2015) showed that 

although there was an assumption that extro-

verts could express themselves quite better in 

speaking skills, in writing, they were not as 

successful as introverts.  

There can be a few arguments for these 

findings. First, based on the literature, the 

effect of providing CF on improving the 

quality of writing is undeniable, that is to 

say, the observed difference in the pre-test 

and post-test of the two groups was not far 

from believed assumptions. However, the 

related literature contends that personality 

traits would affect L2 achievement and im-

provement. Nonetheless, in the present 

study, it was not reported that introverted 

and extroverted language learners benefit 

differently from the CF provided to them 

through class discussion sections. In other 

words, the writing quality of introverted and 

extroverted language learners could not be 

affected by the way CF is given.   
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CONCLUSION 

Correcting the written production of language 

learners is undoubtedly an important role of a 

teacher and a significant part of any writing 

process as well. However, how and when this 

correction could happen has been under explo-

ration in the last few years and has attracted 

much attention from practitioners in the field 

of L2 teaching and learning. But whether lan-

guage learners with different personality types 

benefit from this correction similarly or not 

has recently gained a great deal of attention i. 

e. as well as focus on the effect of personality 

types on L2 achievement and development, in 

the present undertaking, the focus has been 

shifted to the difference the personality types 

would create on profiting from CF delivered to 

language learners. 

In a few ways, there would be some limita-

tions to carrying out such research. It is wished 

that these obstacles would be removed in fu-

ture undertakings. One of the constraints of 

this study was that the participants were most-

ly employed and busy doing their job, thus 

holding class discussion sessions when would 

be available to all participants was quite prob-

lematic. Another limitation was that the partic-

ipants had to undergo a few evaluations such 

as a TOEFL test, the NEO-FFI for personality 

evaluation, a pre-test, a post-test, and finally 

10-class sessions as treatment. Managing the 

time for these activities was quite problematic.  

However, besides all the difficulties, a few 

things attracted the attention of the participants 

doing this research. For example, nearly all 

participants were eager to know whether they 

were introverts or extroverts. As a result, they 

enthusiastically took the NEO-FFI test. An-

other thing that made them participate in this 

study was that they wanted to know their pro-

ficiency level in English, so they took the 

TOEFL test. But the most important of all was 

that the participants could take part in a 10-

session class discussion without any charge 

and this alone was enough to encourage them 

to cooperate with the researcher. At last, the 

researcher is grateful for the participant’s help 

in this research. 
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