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Abstract

This study sought 1) to investigate the effectiveness of the self-monitoring and peer feedback

strategies implemented with mixed-ability students in an English essay writing class and 2) to explore
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students’ attitudes toward using these strategies. Participants were 30 third-year undergraduate
students majoring in English for International Communication (EIC) at a university in the northeastern
region of Thailand. Results revealed that although the post-test writing performance as well as the
quality of annotations and peer feedback significantly improved, students still found difficulties in
making annotations and peer feedback specific. Findings from student logs; however, revealed that
students viewed these two strategies positively. It helped students to develop critical reading skills
and opened up their horizons to collaborative process writing. It can be concluded that although the
strategies may have benefitted students of the higher proficiency level in particular, it is
recommended to introduce the self-monitoring and peer feedback strategies to learners of all levels
as it serves as a springboard to honing self-monitoring skills as well as critiquing skills in writing

classes.

Keywords: Self-monitoring, Peer feedback, English essay writing

Introduction

Essay writing has long been known as a skill that needs training and practicing. Teaching and
learning writing, especially in the context of English as a foreign language, has never been easy.
Problems may stem from the complexity of the skill itself - instruction that does not emphasize the
process of writing, or feedback that is not understood - all are prone to have a direct impact on
students’ writing progress as well as their confidence in writing (Chinnawongs, 2001; Honsa, 2013;
Hyland, 1990; Truscott, 1999). In many cases where teachers have limited teaching time, the process
of writing may be left out and learners’ writing is responded to as if they were final drafts. Such
instances lead to a lack of sufficient practice for students since the focus tends to be on product
rather than process.

Types of feedback, i.e., direct or indirect teacher feedback also have an impact on the
students’ writing progress as well as their confidence. Teachers may, under circumstances, be pressed
to provide feedback only on the final drafts, or may provide indirect feedback that is given in codes
and symbols to students in order to reduce marking time. Doing so may not only be insufficient help
for students, but it may also be difficult to revise drafts based on such feedback, since it is not
always possible for students to identify errors accurately (Hyland, 1990; Sampson, 2012).

Conversely, teachers may provide plenty of direct feedback, explicitly pointing out both
major and minor mistakes overtly. With this kind of feedback; however, students may fail to take note
their mistakes perhaps not genuinely learning from their mistakes or understanding the feedback or
the reasons behind the given feedback. Further, this type of feedback may even sway students away

from their original intentions and focus their attention more on the teacher's ideas (Sommers, 1982).
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This, in turn could lead them to lose their eagerness and interest in studying other corrections
suggested by teachers (Honsa, 2013). More importantly, this type of direct feedback does not
promote thinking or autonomous learning (Truscott, 1999); nor does it reinforce acquisition, or build
up knowledge of students’ productive skills (Cresswell, 2000), which are very important in writing.

In other instances, some students may not feel confident enough to write because they feel
constrained by their weaknesses in English. Hence, these students tend to rely on teachers, prefer all
errors pointed out by teachers, and view teacher feedback as the most useful in helping them
improve writing (Bitchener & Knoch, 2008, 2009; Ferris, 2004; Lee, 2005; Riazantseva, 2012); so
although teacher feedback has, to some extent, proven to be effective, it has not been shown to
boost students' confidence in writing (Chinnawongs, 2001).

Self-monitoring and peer feedback strategies

Self-monitoring or annotating is a strategy that allows students to have control over the
feedback they receive from reviewers. By writing comments or asking questions they may have about
problems they anticipate during the process of writing, reviewers are able to respond directly to
those concerns (Cresswell, 2000; Xiang, 2004). Also, it allows students more freedom, promotes
critical thinking skills, and helps reviewers provide more specific feedback to writers to improve their
writing (Charles, 1990). Thus, students may find this strategy better caters to their needs.

Previous research on self-monitoring has shown that students value self-monitoring as an
effective strategy in helping them learn and improve their writing (Romano & Martinez, 2014; Toofan,
2014; Tsai & Lin 2012; Xiang, 2004; Yayli, 2012). Although, to some extent, students may want
teachers to provide them feedback, especially on grammar, they still feel that self-monitoring would
be beneficial to them in the long run (Charles, 1990; Cresswell, 2000, Romano & Martinez, 2014;
Xiang, 2004). However, self-monitoring tends to be used more effectively by high-proficiency
students, when compared with low-proficiency students, as they tend to have experience, awareness,
and confidence in writing (Cresswell, 2000; Xiang, 2004). Moreover, studies have shown that students
sometimes fail to self-monitor specifically on global aspects, i.e., content and organization,
particularly if they have not been trained to self-monitor well and given insufficient practice
(Cresswell, 2000; Sadeghi & Baneh, 2012).

Self-monitoring requires writers to annotate comments or questions as a reflective process of
their own writing. When peer feedback is coupled with self-monitoring, a give and take process takes
place, where students provide their own reflection on the writing and receive feedback. Whether or
not feedback can be used to improve the writing, this process promotes critical thinking skills,
collaboration, and autonomy (Rollinson, 2005; Yang, Banger, & Yu, 2006). It may also create mutual

understanding among friends, leading to long-term improvement, and increased confidence and
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motivation in writing (Chinnawongs, 2001; Hyland, 2000). Thus, it seems that self-monitoring and peer
feedback would complement each other.

Numerous studies suggest that peer feedback benefits students’ writing process, allowing
more control and autonomy to students, supporting the process of writing, encouraging high level of
interaction and response between reader and writer, and also giving opportunities for students to
learn from others' strong points to offset their own weaknesses (Hyland, 2000; Hyland & Hyland, 2006;
Rollinson, 2005; Yang, Banger, & Yu, 2006). With peer feedback, as studies showed, students’ anxiety
could be reduced while boosting confidence and motivation to learn writing, leading to improvement
in writing (Chinnawongs, 2001; Min, 2005; Nicol, Thomson, & Breslin, 2014).

Although peer feedback provides several advantages, it does have one big challenge - the
lack of trust in peers. Students may not easily accept the ideas that peers are qualified enough to act
as substitutes for the teacher to critique their writing (Rollinson, 2005). They may feel uncomfortable
being demanded by peers. Thus, at least, to minimize this problem, teachers may allow students to
choose their own peers to work in pairs so they feel more comfortable to interact and exchange
ideas (Yang, et al,, 2006). It is also possible to allow them to communicate in their native language to
establish trust, build relationships, and create rapport among. Lee (2008, p.146) mentions “when
feedback is used to build relationships with students and targeted to their personality and needs,
students are more likely to perceive it as effective”. In this study, the researcher investigates whether
or not these two strategies, when coupled, can enhance students’ writing performance and create
positive attitudes toward writing. The findings in this study may shed light on how these strategies

may be used most effectively with mixed-ability students in an EFL writing context.

Objectives of the Study

The objectives of this study are as follows:

1. To investigate the effectiveness of the self-monitoring and peer feedback strategies
implemented with mixed-ability students in the English essay writing class

2. To explore students’ attitudes toward using the self-monitoring and peer feedback

strategies implemented in the English essay writing class

Research Questions

This study aims to answer the following research questions:

1. Can the self-monitoring and peer feedback strategies implemented in the English essay
writing class improve students’ writing performance?

2. What are the students’ attitudes toward the self-monitoring and peer feedback strategies

implemented in the English essay writing class?
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Research Methodology

Research design and participants

This study adopted a pretest-posttest design with an intact group of 30 third-year
undergraduate students, aged 20-23 majoring in English for International Communication (EIC) at a
university in the northeastern region of Thailand. The students, both male and female, were taking a
required English essay writing course in the first academic year of 2016, prior to which they had taken
a paragraph writing course. The English writing proficiency of the majority was at the intermediate and
low levels. This was observed from the grades obtained from the previous paragraph writing course.

Instruments and data collection

To assess the effectiveness and students’ attitudes toward the self-monitoring and peer
feedback strategies implemented in the English essay writing class, a pre- and post-expository writing
test and student logs were used to obtain the data.

The data collection period was 15 weeks. The participants met the teacher/researcher 3
hours every week. Participants selected their own counterparts who would provide them with peer
feedback and whom they felt comfortable working with so that they could freely interact and
exchange ideas (Yang, et al., 2006). For the first four weeks, they were trained to self-monitor and give
peer feedback explicitly, after which, they were trained to write essays of different genres, ie.,
narrative, descriptive, and expository. For every genre they learned, they also practiced making
annotations and giving peer feedback throughout the course of study, having regular practice using
the two strategies. Thus, participants had increasing confidence to write, make annotations, and
provide peer feedback.

An English pre-test and post-test, designed based on the goal and objectives of the course,
was used to examine the effectiveness of the strategies implemented in the course, indicating how
much the students’ writing skills had developed at the end of the course. Prior to the experiment,
the topics of the two tests were validated by a panel of three experts using the content validity. The
value of the content of the tests was 0.91. In order to minimize the practice effect, the topics of the
two parallel tests were made different. Both tests were expository essays administered at the
beginning and at the end of the course, which was 14 weeks apart. Each test, which lasted 1.40
hours, required participants to write a well-organized essay of 200 words (60 minutes), make
annotations (20 minutes), and give peer feedback (20 minutes). Dependent t-test for paired samples
was employed to calculate the data obtained from the two tests as well as the students’
annotations and peer feedback to see the difference of the scores. The total score of the pre-test
and post-test was 100 points each, while the total score of the students’ annotations and peer

feedback was 50 points each.
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Two raters rated the writing tests using Jacob’s analytical scoring guide (Jacobs, et al.,, 1981).
The quality of annotations and peer feedback were also rated by these two raters using the self-
developed annotation and peer feedback scoring guides. The Pearson correlation coefficient was
employed to determine the inter-rater reliability between the two raters. The inter-rater reliability
values of the pre- and post-tests were .96 and .95 respectively.

Students were asked to keep a learner log to reflect their thoughts toward the strategies
practiced throughout the course, as well as problems when using the two strategies and how they

solved the problems. Data obtained from the student logs were analyzed using content analysis.

Research Findings

The effectiveness of implementing self-monitoring and peer feedback strategies as
determined by students’ writing performance

To determine the students’ writing performance, the data from the expository English essay
writing pre-test and post-test revealed that there was a significant difference of the mean scores (t =

8.68; p = .000) as seen in Table 1.

Table 1: Comparison between the English pre-test and post-test expository essay writing scores using

t-test

Test N Mean SD t Sig. (1-tailed)
Pre-test 30 43.31 9.63 8.68 .000

Post-test 30 53.35 10.62

The effect size of the mean scores was 0.99. Hence, the means were likely very different or
large when d = 0.8 (Cohen, 1988). This suggests that the students’ writing performance significantly
improved after attending the course.

To further confirm the effectiveness of the self-monitoring and peer feedback strategies, the
quality of students’ annotations and peer feedback from the pre-test and post-test were also
calculated. The inter-rater reliability values of the annotations and peer feedback from the pre-test
were .90 and .91, while the values in the post-test were .94 and .96.

The results of the quality of annotations and peer feedback also revealed significant
differences in the mean scores (t = 7.53; p = .000) and (t = 3.10; p = .002) as shown in Tables 2 and 3

respectively.
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Table 2: Comparison between the annotation scores from the English pre-test and post-test

expository essay writing using t-test

Test N Mean SD t Sig. (1-tailed)
Pre-test 30 18.70 2.18 7.53 .000
Post-test 30 24.16 4.86

Table 3: Comparison between the peer feedback scores from the English pre-test and post-test

expository essay writing using t-test

Test N Mean SD t Sig. (1-tailed)
Pre-test 30 20.33 3.79 3.10 .002
Post-test 30 23.03 5.10

Values of the effect size of the annotations and peer feedback were 1.55 and 0.61
respectively. Although the means of self-monitoring and peer feedback were not very high at all, it is
still evident that there was a slight improvement in students’ self-monitoring and peer feedback
strategies after being trained.

When studying the mean scores of each proficiency level, it was found that the students’
annotations and peer feedback scores did not change significantly from the pre-test to post-test. For
the annotation average scores, the high-proficiency students were found to annotate better on
content, vocabulary, and language use with the scores of 9.54, 5.90, and 5.63 respectively. The
intermediate students slightly improved in three aspects, i.e., content, organization, and vocabulary
with 7.00, 5.20, and 4.30 respectively, while the language use and mechanics scores remained the
same in the post-test. The scores of the low-proficiency students were also slightly improved in three
aspects, i.e., content, organization, and mechanics with 7.22, 5.66, and 1.20 respectively, but the
scores of the vocabulary and language use remained unchanged in the post-test. Tables 4 shows the

annotation scores according to proficiency levels.

Table 4: Pre-test and post-test annotation scores according to proficiency level

Content Organization Vocabulary Language Use Mechanics
Students
(15 points) (10 points) (10 points) (10 points) (5 points)
Number
Level of Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
students
High 11 6.36 9.54 4.54 5.09 4.00 5.90 4.00 5.63 1.00 1.90
Intermediate 10 5.00 7.00 4.00 5.20 4.00 4.30 4.00 4.00 1.00 1.00
Low 9 5.00 7.22 4.00 5.66 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 1.00 1.20
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In addition, the peer feedback average scores were found to be slightly improved in the
post-test. The high-proficiency students’ scores were increased in all aspects, especially for the
content with 7.27. The intermediate students also gained more average scores in all aspects. On the
other hand, the average scores of the low-proficiency students on the vocabulary and language use
were not improved in the post-test, with 4.33 and 4.00 respectively. Table 5 shows the peer feedback

scores according proficiency levels.

Table 5: Pre-test and post-test peer feedback scores according to proficiency level

Content Organization Vocabulary Language Use Mechanics
Students
(15 points) (10 points) (10 points) (10 points) (5 points)
Number
Level of Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
students
High 11 6.81 7.27 5.09 5.63 4.54 5.90 4.00 5.09 1.54 1.90
Intermediate 10 5.50 6.00 4.00 4.60 4.00 4.60 4.00 4.90 1.40 1.80
Low 9 5.55 6.11 4.66 5.00 4.66 4.33 4.00 4.00 1.00 1.44

These findings indicate that although students, especially the low-proficiency students, were
trained to self-monitor and provide peer feedback explicitly, they continued to have difficulties in
making annotations and peer feedback specific, especially on the vocabulary and language use.
Hence, their ability to annotate and provide peer feedback on these two aspects did not change

significantly.

Students’ views from student logs

The student logs served as reflective journals where they answered the following two
questions:

1. What did you think about these two strategies?

For the self-monitoring strategy, students as a whole reported that it was a beneficial
strategy. High-proficiency students reported that although self-monitoring encouraged them to be
more critical and aware of their writing, some of them still found it difficult to self-monitor their own
grammar. Some stated that they were unsure about tenses and sentence structure, indicating that
even students of a higher proficiency level may not always be able to self-monitor on the aspect of
syntax.

Intermediate and low-proficiency students reported that the strategy was useful and that
they felt they could annotate better on content and organization. The strategy helped them be more

aware of their work. However, it was quite difficult for them to self-monitor their vocabulary, language
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use, and mechanics. Based on the analysis of students’ answers, the following are examples of their
views that represent the majority of each proficiency level.

| feel that self-monitor was useful, but rather a difficult strategy. So | did not know how to
question specifically on grammar and vocabulary. (Student #1 - Low)

| think that self-monitoring was useful, but quite difficult. Sometimes, | did not know what
problems to ask my friend clearly. (Student #24 — Intermediate)

I think self~monitoring was a beneficial strategy because it helped me be more critical about
my work, but it was too difficult for me to annotate on grammar such as tense and sentence
structure. (Student #16 — High)

For the peer feedback strategy, the high-proficiency students did not find the strategy very
helpful because, sometimes, feedback offered to them was not clear, particularly that on vocabulary
and language use. They were not able to benefit from given feedback on these aspects to revise their
work. However, although in general high-proficiency students did not benefit much from given peer
feedback, in some cases, they received useful feedback on content and organization. In rare cases,
they received useful feedback on language use (e.g., verb agreement) and mechanics, as their
partners were able to detect the errors that have been overlooked.

Intermediate and low-proficiency students reported that the strategy was quite useful. It
encouraged them to learn writing collaboratively. In general, they received comments and feedback
that were instrumental in improving their content and organization. They could sometimes get
additional feedback that they did not request for, e.g., verb tense and punctuation marks, helping
them improve their writing in a collaborative social process.

The downside of peer review was that in some cases, feedback was not constructive and
straightforward, especially feedback on vocabulary, language use, and mechanics, making it too
difficult for students to revise their work on these aspects. The following are examples of their views
on peer feedback that represent the majority of each proficiency level.

| think the strategy was good. It helped me see problems that | did not think about and |
could use the feedback to revise my work. However, the problem was my partner sometimes did
not know the answers and | was not sure to use the feedback. (Students #5 - Low)

| think peer feedback was a very useful strategy. It allowed us to discuss and share ideas.
We were closer to each other as well. However, at the beginning, my friend was not very
straightforward. She said nothing was wrong, or everything was correct. | think she did not want me
to lose face or was afraid of offending me. (Student #9 — Intermediate)

| did not like peer feedback because the feedback that | received was not constructive. So,
it was hard for me to revise my drafts because | did not know for sure if the feedback was correct.

(Student #21 - High)
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2. How did you solve those problems?

In terms of self-monitoring, most of the high-proficiency students solved the problems by
using the handouts that the teacher provided. By observing the annotation examples, they were able
to think of ideas and ask better questions. The high-proficiency students were found to be more
independent when self-monitoring. Low-proficiency students also used the provided handouts and
consulted their partners or the teacher. Interestingly, many of the intermediate students preferred to
ask the teacher to clarify the problems and explain directly to them. They felt that by consulting the
teacher, they could relate to the ideas better than following only the examples. Thus, the
intermediate and low-proficiency students were more dependent on their partners or teacher when
self-monitoring. The following examples are what were reported in the student logs.

I used the handouts that the teacher had provided to follow. | also asked my partner
whether or not she understood my annotations. (Student #1 - Low)

| sometimes asked my friends about my annotations if they were clear or good. However,
most of the time, | liked to ask the teacher. The teacher always suggested ideas, gave hints, and
explained closely to the students. This helped me see how to question more specifically. (Student
#24 — Intermediate)

| tried to solve the problems by practicing more on making annotations on the aspects that
I was weak. | also used examples in the handouts as a guideline to help me annotate. (Student #16
— High)

With peer feedback, irrespective of proficiency level, students reported that they normally
solved the problems by asking their partners to elaborate or explain more about the feedback. When
they did not receive any clear feedback that they asked for, they would verbally probe, such as,
“What do you mean exactly”, “Can you circle or underline the problems for me”, and “Where are
the mistakes?”. If their partners knew the answers, they would elaborate more on the feedback. This
helped provide a clearer picture of how and where to revise their work. If their partners, on the other
hand, were uncertain about the answers, they would ask the teacher whether or not the given
feedback was correct. By doing this, they felt more confident with the feedback. Some students
reported the following:

When | did not understand the feedback, | had to tell her to explain the feedback again
and be direct with her feedback. (Student #5 - Low)

When | did not get clear and specific feedback from my partner, | would tell her to explain
the feedback again or ask the teacher. (Student #9 - Intermediate)

When | was not sure about the feedback, for example, about spelling and vocabulary, |
checked with other sources such as dictionaries and the Internet. | also asked the teacher if the

feedback was correct or not. (Student #21 - High)
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Overall, most students valued the benefits of the two strategies as they facilitated students
to be more critical and careful during the process. Naturally, it would be quite difficult for students
with limited English language abilities to see their own errors and make annotations and provide peer
feedback clearly and specifically on particular aspects such as vocabulary, language use, and
mechanics. They had to slowly develop these skills by using the provided handouts, asking the
teacher, and checking for accuracy from other sources such as dictionaries and the Internet.
However, they were able to slightly improve their ability to annotate and provide peer feedback on

content and organization, as these aspects did not require language skills.

Discussion

This study examines the effectiveness of the self-monitoring and peer feedback strategies
implemented in the essay writing class as well as the students’ attitudes toward using the strategies.
Results from the pre- and post-test essay writing and students’ annotations and peer feedback
indicate a slight improvement of their writing performance as well as annotations and peer feedback.
This makes a case for the need of the self-monitoring and peer feedback strategies in any writing
class.

Early exposure to self-monitoring and peer feedback training

Evidence that students’ writing scores as well as annotation and peer feedback scores were
slightly improved suggests that students who are in the low or even intermediate proficiency level
are not quite ready for the self-monitoring and peer feedback strategies despite being trained.
Previous studies (Chen, 2009; Cresswell, 2000; Xiang, 2004) showed that self-monitoring was most
beneficial to high-proficiency students. The current study reflected similar performances of high-
proficiency students being able to question their own work and improve writing better than low-
proficiency students.

Moreover, studies on peer feedback (Gielen, Peeters, Dochy, Onghena & Struyven, 2010; Yu &
Hu, 2016) showed that peer feedback worked well with students of the same proficiency level or
higher proficiency level as they tended to feel more confident with the feedback, rather than
feedback given by lower proficiency levels. Since students’ proficiency levels in this study were
mixed and the majority of their proficiency levels were intermediate and low, this perhaps explained
the slight improvement of their scores.

This does not, however, mean that they did not gain from the strategies. The strategies, in
fact, served as an initial exposure to skills that they could find useful in their future writing. However,
ideally, students should be trained at an earlier stage, or even age, to be acquainted with these two
strategies. Many studies on self-monitoring (Sadeghi & Baneh, 2012; Toofan, 2014) and peer feedback

(Gielen et al., 2010; Min, 2005, 2016) maintain the importance of training students to use these two
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strategies, revealing that the quality of their writing derived from how explicit training to self-monitor
and give feedback is. Although they did not state exactly how long training in self-monitoring and
peer feedback should be to see effective results, it may be suggested that training should be explicit,
continuous, and early enough to instill students to self-monitor and give peer feedback more
honestly and effectively.

Providing sufficient input or reading passages

Evidence from post-test annotations suggested, as expected, that the high-proficiency
students were able to make good annotations. However, contrary to expectations, the intermediate
students, were able to make average quality annotations on all aspects of writing except for, not
surprisingly, language use. Some of the low-proficiency students were also able to give average
annotations on content and organization, although very few, it is considered a promising start.

This suggests that sufficient input or reading is needed for intermediate and low proficiency
students. Renandya (2007) studied the power of extensive reading and found that reading input was
important for students’ learning progress, as students who read a lot and extensively, and to a longer
period of time gained more vocabulary and performed better in writing, and even on grammar. Thus,
sufficient reading input to expose students with more vocabulary and world knowledge and a
broader outlook may in turn enable students to annotate better, and should not be overlooked.

A combination of writing and reading instruction

Evidence from student logs where students reported to have increasing awareness of critical
reading skills and supported learning to write collaboratively suggests a need for writing courses to be
taught separately from the four skills, or even taught in conjunction with reading. Research on the
reading-writing relationship (Tierney & Shanahan, 1991) found that a combined instruction between
reading and writing led to students’ improvement in both reading and writing skills. Thus, educational
institutions may want to consider this aspect when developing or revising their curriculum if they aim
for effective results in the teaching and learning of writing, reading or even critical readins.

A need to understand a clear concept of giving straightforward peer feedback

Evidence from student logs where students reported that their partners, even though
working with the partners they themselves chose, did not give constructive and straightforward peer
feedback to them. It is possible that students might still have the “kreng jai” outlook, or being afraid
of offending others, and did not want to question their friend’s essay where they might upset their
feelings and make them lose face. This is a problem found in many Asian countries, including
Thailand. Studies on peer feedback (Chen, 2009; Chinnawongs, 2001; Yu & Hu, 2016) found that
students, especially in Asian cultures, avoided criticizing peers’ work. Instead of giving useful and

straightforward feedback to their peers, students tended to provide positive feedback to save face
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and create harmony. This suggests that students need to understand a clear concept as well as hold
beliefs of giving constructive and straightforward peer feedback.

Perspectives on implementing the self-monitoring and peer feedback strategies in a
writing class

From the researcher’s view, implementing the self-monitoring and peer feedback strategies
was as an experiment to observe how they may be used to minimize problems of teaching and
learning writing in the EFL context where the process of writing instruction has not been emphasized
due to limited teaching time and where teacher feedback, either direct or indirect, was not
understood. Although evidence suggested a slight improvement of the students’ writing performance
and there was still no clear-cut conclusion to the effectiveness of the two strategies due to their
challenges when implementing with students of different levels, it could be observed that it might be
possible to implement these two strategies with mixed-ability students because of the following.

In terms of the writing process, the two strategies complemented the process of writing
allowing students to have continuous and sufficient practice. Not only did this helped reduce the
teacher’s burden providing students with written feedback but it allowed the teacher to focus more
on teaching and consulting with students about their drafts via the process of writing, encouraging
them to learn to write independently and collaboratively, which would benefit them in the long-run
and also boost their confidence in writing.

These two strategies also allowed students and teacher to interact with each other more
actively and openly. Although none of any form of written teacher feedback was given to students to
avoid misunderstanding and misinterpretation of feedback, it was evident that verbal teacher
feedback (i.e., mini-conferencing) was essential for students of all proficiency levels. As students,
irespective of proficiency levels, sometimes coped with their problems when self-monitoring and
providing peer feedback by consulting and interacting actively with the teacher, which rarely occurred
when they were given written feedback. Thus, it is suggested that teachers, as facilitators, should
always be in the process of training and providing practicing for students to annotate and give peer
feedback since to self-monitor their own work was difficult and feedback from peers was not always
sufficiently and explicitly given. Teachers may assist students by providing them with either written
feedback on the aspect that they are not good at (i.e., syntax), verbal feedback, or even both in order

to guide and sharpen their self-monitoring and peer feedback skills.

Conclusion
This study has demonstrated that the self-monitoring and peer feedback strategies
implemented in a writing course were somewhat effective in enhancing students’ writing performance

and helping them learn to write via social process, where they learned to be more independent and
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collaborative. Despite their shortcomings, the students were able to appreciate the benefits of the
two strategies in learning writing. Although the implementation of these two stratesies came with
challenges, where it may have benefitted higher proficiency students in particular, and where it could
have been strengthened in terms of providing long-term training, sufficient reading input, and a
combination of writing and reading instruction: it is recommended to introduce these two strategies
to learners of all proficiency levels because it serves as a springboard to honing self-annotating skills

as well as critiquing skills in writing classes.

Recommendations for Future Studies

This study was conducted over a period of one semester, and therefore, might not be
enough to see big improvement on students’ writing performance as well as their annotations and
peer feedback. For future research, it can be interesting to conduct long-term training to train
students on self-monitoring and giving peer feedback whether or not it can yield better results and
boost students’ confidence in writing after an exposure to long-term training, especially on content
and organization.

Furthermore, research could be conducted to find out whether or not peer feedback would
work ideally in a situation where the number of high-proficiency students are equal to the number of
intermediate or low-proficiency students, so that the ratio will be balanced and the number of
students would be enough to be paired up equally to help each other out.

Finally, it may be interesting for researchers to conduct a longitudinal study investigating
whether or not students will continue using the self-monitoring and peer feedback strategies in the

future.
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