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The goal of this study was to develop and test an intervention in order to improve
academic writing and SRL skills of English learners (ELs). ELs are well-represented
across university and college campuses in the United States. While most of them thrive
academically and receive their undergraduate and graduate degrees, a majority of ELs
experience difficulties with academic writing such as limited English proficiency levels
and opportunities to practice academic writing. Therefore, there is a need to develop
and examine evidence-based interventions to promote the development of academic
writing skills of ELs. One promising line of research involves adding instruction in self-
regulated learning (SRL) to writing courses. In this study, the SRL writing intervention was
delivered as a one-credit semester-long course taught at a medium research university.
A mixed-methods research design, combining single case quasi-experimental design
to collect quantitative data and focus group interviews to collect qualitative data, was
used with undergraduate ELs (n = 8) from Southeast Asia. The results of this study
revealed that the SRL writing intervention had a small positive effect on the quality of
students’ persuasive writing skills, but no effect on students’ SRL skills. Focus group
interviews suggested that students appreciated learning about SRL skills, but found the
SRL journal confusing and frequent. These findings suggest that both writing and SRL
skills are teachable, but may require more time and adjustments to the teaching and
learning methods employed in the study. Recommendations for the development of the
improved intervention are also provided.

Keywords: intervention development, single-case experimental design, mixed-methods design, self-regulated
learning, multilingual writing, English learners

INTRODUCTION

The number of international English learners (ELs) pursuing their degrees in the United States
was 1,075,496 in 2020 (Project Atlas, n.d.). These students face a host of challenges while pursuing
their degrees in American universities such as limited English proficiency levels, limited experience
with academic writing, and cultural differences in writing expectations in the United States as
compared to their home countries (Cheng et al., 2004; Phakiti and Li, 2011; Lillis, 2012; Tang, 2012;
Atkinson, 2016; Hyland, 2019). In addition, students are required to write a great deal to meet
course requirements. As a result, high quality academic writing is often the skill that determines
students’ success. ELs, therefore, need a strong support system to succeed in writing. To create
such a support system, it is important to develop and evaluate interventions that can help ELs
succeed in American universities such as combining the constructs of multilingual writing (MW)
and self-regulated learning (SRL).

Many researchers refer to multilingual writing as second language writing (SLW) or foreign
language writing (FLW; Matsuda et al., 2013; Manchón, 2016; Silva, 2016; Hyland, 2019). For
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example, Hyland (2013) defines SLW as “writing performed
by non-native speakers” (p. 426). Reichelt (2011), however,
distinguishes FLW from SLW. In her view, “foreign language
writing. . . is the phenomenon of writers composing in a language
that is neither the writer’s native language nor the dominant
language in the surrounding context” (p. 3). Other scholars
recognize the diversity ELs bring to academic writing and
introduce concepts of multilingual and translingual writing
(Canagarajah, 2002, 2013), which is performed in more than one
language. Canagarajah (2013) contrasts multilingual writing with
translingual writing, which allows for the use of different varieties
of a language or different languages in a written text. In this study,
we refer to the construct as MW, which refers to any piece of
writing produced by nonnative speakers of English in academic
settings. The types of writing may include but are not limited
to paragraphs, essays, papers, literature reviews, bibliographies,
position papers, online posts, and even email communication
with peers and instructors.

Another construct in a current study is SRL – a dynamic
process during which learners set goals, monitor, and control
cognitive, metacognitive, emotional, motivational, behavioral,
and environmental processes in their attainment of goals (Winne,
1995; Pintrich, 2004; Greene et al., 2011; Zimmerman and
Schunk, 2011). SRL has been extensively researched over the past
30 years, generating numerous definitions, models, and theories
(Winne and Perry, 2000; Zimmerman, 2000; Pintrich, 2004;
Zimmerman and Schunk, 2011). Irrespective of the theoretical
bases, SRL generally refers to the processes of: (a) setting goals; (b)
monitoring of progress; (c) adjusting strategies; and (d) revising
goals as needed (Winne, 1995; Pintrich, 2004; Zimmerman and
Schunk, 2011; Andrade, 2013). SRL is a mega-theory of sorts
that includes multiple psychological, motivational, affective, and
cognitive processes working in sync to facilitate achievement of
goals (Andrade, 2013).

Research has shown that learners tend to regulate their
learning, and effective SRL is related to academic achievement
of students across ages and education levels (Winne, 2005;
Mullen, 2011; Dent and Koenka, 2016). Since SRL has
properties of a skill, it is teachable; however, it is important to
provide enough scaffolding for learners to become proficient
in SRL. The time it takes to become an expert user of
SRL varies, depending on the types of SRL skills targeted
and metacognitive monitoring performed (Winne, 2005). SRL
interventions have been developed and applied across domains,
including math, science, reading, writing, history, and online
learning environments (Dignath and Büttner, 2008; Greene et al.,
2015; Wong et al., 2019).

Writing is susceptible to self-regulation. A meta-analysis
examining the effectiveness of the Self-Regulated Strategy
Development (SRSD; Harris et al., 2011) intervention on
the quality of writing done by adolescents indicated that it
significantly contributed to improved writing quality (Graham
and Perin, 2007). At least for native English speakers,
SRL instruction combined with writing instruction results in
improved writing skills (Graham and Perin, 2007; Harris et al.,
2011). According to Harris et al. (2011), years of research
with typically developing students and students with special

needs show that (a) better writers tend to be more self-
regulated; (b) novice writers become more self-regulated with
age and practice; (c) level of self-regulation is related to writers’
performance; and (d) struggling writers can become successful
through targeted writing and SRL instruction with multiple
opportunities to practice new skills. SRL is teachable and, when
embedded into writing interventions, helps struggling students
become better writers.

Although research has shown that SRL is associated with
improved performance by native speakers of English across
disciplines and age-groups (Graham, 2006; De Corte et al.,
2011; Kitsantas and Kavussanu, 2011; Tonks and Taboada, 2011),
research on the usefulness of SRL instruction in developing
scholarly writing skills in college students, especially ELs, is
scarce and under-developed. A small number of scholars have
recognized the importance of SRL in developing writing skills of
ELs (Oxford, 2011; Andrade and Evans, 2013; Teng and Zhang,
2016, 2018, 2020; Fathi and Feizollahi, 2020; Altas and Mede,
2021; Han et al., 2021). Research shows that the SRL processes
that occur during writing by ELs are similar to those of native
speakers. For example, a validation of the Writing Strategies for
Self-Regulated Learning Questionnaire (WSSRLQ) with Chinese
undergraduate students (n = 780) revealed that the strategies
of deep processing, emotional control, motivational self-talk,
and feedback use were strong predictors of students’ writing
proficiency (Teng and Zhang, 2016). Farsani et al. (2014) reported
a statistically significant, yet small and negative correlation
between SRL and writing performance (r = −0.294, p = 0.043)
in their sample of Iranian students (n = 48), using the Motivated
Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ). Although the
authors acknowledged the importance of embedding SRL
instruction in writing courses for ELs, their anomalous findings
had indicated that the relationship between SRL and writing
performance of ELs warrants additional rigorous research.

A handful of scholars conducted the quasi-experimental
intervention studies measuring undergraduate students’ gains in
multilingual writing and SRL skills (Fathi and Feizollahi, 2020;
Teng and Zhang, 2020; Altas and Mede, 2021; Chen et al., 2021).
For instance, Chen et al. (2021) conducted a quasi-experimental
study with undergraduate students (n = 102), targeting the
revision instruction of the Self-Regulated Strategy Development
(SRSD; Harris et al., 2011) in control, SRSD + genre-specific
criteria, and SRSD + generic criteria conditions. The results
showed that both SRSD conditions were more effective in
improving students’ text quality and revisions than the control
group. However, Chen et al. (2021) did not measure students’ SRL
skills. In contrast, Teng and Zhang (2020) examined the effects
of the SRL strategies-based writing intervention on Chinese
undergraduate students (n = 80) multilingual writing proficiency,
reported use of SRL strategies, and academic self-efficacy. The
results indicated students’ improvements in the use of various
SRL strategies and increased levels of linguistic self-efficacy
(ES = 0.39) and performance self-efficacy (ES = 0.21) as well as
in the improvement of writing performance (d = 2.11).

Some experts in MW recognize the importance of developing
self-regulated writing curricula. For example, Andrade and Evans
(2013) laid out a comprehensive writing program, embedding
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direct instruction of SRL skills with opportunities for learners
to engage in SRL in pre-, during, and post-writing tasks.
Similarly, Oxford (2011) suggested directly teaching SRL skills,
emphasizing the importance of learning strategies for each of
the English skills: speaking, listening, reading, writing, grammar,
and vocabulary. To date, none of these programs have been
empirically tested.

This review of the small body of literature combining SRL and
MW shows the mixture of correlational studies that examined
relations between SRL and writing performance/quality (Farsani
et al., 2014; Teng and Zhang, 2016, 2018; Han et al., 2021),
four intervention studies reporting on students’ writing quality
and some SRL skills (Fathi and Feizollahi, 2020; Teng and
Zhang, 2020; Altas and Mede, 2021; Chen et al., 2021), or
proposed untested SRL writing programs/instructional practices
(Oxford, 2011; Andrade and Evans, 2013). While these lines of
research contribute to our understanding of how SRL associates
with MW and four intervention studies provide initial evidence
of improvement in MW and SRL skills, they do not provide
conclusive results on how SRL writing instructional methods
work in authentic settings. Therefore, there is a need for
continuing empirical research on the effects of embedding
SRL training in multilingual writing instruction and developing
targeted interventions for ELs.

This study contributes to the growing body of the intervention
research on combining SRL and writing instruction. Unlike the
intervention studies discussed above, the use of the single case
quasi-experimental design in this study allowed for identification
of MW and SRL gains, if any, for each participant and across
all participants combined. In addition, this study promoted the
intervention development (Hayes et al., 2013) since the detailed
analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data indicated
the potential areas for improvements. All of these aspects are
discussed in details in the remainder of this article.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The Model of Self- and Socially-Regulated Multilingual Writing
(Akhmedjanova, 2020; Figure 1) was used to describe the
interactions between SRL and writing in authentic classroom
settings. The model is organized around three broad areas:
processes internal to a student (C–I, M, and N), processes
external to a student (A, B, and J–N), and culture (O). Each
area has its own set of processes contributing to the development
of writing and self-/socially-regulatory skills. Thus, processes
external to the student include instructional techniques (A,
B) and formative assessment, occurring in classrooms (J–N).
The processes internal to a student focus on activation of
student’s background knowledge and motivational beliefs, which
lead to the choice of strategies and techniques to do the
writing task (C–I, M, and N). Finally, culture (O) situates both
types of processes within a socio-cultural context or “writing
communities” (Graham, 2018, p. 258), which function under
certain social, political, economic, environmental, and cultural
affordances. As a result, writing becomes a cultural activity
of jointly constructing meanings to communicate them within
various genres (Rose and Martin, 2012; Atkinson, 2016).

Typically, writing instruction starts with how to write
in a specific genre (A). As part of the instruction (A),
the teacher sets the writing task (B) and articulates the
criteria for it. The writing task activates students’ prior
knowledge, strategy knowledge, and motivational beliefs (C).
Task interpretation (D) acknowledges that students interpret
tasks in idiosyncratic ways, and their interpretations influence
their personal goals and task management (F), as well as
their self-efficacy and motivation (Butler and Winne, 1995).
Based on their task interpretation, students set mastery or
performance goals (E) in relation to their writing tasks.
Task management (F) includes task specific strategies as
well as strategies for managing students’ time, environment,
and motivation. In the case of writing, task management
(F) involves the selection of various writing strategies (G):
planning, translating ideas into a written text, reviewing and
generating feedback, and revising an essay, which correspond
with the elements of the cognitive model of writing (Elbow,
1981; Flower and Hayes, 1981; Hayes, 1996). This phase
helps students to apply knowledge of a new writing genre
and writing strategies that can be used within this genre
(Rose and Martin, 2012).

As students write, they monitor their progress (H) by self-
assessing their work on a task and using metacognitive strategies.
They also adjust their motivational beliefs, depending on how
well they are doing. The progress monitoring phase informs
the task management phase (F) because it allows students to
identify which of the writing strategies (G) work well and which
do not. Based on this information, students make adjustments
to the way they approach the task by choosing new strategies
or modifying the old ones. This leads to internal learning
outcomes (I). In the case of writing a persuasive essay, students
internalize the elements of genre and other writing conventions
to write high quality persuasive texts. As a result of actions in
phases A–I, M (Figure 1), students generate externally observable
outcomes, such as persuasive essays (J). At this stage, teachers
can enact social-regulation by creating opportunities for students
to provide and receive peer feedback, as well as feedback from
teachers and technology (K). In this study, students received
feedback on their persuasive essays from their peers and the
teacher. Feedback allows students to make adjustments to their
finished products before they are summatively assessed (L).

Reflection (N) occurs throughout the whole process of writing;
however, it is placed toward the final stages of the writing
process because its primary purpose is to inform students and
teachers about what worked well and what did not. In the case
of writing, self-regulated students reflect on the writing strategies
(G) that were helpful or not helpful for them. This reflection
can facilitate students’ improved knowledge of the domain and
strategies as well as their motivational beliefs (C). In addition,
reflection can facilitate adjustment to instruction for teachers (A).
For example, reflection can lead teachers to see what aspects of
persuasive writing to reteach. Finally, the processes described
above occur within multilingual classrooms that bring together
teachers and students from various cultural backgrounds to
form writing communities (Graham, 2018). All participants in
such writing communities bring their own cultural views and
perceptions on how writing should be practiced. Therefore, both
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FIGURE 1 | Model of self- and socially-regulated multilingual writing.

the processes internal and external to a student operate within a
complex culture (O).

All of the elements in Figure 1 are grounded in models of
writing. For example, the processes external to a student (A,
B, and J–N) mirror sociocultural theory since they occur in an
environment that includes a task, a learner, peers, a teacher, and
interactions among these agents (Prior, 2006; Rose and Martin,
2012; Cumming, 2016). The processes internal to a student (C–
I, M, and N) combine the elements of genre since students
develop the knowledge of writing genres and the cognitive model
of writing because students use cognitive processes of planning,
transcribing, and revising while writing (Elbow, 1981; Flower and
Hayes, 1981; Hayes, 1996; Rose and Martin, 2012; Hyland, 2019).
Culture (O) is represented in the Writers within Communities
model of writing (Graham, 2018). In addition, each aspect of
this model enjoys support from the research literature; however,
there is very little research on how well these processes work in
the population of English learners (ELs). Therefore, the current
study addresses the gap in the research literature by targeting
the population of ELs and applying quasi-experimental design
to identify the effects of the SRL writing intervention on two
constructs: writing and SRL skills.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Current Study
To address this research gap, we have adapted the
Self-Regulated Strategy Approach to Writing (SSAW;
MacArthur and Philippakos, 2012). This curriculum focuses
on self-regulated strategy instruction in developmental writing
courses. It covers a variety of genres including narrative,

classification, compare/contrast, cause and effect, and persuasive
writing. In addition, the SSAW emphasizes the use of planning,
drafting, and revising writing strategies along with SRL strategies
(MacArthur and Philippakos, 2012). A quasi-experimental study
of the effectiveness of the curriculum for community college
students (n = 276) indicated improved writing quality [Glass
1 = 1.22, F(1,7.3) = 40.0, p < 0.001] and increased length of
essays [Glass 1 = 0.71, F(1, 7.6) = 75.2, p = 0.027; MacArthur
et al., 2015). The findings also showed increases in students’
self-efficacy for writing, [Cohen’s d = 0.27, η2

p = 0.03, F(1,
249) = 7.58, p = 0.006] and adoption of mastery goals [Cohen’s
d = 0.29, η2

p = 0.027, F(1, 249) = 7.01, p = 0.009]. Unfortunately,
only 10% of the sample in MacArthur et al. (2015) study were
ELs. The results for ELs were not reported because they were not
statistically significant.

The intervention developed by MacArthur and Philippakos
(2012, 2013) and MacArthur et al. (2015) produced gains in both
writing quality and SRL skills. However, it is not clear how well
this intervention can work with ELs (MacArthur et al., 2015).
Therefore, we adapted and tested the SSAW intervention with a
small group of undergraduate ELs. The adaptation of the SSAW
intervention was treated as intervention development (Hayes
et al., 2013) because it was implemented with the population
of ELs. As a result, the application of the SSAW intervention
led to identification of future changes to the intervention in
order to meet the needs of ELs. For the purpose of this study,
we chose instruction of only persuasive essays since it is one
of the genres that is assigned the most in higher education
(Gardner and Nesi, 2013).

The rationale for targeting the population of the
undergraduate ELs is that they represent the largest proportion
in comparison with the graduate ELs (Project Atlas, n.d.).
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Undergraduate ELs are in a greater need so that they do not fall
behind early in their academic careers. The aim of this study is
to investigate the effectiveness of the SRL writing intervention
in improving SRL and writing performance of undergraduate
ELs in the context of an authentic multilingual classroom by
addressing the following research questions:

(1) Does the SRL writing intervention improve the quality of
persuasive essays done by ELs?

(2) Does the SRL writing intervention improve the self-
reported SRL skills of ELs?

(3) What are students’ perceptions of the SRL component of
the SRL writing intervention?

Research Design
A mixed-methods research design, combining both quantitative
and qualitative data collection methods, was implemented in
this study (Casanave, 2016; Manchón, 2016; Onghena et al.,
2019). The single-case quasi-experimental design (SCED) was
used to collect quantitative data. The SCED has been extensively
used in various fields such as medicine, neurosciences, physical
therapy and special education (Kratochwill et al., 2014; Moeyaert
et al., 2014), but it is new to the field of multilingual writing.
SCEDs share three main characteristics: (1) the focus is on one
unit: a person or case, (2) one or more dependent variables
are measured repeatedly across time, and (3) one or more
independent variables are actively manipulated (Kratochwill
et al., 2010; Horner and Odom, 2014).

A typical single-case design study involves an active
manipulation of an independent variable to identify how this
manipulation affects a dependent variable (Kratochwill et al.,
2010; Horner and Odom, 2014). The dependent variable is
measured repeatedly and systematically in successive phases
before, during, and/or after the intervention. This design can
be used to examine causal relationship between the independent
variable, represented as intervention, and changes in outcome
variables (Kratochwill et al., 2010; Smith, 2012). The relationship
between dependent and independent variables is causal when a
change in outcome data between the intervention and baseline
conditions can be solely attributed to the manipulation of
the intervention and not to outside experimental factors (i.e.,
confounders; Kratochwill et al., 2010). Hence, an intervention
effect should be replicated across multiple participants and,
ideally, the intervention effect should be demonstrated at
different points in time. A unique strength of using an SCED is
that participants serve as their own control as they are observed
during a control condition preceding an intervention condition
(i.e., no matched comparison group is needed). In addition,
because of the repeated observations, participant-specific changes
in data across time during both the baseline and intervention
conditions can be evaluated, in addition to estimating an
individual-specific intervention effect (Molenaar and Campbell,
2009; Velicer and Molenaar, 2012). For these reasons, an SCED
was implemented in the current study.

A replicated AB phase design was used (Figures 2, 3), which
has the potential to demonstrate intervention effectiveness across

individuals. To increase the internal validity of the replicated
AB phase design, it is recommended to start the intervention
at different time points across the participants (i.e., participants
have different baseline lengths, What Works Clearinghouse,
2020). In that way, it can be concluded that the intervention is
effective, regardless of the starting time. Changes in data patterns
should only be observed for participants starting the intervention,
whereas participants still in the baseline should not experience
any changes. A staggered starting point of the intervention was
not possible in this study given the nature of the intervention
and the university setting (predetermined class sessions, and
start/end of the semester). However, we increased the internal
and external validity of our replicated AB phased design by
including a large set of participants and measurements within
participants. As suggested by the What Works Clearinghouse
(i.e., WWC, Kratochwill et al., 2010; What Works Clearinghouse,
2020) design standards, the minimum number of observations
should be three per phase across at least three participants
to meet the standards with reservations. In current study, we
exceeded these minimum criteria by including eight participants
and a total of eight observations. Particularly, our SCED includes
three measurements of writing skills in the baseline phase, and
five measurements in the intervention phase; eight in total. We
collected four measurements of SRL skills in the baseline phase,
and at least nine in the intervention phase; thirteen in total.
The first author manipulated the independent variable – the
SRL writing intervention; all outcome variables were measured
repeatedly over time; and at least 20% of essay and SRL journal
data were double-scored to establish the evidence of reliability
and validity. We can conclude that this study meets the What
Works Clearinghouse (2020) requirements with reservations.
Finally, qualitative data was collected through two focus group
interviews. Those interviews were designed to collect detailed
information about students’ perceptions of the SRL components
of the intervention. This has the potential to explain why the
intervention was effective or not effective.

Participants
The participants were international ELs, who were in the first or
second semesters of their undergraduate programs. The sample
(n = 8) included students in their early twenties, predominantly
from Korea (87.5%); half of the sample were female (n = 4;
see Table 1).

All participants (n = 8) were enrolled in a 1-credit tutoring
course offered by the School of Education in a medium public
research university. The course was part of the larger study
focusing on the written and spoken discourse of ELs. However,
the primary goal of the course was to help ELs improve
their academic discourse skills: Speaking, listening, reading, and
writing in order to succeed in their undergraduate studies. The
section of the course taught by the first author focused on helping
ELs develop their writing and SRL skills. Due to low enrollment,
the course was taught during two semesters: In the fall semester
with five students, and in spring with three. To control for
the outside confounding variables, the course was taught by
the same instructor (first author), on the same days and times
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FIGURE 2 | Baseline (A) and intervention (B) phases for essay total score for each participant (n = 8).

(Wednesdays, 4:15–5:35 p.m.), and using the same curriculum
and teaching methods. Since the course was part of the larger
study described above, it had to include assignments such as
prompted discussions of the moral dilemmas, which otherwise
would not have been included in the SRL writing intervention.
The study was granted the IRB approval to collect data, and

all participants signed the consent forms at the beginning of
the intervention.

Instruments
Three types of instruments were used to collect outcome data:
essays, SRL journals, and two focus group interviews.
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FIGURE 3 | Baseline (A) and intervention (B) phases for SRL total score for each participant (n = 8).

Essays
Students wrote eight persuasive essays during the semester
on the prompts provided in the SSAW curriculum
(Supplementary Appendix A).1 Three of the essays were

1Appendices can be found in the Supplementary Material document.

written during the baseline phase and were used to assess the
quality of students’ writing before the intervention. Five of the
essays were generated after students had received instruction on
how to write persuasive essays and self-regulate their learning.
Since some of the students did not submit all of the essays, the
final number of essays was 58.
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TABLE 1 | Sample demographics (n = 8).

Category n % of total sample

Age

18–19 4 50%

20–25 4 50%

Gender

Female 4 50%

Male 4 50%

Country

Korea 7 87.50%

China 1 12.50%

Length of stay in the United States

1 year 4 50%

1–3 years 3 37.50%

3 years 1 12.50%

Class standing

Freshman 7 87.50%

Sophomore 1 12.50%

School/Program

Undeclared major 3 37.50%

Psychology 1 12.50%

Biology 1 12.50%

Business 3 37.50%

TOEFL scores

65–80 3 37.50%

80 1 12.50%

N/A 4 50%

Took a writing course

In English 7 87.50%

In native language 4 50%

Learned about strategies 8 100%

The essays (n = 58) were scored by two independent raters,
using the rubric that included such criteria as development,
focus/organization, language, and conventions (Supplementary
Appendix B). The raters were experienced writing instructors
who taught at local community and liberal arts colleges. The first
author trained the raters using benchmark essays (n = 2). Raters’
percent agreement was 86%. After the training, raters scored four
essays individually, resulting in 56% percent exact agreement,
disagreeing with each other only by one point across the criteria.
Raters and the first author discussed discrepancies and scored
one more essay to establish higher agreement in scores. After
the second day of training, raters scored five essays and reached
77% percent agreement, which was acceptable to let them score
individually (Stemler, 2004). While it is recommended to double-
score around 20% of the data, raters double scored 43% of the
essays (n = 25) to increase their agreement. The first author
served as a third rater to resolve discrepancies in the scores. As
a result, the exact percent agreement was moderate (63%), the
adjacent percent agreement was high (95%), and Cohen’s kappa
was weak (κ = 0.315; Stemler, 2004). A possible explanation of
low and moderate inter-rater reliability is that the raters were not
experienced in scoring essays of multilingual writers.

Self-Regulated Learning Journals
In order to capture the development of SRL skills in students
during the semester, a self-report measure was used: SRL journals
(Supplementary Appendix C). One of the goals of this study
was the development of SRL skills. Therefore, the participants
were encouraged to set goals, manage their tasks, monitor their

progress, and reflect on their end products in the SRL journals.
Each participant was expected to fill out 13 journals throughout
the semester. Four of the journals were assigned during the
baseline phase, and nine during the intervention phase. Due to
some students skipping some of the classes, the total number of
SRL journals was 77.

Similar to the quality coding of essay data, two different
independent raters coded the SRL journal data (n = 77). The
coding protocol included the categories within each of the
four SRL constructs of goal-setting, task management, progress
monitoring, and reflection, which were coded for specificity,
relevance to the writing task or SRL, and alignment with the goals
(Supplementary Appendix D). Two independent raters, both
doctoral students in educational psychology and methodology
with expertise in SRL and classroom assessment, scored the
SRL journal data.

The raters received an intensive 2-day training, resulting in
86% agreement. The raters double-scored 29% of the journals
(n = 23) in an attempt to increase their agreement, with exact
percent agreement of 78%, adjacent percent agreement of 95%,
and Cohen’s kappa value of κ = 0.617, which are considered to be
good reliability estimates (Stemler, 2004). The first author served
as a third rater to resolve discrepancies in the scores.

Focus Group Interviews
Focus group interviews were conducted with the participants
to inquire about their perceptions of the SRL component of
the writing intervention at the end of each semester. A trained
interviewer, a doctoral student in educational psychology and
methodology, conducted two focus group interviews that
included six out of eight participants: The focus group in the
fall included four students, and the one in spring two students.
During the focus group interviews, the students were asked to
reflect on their experiences with the SRL components of goal-
setting, task management, progress monitoring, and reflection
while working on their persuasive essays. In addition, students
shared their thoughts about their experiences with the SRL
journals (Supplementary Appendix E).

Research Procedures
As part of the study, students wrote three essays and filled out
four SRL journals in the baseline phase before the start of the
intervention. These measurements served as students’ baseline
skills in writing and SRL. Supplementary Appendix F shows the
timeline of the intervention and data collection.

Most students wrote five persuasive essays during the course.
Those essays served as five measures of writing quality during
the intervention phase of this study. Unit 3, focusing on
persuasive writing, of the SSAW (MacArthur and Philippakos,
2012) curriculum was used for this study. Unit 3 included
ten lessons during which students learned how to write
persuasive essays and self-regulate their writing behaviors (See
Supplementary Appendix G for the syllabus). The first five
lessons of the intervention focused on teaching students how to
write a persuasive essay using all the elements of the genre –
introduction, reasons, and conclusions. It also included a session
when the first author modeled the process of writing by setting
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goals, brainstorming ideas for and against a controversial issue,
organizing them in a graphic organizer, and drafting the whole
essay. The remaining three sessions were spent on collaborative
and guided practice. Students worked on their individual essays,
peer review, and editing, applying knowledge and skills they
acquired during the intervention. The second half of the
intervention (five sessions) focused on the development of the
opposing position in a persuasive essay. The first two sessions
were spent on introducing a concept of opposing positions and
writing opposing position paragraphs. During the remaining
three sessions students wrote an essay with an opposing position,
peer reviewed, and edited it.

During the intervention, students wrote four essays. Two
essays were written during the first five lessons, and two during
the last five lessons. An additional essay was assigned as a final
exam and served as a maintenance data point 2 weeks after the
intervention had finished. In total, each student was expected to
write eight essays during the study to the prompts suggested in
Unit 3 of the SSAW curriculum (Supplementary Appendix A;
MacArthur and Philippakos, 2012).

In terms of the SRL, students filled out the remaining
nine journals after the first author taught them about SRL
skills. After the SRL instruction, various writing and learning
strategies were discussed during each class. As a result, journals
documented thirteen measures of goal setting, task management,
progress monitoring, and reflection both in baseline and
intervention phases.

Data Analyses
The writing and SRL data from the journals were quantitatively
analyzed using regression-based statistics. The focus group
interview data were analyzed qualitatively.

Regression-Based Statistics
The regression-based analysis was performed to estimate the
overall effect of the intervention for the whole group as well as
individual effects for each participant.

First, a single-level regression analysis was run to estimate the
effect of the intervention on the outcomes of each participant
separately. Using the simple linear regression equation presented
in Eq. 1, a change in outcome level between the baseline and
intervention phase can be estimated.

Level 1 : Yt = β0 + β1D+ et and et ∼ N(0, σ2
e ), (1)

In Eq. 1, the outcome variable Yt is regressed on a dummy-
coded variable (i.e., D). The dummy variable, D, indicates
whether Yt belongs to the intervention (D = 1) or baseline phase
(D = 0). Therefore, β0 refers to the outcome level during the
baseline phase, and β1 indicates the change in level, representing
the intervention (Rindskopf and Ferron, 2014).

Second, the single-level regression analysis is expanded to
a two-level hierarchical linear modeling analysis (HLM). HLM
was used to identify the average treatment effect across the
participants, variance of the effect across participants, and
possible factors that relate to the average treatment effect.

A two-level hierarchical linear model was fitted, assuming
a stable level during the baseline phase and a change in level
during the intervention phase. The mathematical model is a
straightforward extension of the single-level regression model
introduced in Eq. 1:

Level 1 : Yij = β0j + β1jD1j + eij (2)

Y ij is the outcome score for observation i, nested within
participant j and is regressed on a dummy coded variable, Dij. Dij
equals 0 when observation i within case j belongs to the baseline
phase, 1 to the intervention phase. Therefore, β0j indicates the
baseline level for participant j, and β1j indicates the change
in level (i.e., intervention effect). The within-case variance is
assumed to be normally distributed with mean zero and variance
σ2

e. A first order autoregressive residual variance is assumed.
Because it is unlikely that the baseline level and the intervention
effect will be the same for all participants, a second level was
added to the model.

Level 2:

β0j = θ00 + u0j
β1j = θ10 + u1j

[
u0j
u1j

]
∼ N (0, 6u) (3)

θ00 is the overall average level in the baseline phase across
all participants, and u0j is the deviation of participant j
from the overall average baseline level (θ00). u0j is assumed
to be multivariate normally distributed [with mean equaling
zero and the between-case variance in baseline level (σ2

uo
)].

θ10 is the overall average treatment effect; it is the change
in outcome level between the intervention and baseline. u1j
represents the deviation of participant j from this overall average
immediate intervention effect [and u1j is multivariate normally
distributed with mean equaling zero and between-case variance
in intervention effect (σu1

2 )].
The two-level HLM generated effect size estimates across all

and per individual participants (Moeyaert et al., 2014). The data
were analyzed using the nlme (Pinheiro et al., 2019) and lme4
(Bates et al., 2019) R packages.

Qualitative Analysis
The analysis of the interview data included several iterations
of reading (Creswell, 2013; Maxwell, 2013). The first author
transcribed the interview data, using the Rev converter (Rev,
n.d.), and checked the transcripts for accuracy. Ten months
after the interviews, the transcriptions were emailed to students
for member-checking (Anderson, 2017). Only one student
responded, stating that the transcription reflected the content
of the focus group interview. The thematic analysis (Braun
and Clarke, 2006; Lester et al., 2020) was implemented to
analyze data. Two raters, the focus group interviewer and
the first author, coded both interviews together to identify
students’ perceptions regarding the SRL component of the
intervention. The coding procedures included: (1) Developing
a-priori codes; (2) identifying meaningful units; (3) coding and
refining the codes; (3) narrowing down the codes; and (4) making
interpretations and looking for meanings. The themes, codes, and
example quotes are provided in Supplementary Appendix H.
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After coding data from both focus group interviews, the first
author went through all of the codes, identified the duplicate
codes and condensed them. It took three rounds of reading,
identifying similarities and differences, and deciding which codes
belonged in what categories.

RESULTS

The results are organized around the research questions, which
examine the effects of the SRL writing intervention on: (1)
the quality of students’ persuasive essays and (2) students’ SRL
skills, and (3) the students’ perceptions of the SRL instruction in
the writing course.

Does the Self-Regulated Learning
Writing Intervention Improve the Quality
of Persuasive Essays of English
Learners?
The two-level analysis was conducted to test the effect of the
SRL writing intervention on the quality of students’ persuasive
essays for each student individually (single-level analysis) and all
of them combined (two-level analysis). Figure 2 shows individual
student’s total scores across eight essays; the maximum score
could be 52 in accordance with the rubric in Supplementary
Appendix B.

Single-Level Analysis
Student 1 had medium and statistically significant gains in the
quality of her persuasive writing, [β1 = 12.47, t(49) = 3.17,
p = 0.02]: There is a 24% increase in her score. Students 5 and
8 had small and marginally statistically significant2 gains in the
quality of their persuasive essays [β1 = 5.13, t(49) = 2.01, p = 0.091
and β1 = 4.33, t(49) = 2.04, p = 0.087, respectively]. Students
3, 6, and 7 had small increases in their essay scores but they
were not statistically significant (Supplementary Appendix H).
In contrast, Students 2 and 4 had small decreases in their essay
scores as a result of the intervention; however, they were not
statistically significant. The analysis by criteria revealed that
Students 1 and 5 had small but statistically significant gains
in language and conventions, and Students 1 and 7 had small
but marginally statistically significant gains in development and
conventions. Students 2 and 4 had small decreases in their scores
on the focus and organization and language criteria, but they
were not statistically significant (Supplementary Appendix I).
The remaining students had small increases in their scores across
four criteria, but they were not statistically significant.

Two-Level Analysis
The SRL writing intervention had a small and significant effect on
the quality of students’ persuasive essays [θ10 = 3.66, t(49) = 2.38,
p = 0.021]. That is, there was 7% or 3.66 points increase in
persuasive writing scores across all students in the intervention
phase. In addition, the estimates of the between-case variance

2Marginally statistically significant refers to p-values in the range of 0.05–0.10
(Olsson-Collentine et al., 2019).

(σ2
u1
= 80.5) suggest less variability in students’ scores in the

intervention phase than in the baseline phase (σ2
uo
= 201.64).

In terms of criteria (Table 2), Development had a small
but statistically significant improvement as a result of the
intervention [θ10 = 1.72, t(49) = 3.22, p = 0.003]. As a result of the
intervention, there were gains in such sub-criteria as Claims and
Counterclaims [θ10 = 0.58, t(49) = 2.67, p = 0.015], Explanation of
Counterclaims [θ10 = 0.91, t(49) = 3.30, p = 0.002], Introduction
[θ10 = 0.45, t(49) = 2.14, p = 0.045], and Punctuation [θ10 = 0.39,
t(49) = 2.35, p = 0.047]. The remaining sub-criteria also had
incremental increases, but they were not meaningful. However,
the sub-criteria of grammar and spelling indicated incremental
decreases, which were not meaningful as well. The data were
less variable across students in the intervention phase for the
majority of the sub-criteria except for Introduction (σ2

uo
= 1.82,

σ2
u1
= 2.19), Sentence Structure (σ2

uo
= 0.02, σ2

u1
= 0.16),

and Spelling (σ2
uo
= 3.31, σ2

u1
= 6.55). The regression-based

estimates indicate a small effect of the intervention on both
individual and overall students’ persuasive writing.

Does the Self-Regulated Learning
Writing Intervention Improve the
Self-Reported Self-Regulated Learning
Skills of English Learners?
The two-level analysis was conducted to examine the effect
of the SRL writing intervention on students’ SRL skills
both for each student individually (single-level analysis) and
all of them combined (two-level analysis). Figure 3 shows
individual student’s total scores across thirteen SRL journals;
the maximum score could be 76 in accordance with the
rubric in Supplementary Appendix D.

Single-Level Analysis
The SRL writing intervention resulted in a small, positive, and
marginally statistically significant effect on the overall SRL skills
of Student 4, [β1 = 5.00, t(68) = −1.99, p = 0.086]: There is a
6.6% increase in his scores. Students 3, 5, 6, and 8 also resulted
in small and positive increases in their SRL skills. In contrast,
the results of Students 1, 2, and 7 indicated small and negative
effects on their SRL skills; however, none of these effects were
statistically significant (Supplementary Appendix J). The results
for Students 3, 5, and 7 should be interpreted with caution since
these students had missing data.

The examination of students’ results for each SRL domain
revealed some instances of small and statistically significant
effects. For example, Student 5 had a small positive and
marginally statistically significant effect of the SRL writing
intervention on his goal-setting skills, [β1 = 1.46, t(68) = 2.19,
p = 0.056]. The Progress Monitoring domain of the SRL turned
out to be the most problematic criterion for the majority of
students. For instance, Students 1 [β1 = −2.87, t(37) = −2.73,
p = 0.021] and 2 [β1 = −3.3, t(37) = −5.00, p = 0.04]
had a small negative and statistically significant effects of the
intervention on their progress monitoring skills. The analyses
for this criterion, however, could not be performed for Students
5 and 7 because there were many instances of missing data.
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TABLE 2 | Results of the Two-level analyses of essay data by sub-criteria, criteria,
and essay total.

Parameter Estimate (SE) T p

DEV1: claims /counterclaims θ̂0 2.87 (0.23) 12.28 < 0.0001

θ̂1 0.58 (0.22) 2.67 0.015

DEV2: claims θ̂0 3.54 (0.16) 21.34 < 0.0001

θ̂1 0.22 (0.18) 1.22 0.261

DEV3: counterclaims θ̂0 2.12 (0.27) 7.77 < 0.0001

θ̂1 0.91 (0.28) 3.3 0.002

DEV: total θ̂0 8.54 (0.56) 15.29 < 0.0001

θ̂1 1.72 (0.53) 3.22 0.003

FO1: introduction θ̂0 3.16 (0.17) 18.82 < 0.0001

θ̂1 0.45 (0.21) 2.14 0.045

FO2: conclusion θ̂0 3.00 (0.22) 13.75 < 0.0001

θ̂1 0.19 (0.21) 0.88 0.405

FO3 sequence θ̂0 3.54 (0.21) 16.93 < 0.0001

θ̂1 0.18 (0.19) 0.93 0.373

FO4: paragraphs θ̂0 3.42 (0.22) 15.7 < 0.0001

θ̂1 0.34 (0.22) 1.57 0.147

FO: total θ̂0 13.12 (0.65) 20.03 < 0.0001

θ̂1 1.18 (0.64) 1.85 0.09

LAN1: style and tone θ̂0 3.83 (0.08) 46.39 < 0.0001

θ̂1 0.02 (0.12) 0.21 0.837

LAN 2: word choices θ̂0 2.71 (0.23) 11.73 < 0.0001

θ̂1 0.32 (0.20) 1.6 0.15

LAN3: sentence structure θ̂0 2.83 (0.17) 15.9 < 0.0001

θ̂1 0.18 (0.27) 0.68 0.518

LAN: total θ̂0 9.37 (0.43) 21.84 < 0.0001

θ̂1 0.54 (0.46) 1.17 0.279

CON1: punctuation θ̂0 3.46 (0.15) 22.52 < 0.0001

θ̂1 0.39 (0.16) 2.35 0.047

CON2: grammar θ̂0 2.29 (0.20) 11.34 < 0.0001

θ̂1 −0.02 (0.12) −0.13 0.896

CON3: spelling θ̂0 3.96 (0.05) 84.91 < 0.0001

θ̂1 −0.02 (0.06) −0.27 0.791

CON: total θ̂0 9.71 (0.29) 33.28 < 0.0001

θ̂1 0.35 (0.23) 1.52 0.171

Essay: total θ̂0 40.75 (1.57) 25.88 < 0.0001

θ̂1 3.66 (1.53) 2.38 0.021

Values in bold indicate marginally and statistically significant effects. DEV,
development; FO, focus and organization; LAN, language; CON, conventions.

Therefore, the results of the Progress Monitoring domain should
be interpreted with caution.

Two-Level Analysis
Based on the two-level analysis, the SRL writing intervention had
a small and not statistically significant effect on students’ SRL
skills, [θ10 = 0.76, t(68) = 0.46, p = 0.645]. The results by domains
did not indicate statistically significant increases. In fact, Goal-
setting, Task Management, and Progress Monitoring resulted in
small and negative effects (Table 3). The between-case variance
in the intervention phase for Goal-setting, Task Management, and
Reflection resulted in small estimates, suggesting low levels of
variability for these domains. In contrast, Progress Monitoring
resulted in a high degree of variability in the intervention phase,(
σ2

u0
= 1.6, σ2

u1
= 9.42

)
, which may be the result of a large

amount of missing data in that domain.

TABLE 3 | Results of the two-level analyses of self-regulated learning (SRL)
journals data by domains.

Parameter Estimate (SE) t p

Goal-setting θ̂0 5.89 (0.44) 13.26 <0.0001

θ̂1 −0.16 (0.34) −0.47 0.64

Task management θ̂0 16.97 (1.36) 12.42 <0.0001

θ̂1 −0.03 (0.72) −0.04 0.968

Progress monitoring θ̂0 5.1 (0.61) 8.39 <0.0001

θ̂1 −0.37 (0.85) −0.43 0.67

Reflection θ̂0 10.61 (1.02) 10.36 <0.0001

θ̂1 0.71 (0.75) 0.95 0.466

SRL: total θ̂0 35.41 (2.88) 12.27 <0.0001

θ̂1 0.76 (1.65) 0.46 0.645

What Are Students’ Perceptions of the
Self-Regulated Learning Component of
the Persuasive Writing Intervention?
Based on the thematic analysis (Supplementary Appendix H),
three broad themes were identified in regard to the students’
perceptions of the SRL component of the course: (1) SRL journal;
(2) SRL knowledge and skills; and (3) suggestions.

Self-Regulated Learning Journal
All of the interviewed students (n = 6) talked about the SRL
journal since it was one of the assignments that they had to do
every class. Based on their responses, it can be concluded that
students developed some understanding of the purpose of the
task, and some of them were confused during the first classes.
From Students’ 1 and 4 perspectives, the purpose of the SRL
journal was as follows:

S1: I mean, I think all we forgot about the purpose of this activity,
we just, “Oh we have to finish this, we have to finish that.”
I(nterviewer): What is the goal of this activity?
S4: It’s setting your goal and reflecting your strategies.

Generally, students had mixed feelings about this task: On one
hand, they recognized its value. For example, Student 4 described
his experience with the journal in the following terms: “. . . it’s
helpful to view yourself back. What you’re wrong, and what you’re
right”. On the other hand, they were dissatisfied with the length
of the journal and frequency with which they had to work on it:
“It is useful, . . . but just too many” (Student 4).

This overview of the SRL journal theme indicates that students
did not have a clear understanding of what they were supposed to
do with this task, even though they could articulate a primary goal
of the SRL journals.

Self-Regulated Learning Knowledge and Skills
Students also reflected on the SRL knowledge and skills that they
had used during the intervention. One of the re-occurring topics
in both focus group interviews was strategy use and how it takes
time to develop a habit of using new strategies. For example,
Student 5 mentioned that “. . . it remind(s) me that I need use some
strategies, I can’t just write.”

Nevertheless, several students expressed their concern
regarding the use of new strategies. Thus, Student 2 said: “For me
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it’s hard to change my writing strategy so . . . It’s hard to get used to
it . . . the new things so. I tried but it doesn’t go long, it goes only
one or 2 days.” Student 7, in turn, repeated multiple times that it
takes time to develop new strategies: “I believe that creating and
applying the new strategy, a new logic is . . . uh, is uh, it takes a
very long time.”

Another finding is students’ appreciation of feedback they
received from their peers and teacher. All of them enjoyed
participating in the peer review activities, which were part of the
class. Some students felt uncomfortable providing feedback to
each other at first. They felt as if they were judging their peers,
and it made them feel awkward because they did not know each
other well, “So, we did a lot peer review. . . . We switched like, our
essay and reading, and after reading, we have to talk about like,
“That part is good, this part is not that good” But I understand that,
the purpose, but it’s really awkward to say like-... You have to do
better at that part, because we’re not really friendly each other.... I
kind of feel bad, you know what I mean” (Student 1). However,
as they had more exposure to peer feedback, they valued this
experience because it gave them an opportunity to see how other
people write and what kind of writing techniques they use. For
example, Student 1 mentioned “I thought I did like, perfectly, and
when I get that part review, oh I missed that part. So I can realize
what parts I have to improve.”

Suggestions
All of the students were unhappy about the frequency with which
they had to fill out the SRL journal and its length. Students
provided suggestions for ways in which the journal could be
improved. For example, three students suggested making the SRL
journal assignment less frequent and reducing the number of
questions in it. Thus, Student 1 commented on the frequency of
the assignment, “I mean, every week we have to do that . . . I wanna
reduce that.”

Another set of suggestions focused on the writing genres and
strategies used in the course. For example, Student 6 expressed
her concern about writing only persuasive essays, and she wanted
to learn how to write in other genres as well, “I think it should be
more various. So it can be boring. I want to practice some various
writing . . .”

Finally, most of the students were confused about the SRL
strategies and expressed their concern regarding the knowledge
of various strategies. Student 6 explained, “In my case, the last
question [regarding new strategies to use] was hard to answer. . .
Because like I have, like, no idea about the other strategies, um,
yeah. So I am not sure what to write... That I, I didn’t know many
strategies. I know only few strategies that I tried.” In this way,
they suggested providing a more detailed instruction of the SRL
strategies in future.

These results suggest that students’ perceptions of the SRL
component were mixed. On the one hand, they appreciated
the experience of reflecting on their learning and self-
regulation in writing. On the other hand, they did not
like the format: They considered the journal to be too
frequent, long, and repetitive. In addition, some of the
students did not know of new strategies, or they needed
more time to get used to new strategies. In spite of these

setbacks, students admitted to using some SRL strategies
in other courses.

DISCUSSION

The goals of this study were: (1) to help multilingual students
improve their persuasive writing and SRL skills, (2) to examine
the effectiveness of the SRL writing intervention in an authentic
classroom setting, and (3) to suggest modifications to the SSAW
intervention in an attempt of the intervention development.

Persuasive Writing Skills
The results of the statistical analyses provided weak evidence of
an effect of the intervention on persuasive writing skills across all
students. There was an average of 7% increase in students’ scores,
which is an incremental improvement in comparison with other
writing interventions (MacArthur and Philippakos, 2013; Harris
et al., 2015; MacArthur et al., 2015; Ennis, 2016; Teng and Zhang,
2020). Even though the increase in scores is small, it still indicates
improvement in students’ writing skills.

Examination of the results by criteria and sub-criteria across
all students also indicated increases for some of them. The criteria
of Focus and Organization, Language, and Conventions did
not indicate large increases. However, a statistically significant
increase in scores was observed for the Development criterion.
A plausible explanation of these increases is related to the nature
of the intervention: Students were taught how to write persuasive
essays, practiced writing about the Claims and Counterclaims,
and learned how to effectively explain Counterclaims during the
course. That is, students learned how to produce texts within the
genre of persuasive writing. Overall, the two-level analysis results
suggest that improvements were observed for the criteria and
sub-criteria which were explicitly taught and repeatedly practiced
during the course.

The results of the statistical analyses provided weak evidence
of intervention effectiveness in improving persuasive writing
skills for Students 1, 5, and 8. The largest improvement in terms
of the effect size and statistical significance was observed for
Student 1: There was a 24% increase in her score. Interestingly,
this is the only student in the sample (n = 8) who graduated
from an American high school and did not have to take the
standardized assessment of proficiency in English. It is possible
that the gains of Student 1 could be due to familiarity with the
American educational system and culture (Foster, 2004), which
made it easier for her to adapt to the tasks and environment. The
other two students who benefitted from the intervention scored
in the 65–80 range on the TOEFL. Writing interventions are
typically effective for students with medium English proficiency
levels (Manchón, 2011; Pasquarella, 2019), which explains the
gains of Students 5 and 8.

Lack of improvement in other students’ persuasive writing
skills can possibly be attributed to their unfamiliarity with
the cultural and language expectations of American classrooms
(Elbow, 1999; Ramanathan and Atkinson, 1999; Foster, 2004).
For example, most of the students admitted during the focus
group interview that it was their first time participating in peer
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review activities. Some of the students felt “awkward” or that
they were “judging each other” when providing feedback on their
essays. They were shy and reserved at the beginning of the course
because of their language skills: It took some time to encourage
the students to speak and contribute to discussions during classes.
These findings echo research on Asian students’ reactions toward
peer review in American classrooms (Atkinson, 2016).

Self-Regulated Learning Skills
The results of the statistical analysis of the SRL journal data
indicated no evidence of the effectiveness of the intervention
on students’ SRL skills. This result must be interpreted with
caution, however, given evidence of the psychometric weaknesses
of the SRL journal used in this study. Examination of the SRL
journals and focus group interviews suggested that the journal
was not a valid measure to assess students’ SRL skills because
they either did not (1) understand how to respond to some of
the questions, or (2) take it seriously. Typically, journals are
used both to promote and measure SRL skills (Schmitz et al.,
2011), and their use is associated with improvement in students’
reflection, SRL skills, and learning outcomes (Schmitz and Wiese,
2006). Journaling is also associated with positive attitudes to
schooling and development of reflective and literacy skills among
multilingual students (Walter-Echols, 2008; Linares, 2019). In
contrast, in this study, the use of journals to promote and measure
SRL skills turned out to be unsuccessful because students failed to
monitor and reflect on their learning, at least in writing.

Possible explanations of this failure include the influence
of culture and students’ attitudes toward and experiences with
this activity (Atkinson, 2016). All eight students were from
Southeastern Asia; they might not have felt comfortable freely
expressing their thoughts and ideas (Walter-Echols, 2008). It
seemed that some of them lacked guidance on how to fill out
the journals. Finally, all of them admitted that it was their
first experience journaling in their academic careers, which was
probably one of the reasons they did not take full advantage of
learning from the SRL journals.

These findings are in a stark contrast with the findings of other
studies. For example, Santangelo et al. (2016) reported medium
effect sizes for goal-setting and cognitive strategy instruction
combined with self-evaluation and self-monitoring, and large
effect sizes for the cognitive strategy instruction in their meta-
analysis of 79 quasi- and experimental studies, examining the
effectiveness of the SRL and writing instruction. MacArthur and
Philippakos (2012, 2013) and MacArthur et al. (2015) reported
increases in students’ mastery goals and self-efficacy for writing.
In this study, in contrast, the domains of goal-setting, task
management, and progress monitoring resulted in small negative
effects, and reflection in small positive effects, even though
not statistically significant. Similarly, Altas and Mede (2021)
investigated the effect of the flipped classroom on pre-service
teachers’ (n = 55) writing achievement and SRL. The results
indicated increases in writing achievement, but no effects on SRL,
which was measured using the self-report survey. It is worth
reiterating that in the current study, the results are based on the
data from the SRL journal, which turned out to be an invalid
measure. Therefore, a further investigation of the effectiveness of

the SRL writing intervention on students’ SRL skills is warranted
since existing research shows that teaching students to self-
regulate writing improves their writing outcomes and some of
the SRL processes (MacArthur et al., 2015; Graham et al., 2016;
Santangelo et al., 2016; Teng and Zhang, 2020).

Students’ Perceptions
The focus group interviews shed light on the mixed results of the
SRL writing intervention on students’ SRL skills. Overall, students
did not value the use of the SRL journal during the writing
intervention, which is likely the reason the SRL journal turned
out to be a flawed measure. At least five students mentioned in
the interview that the SRL journal assignments were too frequent,
repetitive, and long. Students perceived the SRL journal as an
“annoying” and “boring” activity they had to do every class.
This can explain the negative effects on students’ goal-setting,
task management, and progress monitoring domains of SRL:
The quality of students’ journal entries became worse toward
the end of the semester at least in part because they disliked
having to write them.

Also, only Student 6 understood aspects of the SRL-related
content of the journals. That is, she recognized that her goals for
the new writing assignments should be based on the feedback
she had received on her previous assignments. This means
that Student 6 could understand the feedback she received
and chose to act upon it to improve her performance on
following assignments (Ruiz-Primo and Li, 2013; Goldstein,
2016). In addition, Student 6 had the highest baseline scores
for her essays, which suggests that she had a high level
of knowledge (i.e., declarative, procedural, and conditional;
Pressley and Harris, 2008) of persuasive writing and had the
resources (i.e., cognitive and motivational) to reflect on what
areas she still needed to improve on in her SRL journals
(Harris et al., 2011). Consistent with the research on feedback
and multilingual writing, this means that other students were
confused on how to act upon the feedback they received
(Goldstein, 2016), and that they should have been explicitly
taught that some of the areas in need of improvement from
the previous essay could serve as writing goals for a new essay
(Cumming, 2012).

Examination of the SRL journals confirms that some students
did not take the journal assignments seriously. Past mid-semester,
students either wrote the same responses for the remaining
journals (Students 1 and 2), or skipped some of the questions
(Student 7). Their results were worse than for other students
in the sample, or could not be calculated like for Students 5
and 7 in Progress Monitoring domain. A possible explanation
for students’ difficulty in addressing questions about progress
monitoring could be that students lacked declarative knowledge
about the SRL strategies (McCormick, 2003; Pressley and Harris,
2008), or when they tried to apply new strategies, they were
inconsistent in their use (Harris et al., 2011). The interviews also
revealed that at least four out of six interviewed students did not
recognize that planning, formulating, reviewing, revising, and
providing feedback on each other’s essays were actually macro-
level writing strategies (Manchón et al., 2007) that they could have
written about in their journals.
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Model of Self- and Socially-Regulated
Multilingual Writing
If to situate the results of the SRL writing intervention within
the Model of Self- and Socially Regulated Multilingual Writing
(Figure 1), we can conclude that the instruction in persuasive
writing (A) resulted in improved knowledge (C) on how to write
persuasive essays (J) for some students in this sample. However,
the focus group interviews revealed that at least five of the
six interviewed students had difficulties with writing strategies
knowledge (C). Students had gains in discussing claims and
counterclaims as well as in developing counterclaims sub-criteria,
which contributed to their domain knowledge of persuasive
writing (C). In addition, they enjoyed the formative feedback
provided/received (K) because it gave them an opportunity to
learn from each other (L). It is also worth noting the influence
of students’ cultural and educational backgrounds (O) during
the intervention: Students started as passive participants of the
learning process, feeling shy and awkward while participating in
classroom discussions and peer review activities. As the semester
progressed, they developed some confidence and recognized the
value of learning from each other. This observation warrants
further examination of the cultural changes, if any, happening in
writing classrooms with multilingual students (Atkinson, 2016).

In contrast, the SRL writing intervention had mixed and hard
to interpret effects on student’s goal-setting (E), task management
(F–G), progress monitoring (H), and reflection (N) skills. Based
on the results, the use of journals to promote and measure SRL
skills turned out to be unsuccessful because students failed to
monitor (H) and reflect (N) on their learning, at least in writing.
Nevertheless, students reported appreciating the SRL knowledge
and skills (F) they gained.

Limitations
The results described above should be interpreted with caution
due to the limitations of this study, which may prevent
generalizing its findings to a wider population of ELs and other
settings. Limitations include: (1) convenience sampling, (2) use
of self-report data to measure SRL skills, (3) small sample
size, and (4) the curriculum which was developed for native
speakers of English.

Due to the use of convenience sampling in this study, findings
may not be generalizable to a wider population of ELs (Gall et al.,
2007). Convenience sampling might have introduced sampling
error in terms of having a non-representative sample of students
coming from a particular country – South Korea. Meanwhile,
there were a large number of students coming from India,
Pakistan, and some Middle Eastern countries on campus.

The SRL journals were used in this study to measure SRL skills,
which is a self-report measure that provides a limited view of
students’ SRL from a retrospective viewpoint (Winne and Perry,
2000; Greene et al., 2011). The SRL journals used in this study
proved to be an invalid instrument to measure SRL skills because
students did not take them seriously. As a result, it is desirable
to triangulate SRL data from the self-report with additional data
such as think aloud protocols or trace data (Winne and Perry,
2000; Greene et al., 2011; Azevedo et al., 2013). While these
techniques could help with triangulating SRL measurements, it

was not feasible to use them in the current study due to difficulty
of a writing task.

Another limitation of this study is a small sample size and
attrition. While eight participants were enough to run parametric
tests for SCED data, this number was not large enough to run
moderator analyses. There were instances of missing data both
for essays and SRL journals, which affected the overall results.
Finally, the curriculum SSAW (MacArthur and Philippakos,
2012) was originally developed for the native writers of English.
While it has been appropriate for the English learners in this
study and generated similar results in terms of improving
students’ persuasive writing skills, it still needs to be tailored to
the needs of multilingual writers.

Intervention Development
Despite these limitations, this study contributes to its field in
terms of intervention development, which is the creation of new
methods to change/improve desired behaviors and outcomes
(Hayes et al., 2013). In this study, intervention development
refers to the adjustments that should be made to the SRL
writing intervention based on the findings. The use of the SCED
resulted in the collection of the detailed information on all
eight participants: Their writing and SRL outcomes, which were
measured repeatedly during the semester. While we did not
modify the SRL writing intervention based on the students’ needs
during the study, an in-depth analysis of both quantitative and
qualitative data provided evidence on how diverse participants
and their needs were. For example, while most of the students
had high baseline overall writing scores, a closer examination
by sub-criteria revealed that they needed targeted instruction
for particular sub-criteria, including Spelling, Grammar, Word
Choices, and Sentence Structure. The criteria and sub-criteria
that improved as a result of the intervention were explicitly
taught during the course. Therefore, modifications to the SRL
writing intervention should incorporate explicit instruction
of sub-criteria of interest. As is evident from the narrative
above, strength of this study is intervention development which
provides evidence for the informed adjustments to the SRL
writing intervention.

Future Steps
As future steps, we recommend making changes to the
intervention such as: (1) using a more rigorous SCED or
a traditional experimental design; (2) conducting moderator
analyses; (3) identifying cut-off scores for effect sizes; (4)
making changes to the SRL journal; and (5) examining the
nature and quality of feedback to oneself and peers. Hence, the
observation of the largest improvement in Student 1’s writing
skills warrants further examination of the nature of writing
skills that multilingual students gain in secondary schools in
the United States, and possibly tailoring the interventions to the
needs of this particular group of students when they start college.

Finally, the Model of Self- and Socially-Regulated Multilingual
Writing incorporates various cognitive, behavioral, affective,
and socio-cultural processes, most of which are grounded in
research in educational psychology and multilingual writing.
There are some of the elements in the model that have not
been rigorously examined from the perspective of multilingual
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writing. For example, Kormos (2012) calls for research in the
area of motivation in multilingual writing. Similarly, there
are not any research studies examining task interpretation of
writing tasks, and very little research on goal-setting (Cumming,
2012), self-assessment, progress monitoring, reflection, and
metacognition in multilingual writing. In addition, it is important
to examine the influence of culture and students’ previous
cultural experiences with writing in English both in their home
countries and in countries where English is used as the medium
of communication (Atkinson, 2016; Bazerman et al., 2018).
Therefore, future researchers should consider designing rigorous
studies to examine these processes with the population of ELs in
terms of multilingual academic writing.

CONCLUSION

In sum, the SRL writing intervention had a weak effect on
improving students’ persuasive writing skills but the results
regarding their SRL skills were mixed and difficult to interpret
because of problems with the measures. It is hard to tell
what part of the intervention contributed to students’ gains
in writing: (1) Writing instruction, (2) SRL instruction, or
(3) a combination of both, because SRL was embedded in
the persuasive writing curriculum. This warrants a further
examination of the effectiveness of the intervention using a
different research design and SRL measures. Nevertheless, this
study contributes to the growing body of literature introducing
and encouraging SRL instruction along with multilingual writing
skills among ELs. Given the promising results from other studies
(Fathi and Feizollahi, 2020; Teng and Zhang, 2020; Altas and
Mede, 2021; Chen et al., 2021), and some evidence of students’
appreciation of SRL knowledge in this study, we can conclude
that SRL instruction, can potentially make writing courses
enriching. To detect changes in ELs’ SRL skills, however, future
studies should employ more valid and powerful measures than
the self-report surveys and journals.
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