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Self-assessment: its impact on students’ ability to monitor
their learning process in the English classroom and develop
compensatory strategies

H enidpaon tn¢ avtoafloAoynong otnv Lkovotnto Twv
HaOnTwv va Kateuduvouv TRV ATOMLKA Tou¢ padnotakn
Sladkaoia 0to HAdONpa TnG ayyALlkig Kat vo avantiooouv
OLVTLOTOLOLOTLIKEG OTPATNYLKEG

Alexandra ANASTASIADOU

Alternative assessment, that is, portfolios, self-assessment and peer-assessment, has been
burgeoning the last two decades resulting from the need to re-establish the relationship
between learning and evaluation. These alternative forms represent complex indications of
student achievement, engagement and learning styles and strategies requiring contextual
information in order to be interpreted since they cannot always be measured numerically like
traditional grades. Specifically, the implementation of self-assessment equips students with a
new instrument in the learning context by enabling them to assume responsibility of their
own learning. This paper will delve into young learners’ self-assessment in EFL through
reflective practice report during the implementation of a process writing component in
teaching writing. More specifically, a study was carried out at the sixth grade of two Greek
state primary schools addressing 12-year-old students and the results articulated in the
present paper are part of a greater study involving two experimental (44 students) and two
control (46 students) groups. The two experimental groups of the study followed seven
specially formulated writing lessons under the “process writing” philosophy to teaching
writing. Reflective reports were provided to these students after each lesson in the form of
retrospective questionnaires so as to investigate their ability to think on their learning
procedure and trace any differences of their attitudes towards writing due to the
intervention. The analysis of the items indicates that there is change of the students’ capacity
to judge their improvement and their attitudes towards writing.
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QITOTEAEOUN TNG QAVAYKNG EMAVAKATOPLOUOU TNG OXEONG UETAEU TNG padnong Kot tne
aéloAdynong. AUTEC oL EVOAAQKTIKEC LOPPEC QVTUTPOOWIEUOUV MOAUTAOKa OSeiyuata
OXETIKA LIE TO TL UITOPOUV VA KATAPEPOUV Ol UaTNTEC/TPLEC, LUE TL aoyolouvtal kadwe emiong
Kal HE To padnolaka TPo@iA Kol TIC OTPATNYIKEC TTOU QUTOUTOUV EUNAQUOLWUEVES
nAnpogopisc yia va epunveuBoulv, aou bev eival Suvatov va ustpndouv mavra
apduntika  onw¢ ot  mapadootakol Baduoi. Suykekpluéva, n - papuoyn e
avtoaéloAdynong @odialel Toug/TIC UaONTEC/TPLEC UE Eva VEO pyaleio otn StdpKeLa ThHC
uadnotakric dtadikaoio¢ kadloTWVTHG TOUC/TIC LKaVoUC/VEC va avadaBouv thv euduvn tne
TIPOOWITLKAG TOUG padnong. Auto to dapdpo Ja aocyoAndei pue thv auvtoaéioAdynon twv
veapwv uadntwv/tpiwv oto uadnua twv AyyAikwy, UEoo amo T XPHon oVaoTOXAOTIKWY
TAPATNPHNOEWVY, O CUVOUAOUO LIE TNV EQOPUOYI TNG TIPOCEYYLONG "Eupacn otn Stadikaoia
mapaywyng ypamtou Aoyou" kata tn SibackaAia TNG mapaywyng ypoamntou Adyou. [lio
OUYKEKPLUEVQ, EYIVE Ul UEAETN aTtnv EkTn Taén oe Uo EAAnvika Snuoaota Snuotika oyoAsio
mou amevduvotav o  SwOekAxpovouc UATNTEC/TPLEC Ko T QUITOTEAECUATA  TTOU
napouvotalovtal o€ aUTO TO ApUpo eival UEPOC ULAC EUPUTEPNG EPEUVAC TTOU a@opd SU0
TIELPOUATIKEC OUASEC (44 LUaONTEC/TpLeg) ko U0 ouddeg eAéyyou (46 padntéc/tpieg). Ot
SU0 TEPAUATIKEG OUASEC TNG MEAETNG mapakoAovdnoav entd pUaGHuUATa TOPAYWYNC
ypamntou Adyou, ta omoia Ntoav ELOIKA SLaUOPPWUEVA CUUPWVA LE TN @LAocopia NG
npocgyyiong "éupacn otn Stadikaocio mapaywync ypantolu Adyou". X’ autoUg/E¢ Toug/Tic
HaONTEG/Tpleg 600nkav ato téAo¢ kade padnuaro¢ napatnpnoels autoaéloAdynong Ue
UOP@I) VAOTOXAOTIKWY EQWTNUATOAOYIWV UE OKOTIO VA EPEUVHOOUV TNV LKAVOTNTA TOUG va
OKEPTOVTAL CXETIKA UE TN padnolakn touc dtadlkaoia Kol vo aviXVeUouv TUXOV SLOPOPEC
TWV avTIANYEWYV TOUG yLa TNV apaywyn ypartou Aoyou nou opeidovral otnv napéuBaon. H
avdAuon twv Sedougvwy Seixvel 0Tt urtapyeL aAdayr oTnNV IKAVOTNTA TWV UABNTWV/TPLWV v
Kpivouv TV mpoodo Touc Kal TIC ATTOWELC TOUG OXETIKA UE TNV Tapaywyh ypantou Aoyou.

Key words: self-assessment; reflective reports; “process writing” approach to teaching
writing; young learners; Greek state primary school; reflecting on the learning process

1. Introduction

Assessment in education has changed perspective. Broadfoot (1993: 3) avers that
internationally “we are witnessing the emergence of a new assessment paradigm in which it
is learning itself, rather than simply the measurement of that learning, which is its central
purpose”. Seen in this light, rather than being a decontextualised means of gauging the
students’ performance, assessment is viewed as a means to integrate evaluation with
instruction. Moreover, this shift in the design of assessment has triggered the adoption of
learner-centred methods of evaluation.

Following Baum & Baum’s (1986) definition of self-assessment, Somervell (1993) supports
the view that it provides the learners with the opportunity to make judgements about their
own work. In this way, they reflect on their own thinking and learning process and become
decision-makers in their own progress in knowledge. Consequently, self-evaluation implies
that students get involved actively in their own learning rather than become passive
recipients of knowledge. In this vein, the learners’ self-awareness and progress is developed.
Student self-evaluation entails the students’ engagement in active reflection of their own
performance with a view of improving it.
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Another issue that has shifted its focus is the approach to teaching writing through different
pargadigms emphasising:
e imitation of model texts — controlled or guided writing (Pincas, 1962)
e the product of writing — product-oriented pedagogy which is text-based (Tribble, 1996:
37)
e the process of writing — process writing approach (Emig, 1971)
e the product of writing with reference to the surrounding social context- genre
approach (Cope & Kalantzis, 1993).

Opposing the linearity and the overconcentration on form and pre-prescribed patterns of
the first two abovementioned approaches to teaching writing, process writing is concerned
with the students’ cognitive struggle, the stages they go through and the interactions that
take place during the process of writing. Writing is a circular, problem-solving procedure to
trace and convey meaning. In no way does this concern with process reveal that the form is
neglected, nevertheless. On the contrary, Hedge (1994: 2) supports that “process writing”
centres equally on both form and procedure, including, simultaneously, the students’
proficiency and preferences for writing. Taking the philosophy of process writing a step
further, other theorists like (Hedge, 1988; Byrne, 1988; and White & Arndt, 1991) retained
its creative thinking angle but also incorporated other significant issues. These included the
purpose, the target reader, context and cooperation among the students and between the
students and the teacher embedding, thus, the interactive and social aspects in writing. Last,
White & Arndt (1991) stressed the importance of the experimentation with the
characteristics of various discourse types.

In the present study, the “process approach” was singled out with a view to enabling the
learners to develop familiarisation with the process of producing various writing texts and
become able to monitor their own progress and way of learning.

1.1. Presentation of the reflective reports

Giving advice to teachers in the primary classroom, Sougari (2006: 98) encourages
practitioners to develop reflective practice during their teaching practice course which will
offer them the opportunity to internalise reflective strategies in their future teaching.
“Reflection can be defined as the process of looking at their experiences by examining
actions, reactions and thoughts to reach a better understanding of the teaching situation”
(ibid: 98). Transferring the term reflective practice report of perspective teachers to the
reflective procedure of the students, the present author used reflective reports in the form
of reflective answers to specific questionnaires designed by the researcher with the aim of
empowering the learners to gauge their progress and realise the benefits of process writing.

1.2. Description of the process-oriented paradigm

Having selected the process writing as the most suitable approach for teaching writing, an
effort will be made in this part of the paper to introduce its underlying assumptions and
stages and a model will be proposed.

Emig (1971) was the first scholar to identify five stages of process writing:
a) prewriting (being motivated to write, generating ideas, outlining and rehearsing,
making notes),
b) drafting (writing in progress individually or collaboratively),
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c) revision (replanning, adjusting according to readers, and redrafting after receiving
peer or teacher comments),

d) editing (getting ready for publishing the written text), and

e) publication (sharing the product with the public).

Throughout the entire process, the writers take into consideration the target audience, the
purpose of writing, the requirements of the specific topic, the generic organisation of the
text and the social milieu within which writing is established (White & Arndt, 1991). In this
light, the present author designed a framework for process writing which indicates the
recursiveness of writing and displays the interactions between the subcomponents of writ-
ing along with the relationships of is participating members (Figure 1- page 5). The writer
takes into account the task requirements including the reader, the target of writing, the dis-
course type of the text, the topic demands and the social environment of the writing. The
teacher is related to all these features by aiding the learner to internalise and use the task
requirements. Furthermore, these task specifications, determine the outcome, that is, the
produced text.

The requirements of the task trigger the writing process which is in the form of a cycle, per-
mitting thus the writer to move backwards and forwards following the stages of writing. This
cyclical process is connected with the text, as the process activates the formation of the text
and the text informs the process. The teacher and the writer cooperate in a common en-
deavour, namely the writing procedure and the creation of the text.

2. Researh background

2.1. Research review on self-assesssment

In a comprehensive review of the research on self-assessment mostly in higher education,
Dochy, Segers & Sluijsmans (1999) argue that the relevant literature pertains to six main
topics:

1. The impact of varying abilities. Having analysed various studies, Boud & Falchikov
(1989) detected a connection between evaluation and difference in students’
abilities. The data indicated that better performing students underrated themselves
while their low-performing counterparts overestimated their qualifications.

2. The time factor. According to Griffee (1996), the students’ confidence of their
proficiency ranked low in the beginning of the academic year but gradually increased
as the semester progressed.

3. Accuracy. In an effort to compare student and teacher evaluation, Longhurst &
Norton (1997) explored the accuracy of psychology tertiary students in assessing
their essays. The results revealed a high correlation between learners’ and
instructors’ grades confirming the students’ capacity to judge their own texts.

4. Effective intervention. McNamara & Deane (1995) tried to shed light on the kind of
self-evaluation activities which can foster successful language learning. These tasks,
which entailed written correspondence with the teacher, daily personal log and a
portfolio contributed to the students’ capacity to report their strong and weak
points, and detect appropriate learning strategies.
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Figure 1: The proposed model of process writing (Anastasiadou, 2010)

5. Self-assessment instruments. Various scholars tried to investigate the efficacy of
different evaluation methods. Having employed a list of the learners’ strengths and
the Likert scale for degrees of ability (i.e. excellent, above average, average, below
average, poor), Harrington (1995) identified less time-consuming forms of assessing
students. In an effort to present an appropriate assessment framework, Adams &
King (1995) proposed the use of activities that promote the students’ skills in self-
assessment: (1) receiving training in assessment, namely, detecting good and bad
qualities in samples, (2) designing proper evaluation criteria and (3) determining the
criteria and employing them in action.

6. Content. As far as the content is concerned, self-assessment is exploited formatively
in that it develops abilities. Loacker & Jensen (1988) report the case of Alverno
College in Milwauke where problem-solving is one of the prerequisites for the
students to be able to graduate. In the core of their educational policy stands self-
assessment, which fosters creative reasoning and discovery of knowledge.

2.2. Research of students’ revision techniques during the application of process-
writing

Even though a significant body of research investigated the value of:
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e the introduction of the process approach in product-oriented educational environ-
ments,

e the importance of peer feedback and training of learners to comment on their
peers’ texts,

e the effectiveness of teacher response,

e |earners’ preferences of teacher versus peer treatment of their texts and

e students’ expectations of feedback,

very few studies centred on a noticeable aspect of the process paradigm, which is the
learners’ revision strategies. The most outstanding of them was carried out by Sengupta
(2000) who explored the findings of teaching revision techniques in three classes in a Hong
Kong secondary school. The participants were 15-16 year old students learning English in an
educational system not favouring process writing. Consequently, the subjects were not
familiar with revising and required special instruction.

All three groups were asked to present a pre-write sample and respond to a questionnaire.
After that, they were required to produce multiple drafts of six compositions. The two
experimental classes (40 and 38 students respectively) were provided with specific guidance
in revision after the first draft, while the control group (40 learners) was not given any aid
whatsoever. The purpose of revision tuition was to render the consecutive draft more
readable to the audience as far as appropriacy, adequacy and organisation of information
are concerned. In doing so, the ownership of the commentary re-established its origin
departing from the teacher to move to a peer and finally to the writers themselves. The
findings indicated that, after three terms at the end of the academic year, the two groups
who had been offered tuition in revision displayed more progress than the group stuck with
the traditional method. Questionnaires and interviews conducted after the experiment
revealed that students acknowledged the expertise they had received on both a theoretical
and practical basis, as they managed to realise how teachers think and developed self-
confidence in succeeding in the Hong Kong examination system.

Zamel’s (1983) study of six advanced L2 students shed light on the revision differences
between skilled and less skilled writers, proving that expert writers tend to parameters such
as readership, topic, organisation and revisions on a global level. More specifically, the
skilled writers devoted more time planning, drafting and revising. Additionally, they
concentrated on meaning and considered writing as a process of discovering and
experimenting with ideas. In contrast, the low performers focused on grammatical errors
labelling writing as a linear continuity of words, sentences and paragraphs, amending, as a
result, only the local level.

Porte’s (1997) research, lasting nine months, is also indicative of the variations of
approaching revision between the able and less able L2 writers. Seventy-one second year
students (28 male, 43 female) in a university of Granada, Spain were chosen as participants
of the study. Two methods of measuring the writers’ proficiency were employed, namely
semi-structured interviews and audio tapes of the students during revision. The organisation
of the interviews was designed with the aim of mobilising students’ thinking about their
writing and revision techniques. The main finding which emerged in the interviews was the
fact that, having received no explicit instruction in revising, the participants limited revision
to a proofreading role, emphasising words, mechanics and search for synonyms. Revision
was perceived as a means of achieving a higher grade rather than a way to self-
development. Finally, this study highlighted the impact of the teachers’ perceptions of
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feedback and assessment on the students’ outlook of revision by proving that the learners’
revision strategies mirror teaching practice.

3. Aim and scope of the present study

This study focuses on one particular dimension of self-evaluation, that is, the learners’
reflective reports on their progress and learning strategies on the one hand, and their
attitudes towards process writing on the other hand. This experiment was conducted during
the application of the process writing approach in the sixth grade of two Greek state primary
schools in the English language classroom. The reflective reports used in the current study
are in the form of students’ written responses to specific statements designed by the
researcher at the end of each writing lesson, depicting their opinion about their own
progress and the development of their writing skills. These questionnaires were
administered to the experimental group students of the current study in order to involve
them meaningfully in the procedure of their own learning. The reflective reports were
formulated in this layout so as to accrue quantitative results.

The original assumption of the present research was that it is the lack of active student
participation in the process of learning and their way of thinking which prevents learners
from developing useful insights into the ways they think, learn and write in L2. Therefore,
the present study sought to discover if, during the intervention, “metacognition” (Bruner,
1988: 265) is instilled on learners, in the form of the evolvement of their capacity to reflect
on their own learning and thinking.

To this end, the following research questions were addressed:
1. Can self-assessment aid learners to gain insight into their own learning progress and
skill development?
2. Do the students who receive “process writing” tuition to teaching writing
acknowledge its merits?

4. Methodology and design

A longitudinal research was carried out lasting one school year along with a research for a
doctoral thesis. This study was conducted in the sixth grade of two state primary schools in a
middle-sized town in northern Greece representing the vast majority of the state elemen-
tary schools in Greece concerning the student traits, that is most of the students are of
Greek origin whereas a percentage of them belong to families who have emigrated from the
countries of the former Soviet Union, Albania and Romania.

4.1. Instrumentation

A reflective report to a questionnaire (Appendix I) was implemented at the end of each writ-
ing lesson, the differentiation being that the first questionnaire included only eight items,
since it entailed only familiarisation with various text types, as well as the aim and target
readership of writing, whereas the other six lessons involved producing written assignments
following the tenets and stages of process writing including, thus, more items. The question-
naire was administered in Greek (appendix Il), which is considered as appropriate for young
learners in order to enable them to think creatively about their progress without any linguis-
tic obstacles.
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The reflective report on lesson one consisted of items 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11 and 20, while all the
other reflective reports of lessons two to seven included all the above mentioned state-
ments.

4.2. Participants

Two mixed proficiency EFL classes took part in the research, that is the experimental group
students of a greater study. These classes were randomly defined to serve as experimental
groups. Moreover, in Greek state schools, the students are allocated in classes in alphabeti-
cal order minimising, therefore, the possibility of selection bias.

The two teachers of the classes in both schools were present during the study but it was the
present writer who did the teaching and conducted the current research.

4.3. Analysis of the data

The quantitative analysis of the data was conducted by measuring and comparing the stu-
dents’ answers to the various items of the questionnaire on a percentage scale with a view
to gauging their ability to think on their own progress and trace any rise of their self-
confidence about their own learning and capacity to critisise and reason their development.

5. Findings and interpretation

This section introduces and interprets the results of the study in an effort to examine
whether the research questions were substantiated, to seek for plausible explanations and
discuss the pedagogical implications of the obtained findings. The most striking findings will
be presented here.

Table 1 illustrates that a small percentage of the students admit that they can identify
different discourse types in the beginning of the study. This percentage soars to 79,5% in the
second lesson and then stabilises at a proportion of almost half of the students. The fact that
in the second writing lesson they were asked to produce a letter, which was the only genre
they were familiar with in the previous year, accounts for their confidence, as they dealt
with a known generic type feeling, thus, certain, about their skills. The findings reveal that
they are in need for more experimentation with diverse text types, such as stories, recipes,
travel brochures and descriptions.

Table 2 exhibits a similar pattern to the previous table, with the students presenting low
confidence about their ability to explore the features of a written text in the first lesson,
rising their beliefs in the second lesson where the familiarity with the genre offers them
certainty. There is a fluctuation in the following lessons due to the fact that they encounter a
different text type in each one. Their confidence rises at the end and it can be deduced that
they feel more certain about their progress.

Table 3 indicates the repeated pattern of low certainty in the first lesson, a high increase in
the second, a stability in the following four lessons at about 60% and a final rise at 80,5%,
which shows that the students benefited from the intervention. Table 4 and 5 are indicative
of the fact that at the outset of the study the students did not value the importance of work-
ing both individually and collaboratively, whereas at the exit point of the experiment they
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value the significance of cooperation and seem to have realised how to work more effective-
ly (Table 4 - 97,6% and Table 5 - 100%).

Lesson A LOT ALITTLE | NOTATALL| TOTAL

. N |15 28 1 44
% 34,1 63,6 2,3 100,0

i N |35 9 - 44
% 79,5 20,5 - 100,0

3o N |18 25 1 44
% 40,9 56,8 2,3 100,0

4 N |25 16 2 43
% 58,1 37,2 4,7 100,0

o N |19 21 - 40
% 47,5 52,5 - 100,0

h N |23 20 1 44

6t

% 52,3 45,5 2,3 100,0

" N |23 18 - 41
% 56,1 43,9 - 100,0

Table 1. | can identify different text types

Lesson ALOT ALITTLE | NOTATALL | TOTAL
. N |8 35 1 44
! % 18,2 79,5 2,3 | 100,0
y N |33 11 - 44
2 % 75,0 25,0 - 100,0
y N |15 28 1 44
3 % 34,1 63,6 2,3 100,0
th N |22 19 2 43
! % 51,2 44,2 4,7 100,0
th N |21 19 - 40
> % 52,5 47,5 - 100,0
N |24 20 - 44
6th
% 54,5 45,5 - 100,0
th N |27 14 - 41
/ % 65,9 34,1 - 100,0

Table 2. | can find the characteristics of a written text
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Lesson ALOT ALITTLE | NOTATALL | TOTAL
« |V |15 27 2 44
' % 34,1 61,4 4,5 100,0
y N |34 10 - 44
? % 77,3 22,7 - 100,0
y N |29 15 - 44
3 % 65,9 34,1 - 100,0
th N |25 15 3 43
! % 58,1 34,9 7,0 100,0
th N |25 15 - 40
> % 62,5 37,5 - 100,0
- N |27 15 2 44
% 61,4 34,1 4,5 100,0
" N |33 8 - 41
/ % 80,5 19,5 - 100,0

Table 3. When | know the organisation of a text in English, | can produce a similar text

Lesson ALOT ALITTLE | NOT AT ALL TOTAL
N 21 23 - 44
15t
% 47,7 52,3 - 100,0
N 37 7 - 44
2nd
% 84,1 15,9 - 100,0
N 36 8 - 44
3rd
% 81,8 18,2 - 100,0
4o N 29 14 - 43
% 67,4 32,6 - 100,0
o N 28 12 - 40
% 70,0 30,0 - 100,0
N 43 1 - 44
6th
% 97,7 2,3 - 100,0
" N 40 1 - 41
% 97,6 2,4 - 100,0

Table 4. | know when | need help from my partner or my teacher
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Lesson A LOT A LITTLE NOTATALL | TOTAL
N 22 22 . 44
1St
% 50,0 50,0 - 100,0
N 34 10 - 44
an
% 77,3 22,7 - 100,0
; N 33 11 - 44
3I’
% 75,0 25,0 - 100,0
4 N 31 12 - 43
% 72,1 27,9 - 100,0
o N 31 9 - 40
% 77,5 22,5 - 100,0
N |40 2 2 44
6th
% 90,9 4,5 45 100,0
Jth N a1 - - 41
% 100,0 - B, 100,0

Table 5. | know when | need to work with my team or my partner and when | can work alone

Table 6 puts forward a noticeable finding, which is that they are confident about the use of
linking words in order to organise their text in lesson two whereby they have to employ
simple, well-established cohesive devices (and, but). During the following lessons they
confess that they are less able (one out of two) to employ cohesive devices, since they are
gradually asked to utilise more demanding cohesive devices such as sequential words (first,
then, after that, finally, etc.). The obvious explanation of this finding is that they have
realised that it is more difficult to implement complex devices, therefore their critical
reasoning is developed.

Lesson ALOT ALITTLE | NOT AT ALL TOTAL
N 35 8 1 44
2nd
% 79,5 18,2 2,3 100,0
N 13 30 1 44
3rd
% 29,5 68,2 2,3 100,0
th N 19 23 1 43
4
% 44,2 53,5 2,3 100,0
th N 21 16 3 40
5
% 52,5 40,0 7,5 100,0
N |24 19 1 44
6th
% 54,5 43,2 2,3 100,0
Jth N 24 17 - 41
% 58,5 41,5 - 100,0

Table 6. | can use linking words (and, because, but, etc.) to organise my text
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Table 7 corroborates the influence of process writing on the experimental group because
they adopt a positive viewpoint towards collaboration with their partners during the for-
mation of their drafts. They start with a low percentage, as they are totally unaware of draft-
ing and cooperation, to end up with 70,7% in favour of drafting and receiving treatment
from their fellow students.

Lesson A LOT ALITTLE | NOTATALL TOTAL

4o N 7 36 - 43
% 16,3 83,7 - 100,0

o N 21 19 - 40
% 52,5 47,5 - 100,0

N 23 21 - 44

6th

% 52,3 47,7 - 100,0

Jth N 29 12 - 41
% 70,7 29,3 - 100,0

Table 7. My partner’s comments on my drafts help me to improve my final text

Although the notion of drafting and obtaining response by the teacher during the writing
procedure is a new notion to them, the learners admit its significance from the first writing
they produce and finally reach unanimous acceptance (Table 8). Moreover, they prioritise
the teacher’s commentary on their drafts as compared to the feedback on their final product
(table 9) proving that they have understood the contribution of focusing on the process of
writing to the improvement of their writing skills. This is a clear sign that they are able to
self-assess themselves and decide on ways that help them to become better writers.

Lesson ALOT A LITTLE NOT AT ALL TOTAL

o N 42 2 - 44

? % 95,5 4,5 - 100,0
i N 39 5 - 44

3 % 88,6 11,4 - 100,0
" N 36 7 - 43

: % 83,7 16,3 - 100,0
" N 34 6 - 40

> % 85,0 15,0 - 100,0
N 39 5 - 44

o % 88,6 11,4 - 100,0
- N 41 - - 41

% 100,0 - - 100,0

Table 8. My teacher’s comments on my drafts help me to improve my final text
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Lesson ALOT ALITTLE | NOTATALL | TOTAL

nd 37 7 - 44
% 84,1 15,9 - 100,0

4 37 7 - 44
% 84,1 15,9 - 100,0

4 28 15 - 43
% 65,1 34,9 - 100,0

o 38 2 - 40
% 95,0 5,0 - 100,0

43 1 - 44

6th

% 97,7 2,3 - 100,0

Jth 40 1 - 41
% 97,6 2,4 - 100,0

Table 9. | believe that my teacher’s comments on my drafts are more useful
than the comments on my final text

Table 10 indicates the participants’ recognition of their improvement through errors, as they
were actively involved in rectifying their own drafts and final texts being led, in this way, to
realise the importance of student participation in the correction of their own pieces of

writing.

Lesson ALOT ALITTLE | NOTATALL | TOTAL

e 32 12 - 44
% 72,7 27,3 - 100,0

4 40 4 - 44
% 90,9 9,1 - 100,0

4o 36 7 - 43
% 83,7 16,3 - 100,0

oo 31 9 - 40
% 77,5 22,5 - 100,0

32 11 - 43

6th

% 74,4 25,6 - 100,0

Jth 39 2 - 41
% 95,1 4,9 - 100,0

Table 10. Everybody makes mistakes, so | can learn from my own mistakes

Table 11 reveals again that in lesson two, they are confident about their capacity to write a
better piece of writing next time due to the fact that they dealt with the familiar generic
type of the letter. As the intervention continues, they encounter new genres, therefore,
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their certainty is decreased and finally it increases highlighting that they reflect that, during
the procedure of experimenting with their ideas and the text, they are assisted to become
more competent writers.

Lesson ALOT ALITTLE | NOTATALL| TOTAL
N |38 6 - 44
an
% 86,4 13,6 - 100,0
N |32 12 - 44
3rd
% 72,7 27,3 - 100,0
th N |27 15 1 43
4
% 62,8 34,9 2,3 100,0
o N |31 9 - 40
% 77,5 22,5 - 100,0
N |30 13 - 43
6th
% 69,8 30,2 - 100,0
Jth N |34 7 - 41
% 82,9 17,1 - 100,0

Table 11. | know how to write a better piece of writing next time

Little assertiveness is displayed in the first lesson by the learners about their progress, but
gradually it is increased and reaches a high percentage of 75,6% which shows that not only
did they manage to monitor their improvement but they also realised the value of process
writing on their personal thinking and writing evolvement (Table 12).

Lesson ALOT ALITTLE | NOT AT ALL TOTAL
s |N 12 31 1 44
1
% 27,3 70,5 2,3 | 100,0
o N 30 14 - 44
2
% 68,2 31,8 - 100,0
N 22 20 2 44
30
% 50,0 45,5 4,5 100,0
N 24 17 2 43
40
% 55,8 39,5 4,7 100,0
N 24 16 - 40
50
% 60,0 40,0 - 100,0
e N 26 16 1 43
% 60,5 37,2 2,3 100,0
70 N 31 10 - 41
% 75,6 24,4 - 100,0

Table 12. | am sure about my progress
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6. Pedagogical Implications

An attempt will be made in this section to provide certain recommendations regarding self-
assessment and the teaching of writing by selecting meaningful priorities.

6.1. Fostering autonomy in learning

Self-assessment in the form of reflective reports can be a part of a procedure which leads to
a student-centred teaching situation, whereby there is a change of emphasis from the
assessment of the final product to the self-evaluation of the process. This seems to lead to
increased student confidence in their ability to perform and monitor their own participation
in the learning procedure. Consequently, students can become independent learners who
can measure their learning progress.

6.2. Stressing the importance of writing

This shift of focus from traditional assessment to self-assessment prioritises the importance
of the process of learning and is in accordance with the underpinning assumptions of the
process writing approach in which the process is of equal importance with the form.
Moreover, devoting time to writing in the classroom is of utmost significance as students
develop linguistically and cognitively by becoming independent writers and autonomous
learners.

7. Limitations of the study

The major limitation of the present research is that it only monitors students’ attitudes
about their own learning progress and ways of learning how to write efficiently in an
immediate questionnaire, that is after each writing lesson. Therefore, the learners’ opinion
is attributed to the intervention. No summative questionnaire or a delayed questionnaire,
after a certain period of time, was possible to be administered due to time constraints. This
delayed questionnaire might reveal the retention rate of the positive effects of self-
assessment on students’ ability to participate in their own learning process and reflect on
their cognitive and linguistic attainment. In this way, a more reliable picture might surface if
both short-term and long-term instrumentation tools were feasible.

8. Conclusion

In order to contribute to the need for more research on the efficacy of self-assessment in
the classroom and the application of process writing, the present study examined the extent
to which self-evaluation and the “process approach” facilitated the students of the
experimental group of the sixth grade of Greek state primary schools to develop their
reasoning capacity. In this way, they were aided to select appropriate ways to help
themselves to maximise their critical reasoning about their learning and thinking. It was
found that the students seem to have gained insight into their own learning progress and
skill development and to have acknowledged the merits of process writing in rendering them
active participants in the learning context. As a result, both research questions were verified.
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The contributions of the present study are the following:

1. The students seem to have realised that through self-assessment they are aided to
develop their cognitive, metacognitve, motivational and affective abilities.

2. “Learning how to learn” (Williams, 1991: 206) seems to assist learners to realise that
learning is a problem-solving situation within which knowledge is discovered rather
than passively acquired.

3. Self-assessment seems to empower students to assume responsibility of their own
learning by participating meaningfully in the process of their own learning and being
led gradually, thus, to structure their reasoning.

Finally, further research is proposed in other contexts, such as secondary schools in order to
validate the efficacy of self-assessment in empowering students to use proper resource
management strategies.
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Appendix |

REFLECTIVE REPORT

In this questionnaire you will find statements regarding the methods which help you to im-
prove your writing in English. Try to think for a while and discover the strategies-methods
which help you to produce better pieces of writing.

ALL YOUR ANSWERS WILL BE TREATED AS CONFIDENTIAL

School: Year of birth:
Gender [/ Boy L] Girl

Put a v“in the box with the face which shows how you feel about each statement.
Remember the following symbols:

=Alot = A little = Not at all
What is your opinion?
Put a (v) in the correct box.

A lot A little | Not at all
1. | like writing in my English class A lot Alittle | Not at all

2. | do not have to know everything | am going to write A lot Alittle | Not at all
before | start writing

3. When | am writing | can come up with ideas A lot Alittle | Not at all
4. | can identify different text types A lot Alittle | Not at all
5. I can find the characteristics of a written text A lot Alittle | Not at all
6. When | know the organisation of a text in English, | can| A lot Alittle | Not at all

produce a similar text

7. | know how to work alone (without help) A lot A little | Not at all

8. | know when | need help from my partner or my teach{ A lot A little | Not at all
er
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What is your opinion?
Put a (v) in the correct box.

A lot A little | Not at all
9. | can check my text to spot mistakes A lot Alittle | Not at all
10. | can use punctuation correctly A lot Alittle | Not at all
11. | know when | need to work with my team or my A lot A little | Not at all
partner and when | can work alone (without help)
12. | can use linking words (and, because, but, etc.) tq¢ A lot Alittle | Notatall
organise my text
13. My partner’s comments on my drafts help me to im- A lot A little | Notat all
prove my final text
14. My teacher’s comments on my drafts help me to im- A lot A little | Not at all
prove my final text
15. My teacher’s comments on my final text help me to A lot Alittle | Not at all
improve my writing
16. | believe that my teacher’s comments on my drafts A lot A little | Notat all
are more useful than the comments on my final text
17. Grammatical mistakes are more important than the A lot A little | Notat all
mistakes in the content
18. Everybody makes mistakes, so | can learn from m A lot A little | Notat all
own mistakes
19. | know how to write a better piece of writing next A lot Alittle | Not at all
time
20. | am sure about my progress A lot Alittle | Not at all

THANK YOU
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Appendix Il
HMEPOAOTIIO ME NAPATHPHZEIZ
Y’ QUTO TO EPWTNHUATOAOYLO Bl BPELC IPOTACELS OXETIKA LE TOUG TPOTOUG TTou og BonBave
va BeAtiwbeic oto va ypadelg ypamtd Keipeva ota AyyAlkda. ApLEpwoe Alyo amod to Xpovo
OO0U yLla va OVOKAAUYELG TIC oTpaTNYIKEG-HEBOSoUC TTou o Bonbdve va MapAyeLS yPATTTA
Kelpeva kaAltepa.

OAEZ Ol ANANTHZEIZ 20Y OA OEQPHOOYN EMNIZTEYTIKEZ

YxoAeio:

‘Etog yévvnonc:

@ulo : AyopL Kopitol

BdAe éva (V) oto npdowrno nou Ssiyvel mwe atoBdveoat ya kaBe mpdtaon.
Quunoou Ta mapakAtw cUUBoAA:

= MoAv = Aiyo = KaBdAou

TuoxVeL yla oéva;
BdAe éva (¥') oto cwotod Kouti.

MoAv Aiyo Ka®oAou

1. Mou apéosl va ypadw ypantd keipeva ota AyyAika | MoAo Aiyo KaBo6Aou

2. Aev gival anapaitnto va yvwpilw oAa 6ca MoAv Aiyo KaBoAou
TpOKeLTaL va ypaw mpotol va apxiocw to ypdaPLuo

3. Otav ypdodw ypamtd Kelpeva pmopw va MoAv Aiyo KaBoAou
OVOKOAUTITW TLG LOEEC TTOU £XW OTO HUOAO LoV

4. Mmnopw va avayvwpiow Stadopetika idn ypartwyv | MoAv Aiyo KaBoAou
KELUEVWV
5. Mnopw va Bpw To XOpaKTNPLOTIKA EVOC Yparttol MoAv Aiyo KaBo6Aou
KELUEVOU
6. Otav yvwpilw tnv opydvwaon evog Kelpévou pmopw | MoAv Aiyo KaBo6Aou

TIAPAywW £va TTapOUoLo YPATTO Kelpevo

7. Zépw MwG vo. So0UAELW POVOG/udvn Hou MoAv Aiyo KaBoAou
8. Z€pw mote va {ntrow PBonbela and to duthavo/tn | Mol Aiyo KaBoAou
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Suthavr] pou 1 to dackalo/tn SaokdAa pou

9. Mnopw va eAéyw TO ypamto Hou Keipevo yla va | MoAv Aiyo KaBoAou
gvtomiow AaBn

10. Mmopw va xpnolgonoltiow ta onueia tng oti€ng | NoAv Aiyo KaBoAou
owoTa

11. Zépw mote xpelaletal va SouAelw pe tnv opada ) | MoAv Aiyo KaBoAou
to Suthavo/tn Suthavr) HOU Kal TOTE UMOopW va
Soulelw povog/uovn pou

12. Mnopw va XpnolUoTolw OUVOETIKEG Aé€elg (kat, | MOAD Aiyo KaBoAou
emeldn, alAd K.A.T.) yla va 0pyovwvw To KELUEVO HOU
13. Ta oxoAta tou Suthavou/tng StmAavng Lou ota MoAv Aiyo KaBoAou

TpooxEdLla Tou TeEAkoU ypamtol pou pe BonBave va
BeATiwow To Kelpevo pou

14. Ta oxoAia tou SaokdAou/tng SaoKGAOC pLou ota MNoAv Aiyo Ka®oAou
TpooxEdLa Tou TeEAkoU ypamtol pou pe BonBave va
BeAtiwow To Kelpevo pou

15. Ta ox6Aia tou Saokdlou/tng SaoKGAOC pou oTo MNoAv Aiyo Ka®oAou
TEALKO YPaTTO Hou pe BonBave va BeATwow to
Kelpevo pou

16. Oswpw OtL ta oxOALa tou Saokdlou/tng da- MoAv Aiyo Ka®oAou
OKAAQG LOU OTa TTPOOXESLA OV ELvalL TILO XProLUa armo
™V avatpododotnon-ta oXOALd 6TO TEALKO LoU
Kelpevo

17.Ta ypappatikd AdBn ival mo onuavilkd amno ta MoAv Aiyo KaBoAou
AABn oTo VONUO-TIEPLEXOEVO TNG EKBEONG

18. OAoL kdavouv AdBn. Etol kot syw umopw va | NoAv Aiyo KaBoAou
BeAtiwBw amd ta Aabn pou

19. Zépw nwg va ypadw éva kaAutepo yparmtd keipevo | MoAw Aiyo KaBoAou
™V enopevn dopad

20. Eipat oiyoupog/n yla tnv mpoéodo pou MoAv Aiyo KaBo6Aou

EYXAPIZTQ
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