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Abstract—The present study was conducted to investigate the effect of self-monitoring technique and also the
effect of self-monitoring followed by pair and group peer feedback on Iranian EFL learners' writing
improvement. It was hypothesized that self-monitoring training and also self-monitoring followed by pair and
group peer feedback would not improve students' writing. Four intact classes consisting of 54 low proficient
female learners studying English for four years in one language institute in Baneh, Iran, were assigned to three
experimental and one control groups. All groups including control group were instructed process writing. After
that experimental group 1 (EG1) received training on how to use self-monitoring in writing a composition. Two
other experimental groups (EG2 & EG3), in addition to receiving this treatment, were taught to use pair and
group peer feedback respectively following self-monitoring on their compositions. A posttest was administered
to all groups at the end of the treatment period. They were required to write a composition about a
pre-specified topic. Results of one way ANOVA and Paired Samples t-test analyses suggest that there were
significant differences between the pretest and posttest scores of the participants in all groups. However, the
difference in posttest results of the study groups was not statistically significant. Further findings and
implications are discussed in the paper.

Index Terms—process writing, self-monitoring, peer feedback

I. INTRODUCTION

Writing has always been considered an important skill in the teaching and learning of English as a foreign language
(Chastain, 1988). At the present time, enough emphasis is put on the practice of writing and how this can assist learners
in making their writing better by exploring the writing process (Zamel, 1982). Nevertheless, students find composing
in English difficult because the writing process requires them to apply many cognitive and linguistic strategies of which
they are not sure (Rao, 2007).

Language teachers, especially writing teachers, are familiar with the amount of time and attempt spent on correcting
writing, specifically grammatical and lexical errors. Yet many studies on both native and second language writers have
demonstrated that traditional error corrections have no or limited benefit (Storch & Tapper, 1996). Besides, many
students may see error correction as the language teacher's unique responsibility because the teacher is often regarded as
the "expert". Such an opinion may be difficult to change (ibid). Perhaps language teachers need to encourage students to
develop corrective strategies which would motivate more learner autonomy and control over the nature of the feedback
(ibid).

It is highly profitable for teachers to make students aware of writing techniques through the use of direct instruction.
Methods of direct instruction that may particularly assist EFL learners can be through the use of self-monitoring and
cooperation techniques (O'Malley & Chamot, 1990). Charles (1990), for the first time, proposed self-monitoring as a
writing technique. For her, this technique motivates students to be responsible for what they write, and for their writing
skill improvement. It encourages them to think critically and analytically about their writing and enables the teacher and
students to engage in a dialogue over the text even in circumstances where individual face to face discussions are not
possible.

Piaget (1950; cited in Jacobs, 1989) and Wgotsky (1962, 1978; cited in Jacobs, 1989) both discuss the profit learners
can obtain through interaction with others. Piaget showed that peer interaction can cause cognitive conflict which in
turn can lead learners to review and modify the frameworks through which they view the world (Jacobs, 1989). In
\VWygotsky's opinion, interaction with others facilitates learning and development. Mendonca and Johnson (1994) also
state that peer feedback increases students' communicative power by motivating students to convey and negotiate their
opinions.

Group work undeniably motivates the process of writing, improves the final product, helps develop the ideas and
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builds the confidence. Working in pairs and groups can enhance students' sense of autonomy and responsibility in the
learning process (Jacobs, 1989). Using collaborative technique, students directly will be engaged in the writing process
and they may become more critical readers and writers (ibid).

According to Hansen and Liu (2005), successful peer feedback activities are not only a stage in the writing process,
but also fundamental components of fostering language development in an L2 writing class. While peer evaluation in
writing has been extensively studied, except for few studies, self-monitoring in writing has been almost neglected
around the world. And in the Iranian EFL context, both issues have been neglected in writing research. Yet in the current
climate of increasing recognition of the value of learner autonomy, self-monitoring as well as peer feedback deserves
more attention in the Iranian context.

This study was aimed at finding answers to the following questions:

1. Is there a significant relationship between student self-monitoring and writing improvement?

2. Is there a significant relationship between peer feedback following self-monitoring and writing improvement?

2a. Is there a significant relationship between pair peer feedback following self-monitoring and writing
improvement?

2b. Is there a significant relationship between group peer feedback following self-monitoring and writing
improvement?

Il. REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

A. Self-monitoring

Self-monitoring is the examining of one's correctness of oral or written production (Benedetti, 2005). Self-monitoring
in writing is a key instructional involvement of a self-regulatory approach to writing. Using self-monitoring technique, a
writer produces a personal feedback loop. While writing down changes in specific aspects of writing, writers are
required to evaluate and react to their writing at a metacognitive level (Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997).

Charles (1990, p. 286) states, "Using self-monitoring students annotate their drafts with comments or queries on their
problem areas before handing their texts in to the teacher." The teacher responds in writing to these notes, thus gives
direct and appropriate feedback on the points raised by the students (Charles, 1990) and teacher's appropriating of
students' composition sharply is reduced (Xiang, 2004); as a result, students have more control over the received
feedback (Cheong, 1994).

This technique may also give assistance to the teacher to achieve their goals of writing which is to produce more
proficient and autonomous language learners (Muncie, 2000). Furthermore, it makes the teacher stop being involved
in exhaustive heavy work in revision. Giving students feedback based on their questions is much easier for the teacher
and more helpful to the student's own condition (Chen, 2009).

B. Self-monitoring and Peer Feedback

Revision can begin more seriously when students go to their teachers and each other to receive feedback on the
content of their composition. Through this, unclear and insufficiently supported ideas can be identified, reconsidered
and revised (McGarrel & Verbeem, 2007). Students' reviewing is aimed at developing the text produced until now from
different sources of feedback including self-monitoring annotations after the completion of the first draft, peer revision
before writing the second draft, and written teacher feedback after draft two. These subcomponents are recursive and
interactive (Flower & Hayes, 1981).

Cooperative peer reviewing permits students to get different evaluations; furthermore, students as writers
self-evaluate their own writing. Self-evaluation may assist writers in developing more precise consciousness of their
writing quality or difficulties based on the same dimensions used by their reviewers (Cho & Cho, 2007). Hence,
students are permitted to compare their self-evaluation with peer evaluation on their own writing. The differences
between the two evaluations may encourage writers to use their peer's different comments to make their writing better
(ibid). The most significant advantages of self-monitoring related to peer feedback are that writers can convey their
messages clearly and help construct the possible collaborative relationship between them and their readers (Charles,
1990; Cresswell, 2000). Peer can be an important source to develop correct self-monitoring which is conducive to
self-regulation skills of writing (Cho & Cho, 2007).

I1l. MATERIAL AND METHODS

The initial sample consisted of 54 guidance and high school students of ages 12-18, except for three of them who
were older. They had studied English for four years in a language institute in Baneh. All participants had Kurdish as
their first language, and English was a foreign language for them. Participants were assigned to four intact groups: three
experimental groups and a control group. All of the participants were female with an elementary level of proficiency.

In order to ensure that the participants were from the same proficiency level, the Class Placement Test B consisting of
60 multiple-choice items was administered to measure their proficiency level before starting the study. The index of
reliability of this test was 0.6, which was deemed satisfactory enough for our purposes.

A pretest and a posttest consisting of writing a composition about a pre-specified topic were administered. During the
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treatment, participants in each group were required to write two compositions about self-chosen topics using instructed
techniques. Two checklists from Brown (2001) and Rowlands (2007) for peer feedback and self-monitoring were
selected by the researchers, and were adapted to suit participants' proficiency as much as possible.

The investigation was made in 2011 and all the data were collected during a period of two months and a half. A
proficiency test and a subjective writing pretest were given to students in all groups to assess their proficiency level and
their writing ability respectively at the beginning of the treatment. As the rating of the pretest might be rather
subjective, to ensure reliability, the compositions were graded by two raters based on Writing Scoring Rubric adapted
from Wang and Liao (2008). An inter-rater reliability analysis using Cohen's Kappa statistic was performed to determine
consistency among raters. The reliability was found to be Kappa=0.86 meaning that there was enough agreement
between two raters.

Then, the researchers started the research by teaching writing based on the process-approach to writing in four
classes. It is worth mentioning that none of the participants had experienced writing any compositions with the aim of
communication before. Teaching and practicing the process writing continued for three sessions in all groups. After that,
students in the control group were asked to write two compositions, one each week, about self-chosen topics and hand
them in to the teacher to offer comments on them. After receiving teacher's comments they were asked to write second
drafts and submit them to the teacher again to give her comments.

In the next two sessions, the importance of the self-monitoring technique, how to use it in writing, and how to make
annotations were explained in Kurdish and sometimes in English to three experimental groups separately. In addition,
examples of typical or perceptive annotations were also given to the students to assist them in understanding what to do
in making annotations. Knowing that checklists are generally useful in developing metacognitive skills, the researchers
selected two checklists from Brown (2001) and Rowlands (2007), and adapted some of their language structures to suit
participants' proficiency as much as possible and used them as a self-monitoring checklist. Distributing it to the students,
the researchers translated it into Kurdish orally in order to be understood well. Then, in all experimental groups,
students were required to write about a self-chosen composition in the class, individually and annotate them according
to the checklist.

Students in EG1 who were instructed about process writing and self-monitoring technique were asked to write two
compositions at home one per week. For each, they were asked to write the first draft with their annotations and hand it
in to the teacher to receive feedback on their problems. Giving feedback either in the form of correction or suggestion,
the researchers returned compositions to the students. Then after revising and writing the second draft, they returned
them to the teacher. For some of the compositions this sequence was repeated until the teacher was sure that students'
problems had almost been solved.

Participants in EG2 who were also taught about process writing and self-monitoring technique were asked to write a
composition at home, make annotations on it, and bring it to the class in the following week. At the beginning of the
session, the researchers talked about the importance of peer feedback activity to improve their writing. After that, they
organized the feedback teams in groups of two members, and distributed the peer feedback checklists made from
self-monitoring checklist to the groups to help students give feedback on their peer's writing and also inform them
which aspects of writing to give the priority while revising.

After that both members in each group exchanged their compositions. Each peer reader was asked to give comments
on her peer writer's composition or underline the unclear ideas to discuss during or after writing her comments.
Receiving peer's feedback on her annotated or unannotated problems, student writers rewrote their compositions to
produce a second draft. Yet, having unresolved problems, students could annotate their second draft and along with the
first draft, hand them in to the teacher for final comments. During the last stage, writers made revisions based on the
teacher's feedback and wrote the final draft. For more practice, students were asked to write another composition at
home, and the above mentioned sequence was repeated.

Participants in EG3 were also taught about process writing and self-monitoring technique and were assigned to
groups of three members. After making annotations on their compositions at home, each member in the group made two
copies of them and attached two pieces of paper to distribute to the peers in her group in order to receive comments
from them on the separate sheet. After revising their compositions based on their peers' comments, each writer wrote the
second draft and, along with the first draft, submitted them to the teacher for the final comments. At the end, each
participant wrote the third draft according to the teacher's comments. For more practice, students were asked to write
another composition at home, and the above mentioned sequence was repeated in the class.

At the end of the experiment, a posttest was administered to all groups, in which students wrote about a topic. The
posttest compositions were rated in the same way as pretest compositions were. An inter-rater reliability analysis was
performed and Kappa was found to be 0.81, which shows an acceptable level of agreement between two raters. At the
end of the posttest, participants in EG1, EG2 and EG3 were asked to write their opinions about the effect of
self-monitoring followed by peer feedback on their writing improvement, too.

IV. RESULTS

All the data from pretest and posttest scores of compositions were collected in order to analyze them quantitatively.
One-way ANOVA was applied to investigate the effects of self-monitoring and type of peer feedback on experimental
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groups' writing. In order to compare the mean scores of pretest and posttest of each group to know if there was a
significant difference between them, paired samples t-tests were used. The students' ideas written about the effect of
self-monitoring technique and also the effect of self-monitoring followed by peer feedback on their writing were
collected and analyzed by the researchers. The findings of the quantitative and qualitative data analysis are provided

below.

TABLE 4.1.
ONE-WAY ANOVAS FOR POST-TEST
Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.
posttest score for Between Groups 4583 3 1.527 2.136 115
focus Within Groups 22.889 32 715
Total 27.472 35
posttest score for Between Groups 2.243 3 748 1.613 .206
elaboration Within Groups 14.833 32 464
Total 17.076 35
posttest score for Between Groups 4,167 3 1.389 1.874 154
organization Within Groups 23.722 32 741
Total 27.889 35
posttest score for Between Groups 4.076 3 1.359 2.104 119
convention Within Groups 20.667 32 .646
Total 25.389 35
posttest score for Between Groups 3.722 3 1.241 1.832 161
vocahulary Within Groups 21.667 32 677
Total 25.389 35
posttest total Between Groups 79.521 3 26.507 1.956 .140
scores Within Groups 433.667 32 13.552
Total 513.188 35

As Table 4.1 indicates, for all of the criteria against which the writings were scored, the p-values were more than 0.05.
This means that there were not any significant differences among the groups in the posttest scores.

In order to provide answers to the research questions posed above, the following complementary analyses were also
conducted. The results of the paired samples t-tests in Table 4.2 show that except for 'focus', in all other aspects of
writing and overall writing the p-value was less than 0.05 (.007). This means that there were significant differences
between the pretest and posttest scores of the participants in experimental group 1. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no
significant relationship between self-monitoring and writing improvement is rejected. But results from one-way
ANOVA show that there was no significant difference between control and experimental group 1.

TABLE 4.2.
PAIRED SAMPLES T-TESTS FOR EG1

Paired Differences

Mean Std. Std. Error Sig

Deviation t| df (2- tailed)

Pair 1 | Pretest score for focus - posttest -500 7071 2357 -2.121 88 .067
score for focus

Pair 2 Pretest score for elaboration - -611 4859 .1620 -3.773 88 .005
posttest score for elaboration

Pair 3 Pretest score for organization -.389 4167 1389 -2.800 88 .023
- posttest score for organization

Pair 4 Pretest score for convention - -556 4640 1547 -3.592 88 .007
posttest score for convention

Pair 5 Pretest score for vocabulary - -556 .6349 2115 -2.626 | 88 .030
posttest score for vocabulary

Pretest total scores - posttest -2.611 2.1473 7158 -3.648 88 .007
total scores

In Table 4.3, the p-values for the paired samples t-tests were all less than 0.05 which means that the null hypothesis
of no significant relationship between pair peer feedback following self-monitoring and writing improvement is rejected.
But results from one-way ANOVA show that there was no significant difference between control and experimental
group 2.
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TABLE 4.3.

PAIRED SAMPLES T-TESTS FOR EG2

Paired Differences

Mean Std. Std. Error Sig.

Deviation mean t| df (2- tailed)

Pair 1 Pretest score for focus - -.667 7071 .2357 -2.828 | 88 .022
posttest score for focus

Pair 2 Pretest score for -722 .5069 1690 -4.274 | 88 .003
elaboration - posttest score
for elaboration

Pair 3 Pretest score for -1.000 .6124 .2041 -4.899 | 88 .001
organization - posttest
score for organization

Pair 4 Pretest score for -944 .8819 .2940 -3.213 | 88 .012
convention - posttest .score
for convention

Pair 5 Pretest score for -1.333 .3536 1179 -11.3 | 88 .000
vocabulary - posttest score
for vocabulary

Pair 6 Pretest total scores - -4.667 2.1506 7169 -6.510 | 88 .000
posttest total scores

913

As can be seen in Table 4.4, the p-values for the Paired samples t-tests for all five aspects of writing and total scores

were less than 0.05 which means that the null hypothesis of no significant relationship between self-monitoring
followed by group peer feedback and writing improvement is rejected. But results from one-way ANOVA show that
there was no significant difference between control and experimental group3.

TABLE 4.4.

PAIRED SAMPLES T-TESTS FOR EG3

Paired Differences

Mean Std. Std. Error Sig.

Deviation mean t| df (2- tailed)

Pair 1 Pretest score for focus - -1.000 .5000 1667 -6.000 | 88 .000
posttest score for focus

Pair 2 | Pretest score for elaboration - -556 .6821 2274 -2.443 | 88 .040
posttest score for elaboration

Pair 3 | Pretest score for organization -778 5652 .1884 -4.128 | 88 .003
- posttest score for organization

Pair 4 Pretest score for convention - -1.000 7071 .2357 -4.243 | 88 .003
posttest score for convention

Pair 5 Pretest score for vocabulary - 7071 7071 2357 -4.243 | 88 .003
posttest score for vocabulary

Pair 6 Pretest total scores - posttest 2.5372 2.5372 08457 -5.124 | 88 .001
total scores

Table 4.5 shows that in the control

group there is improvement in writing too.

group, of five aspects of writing, only for elaboration and vocabulary the
p-values were less than 0.05, but as the p-value for overall writing score was less than 0.05, we can conclude that in this

Put together, it can be concluded that since the kind of gain in writing performance observed in experimental groups
was also observed in control group (where there was no self-monitoring either alone or followed by peer feedback), the
treatment was not effective in the context of this study. Accordingly, all the relevant null-hypotheses put forth above can
be supported as far as this research is concerned. The fact that students in control group (as well as in other
experimental groups) experienced a different form of writing (i.e. process writing) from what they were conventionally
familiar with does signify that process writing even if not followed by any type of self-monitoring or feedback can lead
to significant improving by itself..
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TABLE 4.5.
PAIRED SAMPLES T-TESTS FOR CG

Paired Differences

Mean Std. Std. Error Sig.

Deviation mean t df (2- tailed)

Pair 1 | Pretest score for focus - posttest -.333 4330 1443 -2.309 8 .053
score for focus

Pair 2 Pretest score for elaboration - -278 .2635 .0878 -3.162 8 .013
posttest score for elaboration

Pair 3 | Pretest score for organization - -111 4167 1389 -.800 8 447
posttest score for organization

Pair 4 Pretest score for convention - -278 .3632 1211 -2.297 8 .053
posttest score for convention

Pair 5 Pretest score for vocabulary - -.667 .3536 1179 -5.657 8 .000
posttest score for vocabulary

Pair 6 Pretest total scores - posttest -1.722 7120 2373 -7.257 8 .000
total scores

In expressing their ideas about the effect of self-monitoring on their writing improvement, most of the students in
experimental groups said that before attending the class they had felt anxious, but after receiving the treatment they
found the new way of writing a very pleasant experience. In addition, almost all of the students claimed that their
weaknesses in grammar and vocabulary prevented them from writing what they wanted to write successfully. All of the
students said that the time devoted to teaching self-monitoring was short. They added that until that time they had not
been asked to write a composition in this way, and their weaknesses in using correct structure hindered them from
writing annotations in English on their writing. Nevertheless, they agreed that this technique was wonderful, and that it
affected their writing a lot. Furthermore, students in EG2 and EG3 were happy to work with their peers to find their
problems and solve them before submitting their compositions to the teacher. It needs to be mentioned that none of
them preferred pair feedback to group feedback or the other way round. Qualitative findings lend further support to our
quantitative findings. That is, these new methods improved their writing.

V. DiIscussION

The results of one-way ANOVA and Paired samples t-test analyses show that independently, each treatment type
resulted in significant improvement in experimental groups. However, when treatment types are compared with one
another, there does not seem to be a difference between their effectiveness and that compared to control group gains
which were significant in elaboration and vocabulary as well as in overall writing. As such treatments do not seem to
have worked at all as far as overall writing quality is concerned. The following factors may have affected the findings of
this study:

1- To investigate the effect of self-monitoring on writing improvement, the researchers had to teach process writing, a
prerequisite to teach self-monitoring, to all experimental and control groups. This means that the control group used the
facility of self-monitoring indirectly although they were not explicitly required to do so in their writing activities.

2- Because of their weaknesses in finding their mistakes and in using correct grammar to express their problems in
their annotations, some of the participants in EGs did not annotate their compositions and the students who made
annotations mostly expressed their grammar difficulties that the teacher could also find and correct or guide the students
to correct like what she could do on participants' writing in CG.

3- Limited number of treatment sessions may be another reason why no significant difference was found among
groups. Self-monitoring technique is new and it needs more time to be taught and learned. Nevertheless, as students had
never experienced process writing in the past, three sessions were devoted to teaching that, and accordingly lack of the
time did not allow the researchers to devote more than two sessions to teaching self-monitoring.

4- Being in the same level of proficiency, peer readers were not so helpful to their peer writers in this study.

5- Low number of participants in each group may have affected the results, too.

Observing no significant differences among groups, it is concluded that improvement in participants' writing in all
groups is due to learning and implementing process writing not other treatment types.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The goal of the present study was to determine the effect of self-monitoring and also the effect of self-monitoring
followed by pair and group peer feedback on writing improvement. The findings of this research provide the instructors
with opinions about the useful writing strategies, and give them an opportunity to understand and to assess their own
knowledge of what to teach and how to teach writing better. Although the result is consistent with the findings that
self-monitoring cannot affect low proficient learners' writing performance significantly, it is recommended that EFL
teachers, especially in Iran, change their attitudes towards teaching English writing. That is, to teach self-monitoring,
first, they should take into consideration both process and product approaches in their instruction and that
self-monitoring should not be neglected for three important reasons. First, self-monitoring has been claimed to facilitate
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writing. Second, using this strategy helps students be autonomous. Third, it increases teacher responsiveness to
individual needs during the learning of writing. Encouraging students to work with each other to solve their problems
also can help them improve their writing.
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