The People’'s Democratic Republic of Algeria

Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific Researd

University Abderrahmane Mira of Bejaia

Faculty of Arts and Languages

Department of English

-~

The Effect of Self-reqgulated Strategies on Studénts\

Procrastination in the Writing Process

Case study Third Year LMD, LSD Students at the Department of English at the
University of Bejaia

- J

A dissertation submitted in partial fulfilment for the requirement of the Master
Degree in Didactics of English

Submitted by: Members of the Jury:

Miss Nawal KADRI Chair: Mrs. Sonia IMERZOUKENE
SupervisarDr. Nadia AHOUARI-IDRI
Examiner 1Mr. Chafa OUALI
Examiner 2Mrs. Linda KHENOUNE

June 2014




The People’'s Democratic Republic of Algeria

Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific Resear®

University Abderrahmane Mira of Bejaia

Faculty of Arts and Languages

Department of English

The Effect of Self-regulated Strategies on

Students’ Procrastination in the Writing Proces

Case_Study Third Year LMD, LSD Students at the Department dinglish at the

University of Bejaia

\_

A dissertation submitted to the Department of Engkh in partial fulfilment for
the requirement of the Master Degree in DidacticsfoEnglish

Submitted by: Members of the Jury:

Miss Nawal KADRI Chair: Mrs. Sonia IMERZOUKENE
Supervisor Dr. Nadia AHOUARI-IDRI
Examiner 1 Mr. Chafa OUALI

Examinor 2: Mrs. Linda KHENOUNE

June 2014




Dedication

| dedicate this work to my family.

A special feeling of gratitude to my loving parents who have
supported me all the way since the beginning of my studies.
My sisters and my brother who have never left my side and are

very special.

| also dedicate it to everyone who really loves me.



Acknowledgements

I would like to express my sincere gratitude to my best teacher and
supervisor Dr. Nadia AHOUARI-IDRI for her supervision. Without her support,
encouragement and guidance, the accomplishment of this work would not be

possible.

I also wish to thank third year LMD students and their teacher Miss SABAH

who accepted to contribute to this study.

Special thanks go to my best teachers Mrs. KHENOUNE, Mr. OUALI and Mrs.
IMERZOUKENE; | would not forget their encouragement and support all along
my studies. | also owe a gratitude to them as members of the jury for devoting
much of their priceless time to read this work and to provide me with invaluable

comments.

I am very thankful to Miss BOUGHANI for her help and guidance.



Abstract

The present study investigates the effect of sef-regulated strategies on students’
procrastination in the writing process. Subjects are third year LMD, LSD students at the
Department of English at the University of Begaia. To reach this aim, this research project is
based on a review of relevant literature and on data collected through a mixed methodology
based on both quartitative and qualitative methods. The qualitative method consisted of a pre-
experiment with a pre-post test and the qualitative method was based on text analysis and
classroom observation. This mekes our methodology triangulated. Findings revealed that our
participants face many difficuities when writing at the level of both structure and content.
Second, our participants reported procrastinating because of their difficuities, affect and poor
time management. However, their degree of procrastination remains indefinite. Finally, the
comparison between the pre and post questionnaires demonstrated that self-regulated
strategies do not have an effect on our participants’ procrastination.

Keywords: EFL Writing, The Writing Process, Self-regulation, Academic Procragtination.
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Glossary of Terms

To cary out this study, it is important to define the key concepts related to our
investigation.
Writing. It is defined by Zimmerman and Reisenberg (1997) as ‘a goal oriented and self-
sustained activity requiring the skilful management of the writing environment; the

constraints imposed by the writing topic; the intentions of the writer(s), and the processes,

knowledge, and skills involved in composing’ (as cited in Anderman, 2009: 564)

The writing process. It is defined as “the strategies, procedures and decision-making
employed by writers asthey write” (Richards & Schmidt, 2002: 592).

Strategy. It is defined by Oxford (1990: 8) as “a plan, step or conscious action toward
achievement of an objective.”
Self-regulation. It refers to ‘self-generated thoughts, feelings, and actions that are directed

toward attainment of one’s education goals.” (Zimmerman, Bonner & Kovach, 1996: 141)

Self-regulated learning. It is defined “as an active, constructive process whereby learners
set goals for their learning and then attempt to monitor, regulate, and control their cognition,
motivation, and behavior guided and constrained by their goals and the contextual featuresin
the environment.” (Pintrich, 2000: 453). Another definition is given by Zimmerman et al.
(1996: 141). They define self-regulated learning as “an approach to learning involving goal

setting, strategy use, self-nmonitoring, and self adjustment to acquire a skill. ” Therefore, self-

regulation is the interaction of cognition, affect and behaviour.

Procrastination. According to Stedl (2007: 66), to procrastinate means “to voluntarily delay
an intended course of action despite expecting to be worse off for the delay.” That is, a
student knows what he has to do, but decides not to do it and may prefer to do other things
even if they are less importart.
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General Introduction

Introduction

Many foreign language learners aim at developirgjrtbommunicative competence in
English by developing their speaking skill, butstlé not enough in the study of a foreign
language because language is spoken as well aenwrKs writing is almost present in all
students’ university courses, students need toldeueeir writing skill in order to improve
their performance and progress in their Foreignguage Learning (FLL).

l. Sources of Inspiration

Through our experience as an English as a Foreagiguage (EFL) learner at the
Department of English at the University of Beja@ five years, we have observed that
students have struggled with the foreign languag®&der to achieve good results and acquire
knowledge and skills. We have further noticed thgpartant role students play in their
learning and this is shown either in the classr@aonm exam results. Good students generally
devote all their time to their learning, they askestions in the classroom and answer
teachers’ questions too; they make further reseachit all courses and practise all skills. In
other words, they are self-regulated. However atiaitudents learn the same way; they have
different motivations, perceptions and differenarleng styles. In addition, they face
difficulties in the different language skills, mbirin the writing skill which is our interest.
According to our teachers’ experience and our ofadem of the learning process, we have
noticed that many students have difficulties intiwg. Procrastination is among the problems
that students face at university. For this, we gecse the students’ need to regulate their
time, efforts and resources in order to improveirtiperformance and cope with their
difficulties. However, neither procrastination remif-regulation have been investigated at the
University of Bejaia. Therefore, the importanceseff-regulated learning and the complexity
of procrastination motivate us to conduct this gttal contribute to the understanding of the
factors affecting foreign language writing and brichange to the Algerian Universities,

mainly the University of Bejaia.
. Statement of the Problem and Research Questions

Because writing is perceived as the most diffisiltl (Al-Badwawi, 2011) and is a highly
complex and demanding process (Graham, Harris &&ith 1997), it is not surprising that
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many students struggle with the writing processaf@am, Harris & Santangelo, 2008). In the
classroom, we observe them to be passive; theydawoiting, neglect their classroom

assignments and invest few efforts in their leagnin addition, they avoid extensive practice.
Besides our observation, a pre-study was condwadtdte beginning of the academic year (on
September) based on a questionnaire and an intewiin third year LMD (licence, master,

doctorat), LSD (Language Sciences and Didactieg)estts at the Department of English at
the University of Bejaia. The study revealed thastof the students face problems in writing
which lead them to procrastinate. However, delayimgr works and assignments, that is

procrastinating, influences their progress.

Taking into consideration this, learners shouldegivore importance to writing and invest
more efforts in order to develop their competenaed overcome their procrastination’s
habits; and this can be achieved by being resplenfb their learning and taking an active
role, that is, being self-regulated. According tcalam et al. (1997), self-regulation of the
writing process is critical; the writer must be fdmected, resourceful and reflective. Self-
regulation permits the learners to set goals aedthes appropriate strategies and then design
their schedules to reflect about their writing.stmort, this is a way for students to regulate

their learning and diminish postponing when writing

Given these points, the central problem of thigaesh is investigating the effects of self-
regulated strategies on students’ procrastinatiorihie writing process, the case of third year
LMD/LSD students at the Department of English attmiversity of Bejaialn other words,
is students’ procrastination in the writing procesated to lack of self-regulation? Or do self-
regulated strategies have effect on students’ psticiation in the writing process?

To carry out this study, the following researchsjimns are addressed:

1. What are third year LSD students’ difficulties imitng?

2. To which extent do third year LSD students proanas¢ in the writing
process?

3. Do they regulate their learning? If, yes, what Hre strategies they use to
develop their writing skill?

4. What effects do self-regulated strategies in thetimy process have on

students’ procrastination?
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[ll.  Hypothesis

As procrastination is among students’ problems ritig, overcoming this problem can
help students improve their writing. We relate stuts’ procrastination in the writing process
to lack of self-regulation. Thus, we are interesteshvestigating the effects of self-regulation
on procrastination which means that we have anpiegent variable to manipulate in order
to test its effect on the dependent variable. Adicgly, self-regulation is the independent
variable, whereas procrastination and the writiracess represent the dependent variables of
this study. This effect relationship needs a caife®nt hypothesis to be tested in order to find

an answer to our problem. Based on this, we aetyllo hypothesise that:

‘If third year LMD, LSD English students at the ilrsity of Bejaia use self-regulated
strategies in the writing process, they would pestiate less.’

IV. Aims of the Study

The aim of the present work is first, to explonedgints’ problems in essay writing. Then,
we intend to implement self-regulated strategiesh& writing process to help our students
improve their writing and be active since self-fagory activities are directly linked to
outcomes such as achievement and performancei€Rin2000). That is, learners who use
self-regulated strategies are more likely to pregr@nd get good results because of the efforts
they invest in and the time they spend in reflecnd caring about their studies. Last and not
least, we are interested in investigating the ¢dfdbat those implemented self-regulated
strategies have on our students’ habits of praoastg in writing. In this concern, Park
(2008) states that academic procrastination ide@léo low use of regulated strategies i.e.
learners procrastinate because they are not gpifated. At the end, our students will be able

to be self-regulated and to procrastinate less.
V.  Methodology

V.1. Data Collection Methods and Procedures

In order to test our hypothesis which is based amsality, our design is pre-
experimental. To reach this aim, our choice of méthogy is the use of a mixed
methodology consisting of a quantitative and aitptate method of data collection.



[4]

Our quantitative method consists of a pre-experirbased on a pre and post test with an
experimental group only. In our pre-experiment, weplement self-regulated writing
strategies on one group with a pre and post questice to compare the results. For the
gualitative method, we take a sample of studergsags and evaluate them according to the
following criteria: coherence, cohesion, essay wiggion, language and creativity. In
addition, we use classroom observation. This laterves as a teaching tool more than a
research tool. To explain, the aim of the obseovats to observe students’ behaviour and
reactions and record all that happens in the @asstin each session in order to develop our

instructional plans.
V.2. Data Analysis Procedures

After collecting data, they are analysed using E297 and the statistical package for
social sciences (SPSS) software version 18 whiokigee us with the descriptive statistics
needed for the interpretation of the findings.

V.3. Population and Sample

The population of this study is third year LMD, LSEudents at the Department of English
at the University of Bejaia. The total number of DMLSD groups is ten with a total number
of 438 students, but only one group is chosen asample based on random sampling which
is the easiest method and it ensures equal chasfcbeing selected (Kothari, 2004). In

addition, it minimises bias.

Before taking the decision about our population,hage collected some information in
our pre-study about our students’ attitudes andaelrs regarding essay writing and their
capacities. Then, we have concluded that third i&D, LSD students perceive writing as a
difficult skill, but at the same time they want develop it in order to be able to express
themselves and their ideas. Moreover, third yeadesits are supposed to acquire basic
knowledge concerning sentences and paragraph gvsitinch are needed for conducting our

experiment.
VI.  Significance of the Study

Although many researchers suggest that procragtinet a failure of self-regulation (e.g.
Senécal, Koestner & Vallerand, 1995; Park, 2008y, $tudies have examined procrastination
explicitly in relation to models of self-regulatigRark, 2008). Therefore, the objective of our
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study is to investigate the influence that selfatagon has on learners’ academic
procrastination aiming at examining the reality dhd kind of relation between these two
variables as both of them are related to acadeahieaement. That is, both self-regulation
and procrastination can affect students’ progressmay be an important factor behind their
success or failure. The present research will doute to the existing literature in many ways.
First, it will shed light on EFL students’ diffidigs in writing. Second, it will explore the
reasons behind their procrastination. Last bulewdt, we will demonstrate the effects of self-
regulated strategies on students’ writing and m@stonation. Park (2008) shows that
procrastination may have a strong negative effettstudents’ academic success; thus,
educators should prevent it. He further adds thatrpstinators seem to be less competent at
employing successful cognitive and metacognitivatsgies. At the end and by using self-
regulated strategies, students will be able to stefaying and postponing their writing

assignment; therefore, they will enhance theirltesnd develop their writing competence.
VII. The Organisation of the Work

Our research paper is divided into two chapterse Tinst chapter is theoretical; it
represents an overview of the existing literatusewa our variables and it is further divided
into three sections. In section one, we introduéd. Evriting, section two is about self-
regulated learning and the last section coversnia research findings about procrastination.
The second chapter is practical; it is all aboet dlata collection procedures and analysis as
well as the findings and the results. Then, it anadduded with limitations of the study,

implications and suggestions for future research.
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Chapter One: a Brief Overview about Self-regulationand Academic
Procrastination in EFL Writing.

Introduction

The present research work aims at providing a cteemwer to our central problem.
Specifically, we intend to determine the effect s#lf-regulated strategies on students’
procrastination in the writing process. Thus, iis gtudy, we have three main variables: self-
regulation, academic procrastination and the wgitprocess. Understanding these three
variables and the factors that have explicit or lioipimpact on them is crucial. So, this
theoretical chapter aims at exploring the literatand developing a deep understanding of
these variables.

Section One: Introducing EFL Writing

Language learning involves students’ communicatm@petence not only in speaking but
also in writing, so students need to get their sdmad thoughts into words. Thus, writing is an
important skill that foreign language students sti@levelop. Regarding this, understanding
the nature of writing and the processes it involielps students develop their competence.

For this, this section covers the most importaetditure foundations concerning EFL writing.
l. Definition of Writing

There is no single definition about writing, butther it can be defined differently
according to the different views that emerged caomog its nature (product, process or
genre). In our study, we define writing from thegess approach which views language as a
personal process that calls for two important skidreativity and critical thinking (Elbow,
2000: 7). In L2 writing, the individual engagesthre discovery and expression of meaning

(Silvia, 1990). That is, students are free to tranki express their ideas and thoughts.

According to Zamel (1983), writing is a processdafcovering and making meaning. She
further argues that through the act of writing asl@re explored, classified and elaborated and
then as this process continues, new ideas and hiowgyggest themselves and become
integrated into the developing pattern of thougit ¢ited in Ferjani, 2010: 9). To explain,
writing is not the act of just combining words asehtences to form a text, but it involves

students’ reflection. That is, what matters is fibe/writer translates his abstract thoughts and
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ideas into a meaningful written down text thoughowledge about grammar and the

mechanics of writing are also crucial.

Another definition is provided by Zimmerman and $&giberg (1997) where they define
writing as a goal oriented and self-sustained activity requarthe skilful management of the
writing environment; the constraints imposed by theting topic; the intentions of the
writer(s), and the processes, knowledge, and ski®lved in composing{as cited in
Anderman, 2009: 564). It means that the studentthagpproach foreign language writing
from different angles taking into consideration ttopic, linguistic knowledge and the

processes involved in the writing process.

To sum up, in addition to knowledge about languagéing involves the active role of the
student who engages in writing as a process okitignand evaluation through different

cognitive and metacognitive processes.
Il. The Writing Process in EFL

Many researchers argue that when writing, stisdgo through different stages which are
recursive and cyclical (Bae, 201T)p illustrate, White and Arndt (1991:3) describeting as
“a form of problem-solving which involves such psses as generating ideas, discovering a
‘voice’ with which to write, planning, goal-settinghonitoring andevaluating what is going
to be written as well as what has been written ardrching for language with which to
express exact meaning(as cited inAlves, 2008: 5). This description highlights different
cognitive processes (planning, goal setting, evadga..) that students use when writing.

Moreover, Zamel (1990) claims that skilled writeesem to be aware of the writing process
as exploring ideas and constructing meaning (addm Ferjani, 2010). In other words,
writing is a complex task that involves many preesssuch as thinking, evaluating and

monitoring one’s thoughts. This is explained bywréing process.

Many models have emerged to describe the writingcgss; specifically, we adopt
Tompkins’ and McKenzie’'s(1984) five stages model which is originally desidnfor
students. In short, they have mentioned five stdgeaigh which students engage in writing:
pre-writing, drafting, revising, editing and finglsharing. These stages are discussed in detail

in the coming lines of thought.
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[I.1. Pre-writing. This is the first step students engage in befaagisy to write. The
focus at this stage is on stimulating studentsativéy and letting them think and reflect
about what to write and how to approach the chdepit (Bae, 2011: 18). In this stage,
planning and goal setting are central. Regardirgg Graham et al. (2008) argue that students
engage in writing by first outlining and planningfbre starting composition where they
develop goals to guide their actions and thoughen, they generate content. That is to say,
students first define the writing task’s goal (fostance describing, contrasting); then, they
develop a plan accordingly. Concerning the latrgdents can use outlines, schemes, or maps
in order to accumulate knowledge related to thectdm short, this represents a reflection

stage; the more students think about the topicglderer and more precise their thoughts are.

However, Williams (2003) argues that this stage meathe most challenging because
student have to brainstorm and to plan carefulfiatditate the other stages. Moreover, at this
stage, they need time and effort and these calktieients’ self-regulation to manage the

writing process.

[I.2. Drafting. After planning for their writing, students trangdheir ideas and thoughts
(plan) into a meaningful text, that is, they givemm organisation and order to their plan and
develop it. To illustrate, Coffin, Curry, Goodmaihewings, Lillis and Swann (2003) state that
the writer’'s focus is to develop meaning using iteas gathered in the pre-writing stage
(p.38). Besides, an important feature of this steg#exibility as mentioned by Williams
(2003), meaning that the first draft has not topb€eect. To clarify, the first draft is not the
final product. When writing their first draftsustents place greater emphasis on content with
little concern on punctuation, spelling and oth@chmanics (Tompinks & McKenzie, 1984).

[1.3. Revising. Since we have said above that the drafting stafiexible, critical
reviewing and evaluation of the text are needechc€ming this, Tompkins and McKenzie
(1984: 4) state that students have the chancdite ideir works during the revision stage
and they describe it as follows:. Revision is not just polishing writing, it is etéeng the
needs of readers through changing, adding, deledimgj rearranging material.”

To clarify, Nation (2009) states that revision involves stusléntreread their draft and think
mainly about content and organisation of ideas.sThiuis an important stage for foreign
language students, for it involves self-evaluatian,important component of self-regulated
learning. However, poor writers do not review the&orks (Nation, 2009: 120); they rely on
their first draft.
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To put it in a nutshell, when revising their comifioss, students enhance their
production/performance. They take time to refleabw their writing, they concentrate on
what they write and check whether it matches tigemls and the task’s demands or not.

Therefore, students are encouraged to be critical.

II.4. Editing. Editing concerns any change in grammar, style axitadl correctness
(Nation, 2009: 119). Moreover, Williams (2003) stwathat the goal of editing is to give the
student’s paper a professional appearance. Ta pmbther way, this stage involves students
to polish their works in order to give it a fin@ri; consequently, this calls for their linguistic

competence.

[1.5. Sharing. It is the final stage in the writing process. Afterishing writing, students
generally share their works with their peers or tibgcher as classroom is the only foreign
language context students have. For Tompkins (199®ring is a social activity that can
help students develop sensitivity to readers amdidence as writers (as cited in Bae, 2011
26). This is important for them to get feedback antiance their writing skill in the foreign

language. In addition, Brown (2001: 347) states$ sharing provides authenticity.
lll.  Students’ Difficulties in EFL Writing

Writing in a second or a foreign language is a darafed, challenging and difficult
process (Soureshjani, 2013); therefore, this lesiddents to face problems and difficulties
when writing. As a result, these problems are niikiedy to lead students to avoid writing.
Students’ difficulties can be summarised under foain problems which are related to
language deficiency, the writing process, lack @f-segulation and writing apprehension.

These difficulties are shown in the next Figure 1.
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Figurel: Students’ Difficulties in EFL Writing

[ll.1. Language deficiency.This concerns students’ inability to express thdwese
effectively using the target language. Supportihigs tview, Silva (1993) argues that
ineffective second or foreign language writing ééated to inadequate language knowledge
(as cited in Watcharapunyawong & Usaha, 2013: 69).

First, EFL students have problems at the levelrahgmar and vocabulary. In the case of
grammar, Watcharapunyawong and Usaha (2013) fauttteir study that EFL students have
many problems mainly at the level of sentence #ire¢ article use, fragments, run on
sentences, subject-verb disagreement and transitiGtegarding the Algerian context,
Kertous (2013) conducted a study using error amalgs second year students at the
University of Bejaia which are the third year stnt$eof this year ( i.e. our population) and
found that they faced many problems at the levegrammar, specifically verb forms, article
usage and the morpheme ‘s’. If we consider lexas¢h’'s (2002) studies on EFL Arabic
students revealed that they lack lexical variety. dther words, they have restricted
vocabulary; consequently, they cannot express thles In addition to this, Olsen (1999)

noticed spelling mistakes.
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Second, Abdel Hamid (2011) indicated that EFL E@gypstudents’ difficulties are related
to coherence and cohesion and claims that the&eutties are found in Arab speaking
countries. This is because English is learnt inrs¢hoountries as a foreign language. For
instance, Khalil's (1989) study demonstrated thit Etudents’ texts are not coherent; he
found that repetition of ideas and insufficientommhation about the topic were among
students’ problems. Another example is Kafes’ (30tAdy on EFL Turkish students which
revealed poor use of lexical devices mainly ‘reitem’ (repetition of the same lexical items).

To sum up, these difficulties at the level of stane and content may hinder students

who could not express themselves; as a result, whiing is affected.

[11.2. The writing process. Graham et al. (2008) state it is not surprising timany
students struggle with the writing process. Conogrrihis point, Students’ difficulties are
related either to lack of knowledge about the wgtprocess or avoiding to engage in its
stages (procrastination). Supporting this view Mdgableh (1995) confirmed that students’
low performance in writing is due to the lack ofbkviedge about the writing process (as cited
in Abdel Hamid, 2011); furthermore, Alsawalha antio@ (2012) state that Jordanian
students are reluctant to write because of diffieslin starting to write, generating the right
ideas, organising them and writing a strong conafug§p.381). This is explained as students’
procrastination in the writing process. In otherrdg) students do not master the writing

process and have little expertise; thus, they pitrate.

Besides, another study conducted on Jordanian rigjdevealed that they avoid the
stages in the writing process (Alsawalha & Chowl20 This means that those students
procrastinate in the writing process. For instaf@gaman and Sadi (2012) explain that poor
writers spend less time thinking and planning. Besj El-Khatib (1984) revealed that only
some EFL Egyptian students revise their writingdiged in Alharthi, 2011: 64).

Altogether, lack of knowledge about the writing ees and procrastination are among
the writing difficulties EFL students face.

[11.3. Lack of self-regulation. Research on EFL writing shows the importance df sel
regulation in writing, more importantly in the wng process (e.g. Magno, 2009; Graham et
al., 1997). Nevertheless, not all students arersglilated in their writing (Graham & Harris,
1997). In this regard, Soureshjani (2013) state$ pmor learners with low self-regulatory
capabilities performed low in the essay writingktélsey were given. To put it differently,

EFL students lack self-regulation when writing thatwhy they perform poorly. First,
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motivation shapes writing development; howevers lesmpetent students are less motivated
to write in the foreign language (Graham, 2006¢ited in Graham, Berninger & Fan, 2007).
Moreover, Pajares (2003) found in his study that-ef&cacy beliefs influence students’
performance. In other words, students’ negativérfge represent an important challenge for
EFL students’ development in writing. Second, m&mL students face problems in writing
strategies. In this regard, Cohen (2003) claims dhlat of research reveal that students lack
awareness of language learning strategies (asioit8tlafiee, Koosha & Afghari, 2013). For
instance, Rankin and Erikson (2002) argue that wdwnposing, students’ difficulties are
related to cognitive strategies (as cited in Nega@l1l). Third, time management is an
important requirement for writing; however, not stlildents are skilful in using their time. To
explain,Rasch and Rasch (201301) highlight students’ inability to make plaaisout writing
and their inability to estimate time required tater Finally, Persistence is another problem
that can influence students’ writing. In this refjaGraham et al. (2008) state that many

students devote less effort in their writing praces

l1l.4. Writing apprehension. Another problem that students face in writing ixiaty

which is known as writing apprehension. Regardigeffect of anxiety on Second Language
Learning (SLL), Kharma and Bakir (2003) state tHabilitative anxiety inhibits the learner
and leads him to avoid the task (as cited in Abav$sh & Abdelraheem, 2010). Specifically,
Abu Shawish and Abdelraheem (2010) pointed out Wian it concerns foreign language
writing, students feel stressed and anxious and wgtiting. This suggests that students’
writing anxiety leads them to procrastination. Morer, students experiencing anxiety find
difficulties to express themselves, avoid writingldind writing classes ‘unfavorable’ (Erkan
& Saban, 2011). According to abdel latif (2007ydsints’ anxiety is related to their language
deficiency and low self-efficacy (as cited in Abha@vish & Abdelraheem, 2010: 3). In other
words, students get anxious when they face ditiesiland feel inefficacious.

To conclude, because writing is a complex and delingnprocess that involves time,
effort and knowledge about language and the togiiadents feel challenged and become

anxious. As a result, they avoid writing.

IV.  Writing Strategies Used by Foreign Language Studest

As writing is perceived as a demanding and compésk (Graham et al., 1997),
students need to use different writing strategnesrder to facilitate the writing process and

cope with their difficulties. Regarding this, Gramat al. (2008) support the importance of
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writing strategies in helping students to simplépd organise the writing process and
inhancing their writing competence. Taking into sioleration the purpose of our study, we
adopt O’Malley and Chamot’s (1990) taxonomy. Theyidied learning strategies into three
main categories: metacognitive, cognitive and dfdfactive strategies which are further
divided into specific strategies.

First, we start by providing a definition of the mlo'strategy’ and then we present the
model we are adopting. According to Oxford (1990:tBe word strategy can be defined as *
plan, step, or conscious action toward achievenoéain objectivé This means that students
use strategies to reach their goals; in our sttity goal of these strategies is to regulate the

writing process in order to overcome procrastimatio

IV.1. Metacognitive strategies.They involve students’ control of their cognitidgnder
this category, four specific strategies are setecte

= Selective attention As writing is a thinking process, reflecting amdcalling
information is necessary; so students need stest@gifocus and direct their attention
toward the writing task to facilitate retrieval offormation. This strategy is very
important in all the stages of the writing processce memory is the centre of
learning.
= Planning. According to O’Malley and Chamot (1990: 119),plang means previewing
the main ideas and concepts to be expressed imgvrithis is important in the pre-
writing stage of the writing process.
= Monitoring . It involves checking one’s written production Vehit is taking place; in
addition, Mayer (1986) mentioned that it involvesabsetting (as cited in O’'Malley &
Chamot, 1990). To explain, students observe theting and check the writing process
by always referring to the goals they have set.
= Evaluation. This concerns checking the outcomes of one’s preduction (O’Malley
& Chamot, 1990: 44), that is, judging how well om&s accomplished the task. To
explain, by evaluating their writing, students det@e their progress and discover
their strengths and weaknesses; then, they deci#teep the same way or to adjust
their learning to improve their production. Evaloatis useful in the revision and

editing stages.

IV.2. Cognitive strategies.They involve direct contact and manipulation of tinéting
process. Regarding this, O’'Malley and Chamot (12€0:mentioned that cognitive strategies
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operate directly on information by manipulatingint ways that enhances writing. They

include:

Organisation. This includes grouping, classification and givimayder to the
information students use. For instance, they cajarose their writing using maps,
outlines or grouping their ideas (Schunk, 2012:)4Zhese strategies are helpful in
the pre-writing and drafting stages to help leasrganise their texts.
Summarisation. It refers to synthesising what one has to w@#/alley & Chamot,
1990: 45). It is very important for students to idecabout the importance of the
information to include, not writing everything, esmally with time pressure.
Elaboration. It is explained by Schunk (2012: 420) axpanding information by
adding something to make learning more meanirigfihis means that learners
develop their ideas to write meaningful and wel&leped texts. Elaboration is useful
in the drafting stage since students need supgodeas and examples.

Transfer: It means using known linguistic information to faeité writing (O’'Malley
& Chamot, 1990: 45). That is to say, students ukeviaat they have learnt when

writing, for instance vocabulary and grammar rules.

IV.3. Social/Affective strategies.As foreign language learning involves social

interaction and has an effect on students’ affgajents need to regulate their emotions when

writing and interacting with others (teachers ardrg). Social/affective strategies are defined

by O’'Malley & Chamot (1990: 45) as one’s controleovaffect or interaction with other

personsWe can state three strategies:

Cooperation. It is a social strategy that concerns working witeers to check
something or get feedback on a written performgacklalley & Chamot, 1990: 45).
This is useful in the last stage (sharing) of thetimg process to improve one’s
production.

Questioning. Concerning this, O’'Malley and Chamot (1990: 45)lai it as eliciting
additional explanation from the instructor/peersverifications. Thus, when students
face difficulties or get blocked at any stage,sitnecessary to ask questions. For
instance, a student may ask how to spell out a word

Self-talk. O’'Malley and Chamot (1990: 45) refer to it assihg mental control to
assume that a learning activity will be successfulto reduce anxiety”.In other
words, it concerns what students do to encouragasblves and reduce their anxiety.
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To sum up, all the strategies presented aboeenelpful in the writing process; students

can improve their writing when adopting these stgags carefully.

There is no doubt that the writing skill is an imfamt language skill that learners need to
develop. For this, in this section, we have presgtrthe main points related to foreign
language writing and specifically to the writingopess. Thus, it is well concluded that the
writing process plays an important role in forelgnguage writing. This point needs to be
addressed to both students and teachers to réadismportance of writing as a personal and

creative process.
Section Two: a Brief Overview about Self-regulated.earning

FLL involves students’ cognition, affect and belwawi In this regard, Zimmermaet al.
(21996: 22)highlight that‘Learning is not something that can be done foldstuis, rather it is
something that is done by thenthat is, learning is a personal experience (Zinma& et al.,
1996: 21). For this, learners should devote theietand efforts to acquire knowledge and
take responsibility for their learning. Hence, tbén be achieved through self-regulation. The
same thing is said for writing (e.g. Graham et 2008) since it is an integrated skill in
language learning. To this end, in this chapterew@ore our understanding of self-regulated

learning through the presentation of the releviserdture.
l. Definition and Importance

Research literature provides a myriad of defingiaf self-regulation; all the definitions
acknowledge the active role of the student in darling process. Generall\gé€lf-regulation
refers to the degree to which individuals are aetparticipants in their own learning.”
(Dornyei, 2005: 191). To explain more, accordingRmtrich (2000: 453), self-regulated
learning is defined &an active, constructive process whereby learness goals for their
learning and then attempt to monitor, regulate, awdhtrol their cognition, motivation, and
behaviour...” This means that self-regulation involves studentsitrol and monitoring of
their cognition, affect and behaviour; howeverstprovides us with a broad picture of self-

regulation.

Another definition is provided by Zimmerman et @996: 141); they define self-regulated
learning as a learning approach that involves getting, strategy use, self-monitoring and

self-adjustment to acquire a skill. This definitimaters some self-regulatory processes
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students use when regulating their learning ancthviare: goal setting, self-monitoring and

self-adjustment through the use of learning stiateg

From Pintrich’s (2000) and Zimmerman et al.’s (1P@6éfinitions stated above, we notice
that goal setting is central to self-regulation.afflis, learners engage in regulating their
learning by setting their own goals, then monitgriand regulating their time, efforts,
emotions and resources in addition to using thecgpjate strategies to achieve those set

goals.

To sum up, self-regulated learning is the intecactof students’ cognitive (thinking),
affective (motivation and emotion), behavioural r{jggpation) and environmental (social
setting) variables resulting in their full respdnkiy and active participation in the learning

process.

It is mentioned above that self-regulation involtles active participation of the learners.
For this,Schunk and Zimmerman (2003: 59) argue tisaif“regulated learning fits well with
the notion that rather than being passive recipenf information, students contribute
actively to their learning goals and exercise cohtver goal attainmerit In other words,
when learners take responsibility for their leagpithey know why, what and how to learn.
Therefore, this leads to learners’ autonomy. Iditaeh, students should be able and willing
to regulate their cognition, motivation and emaosi@s well as to adapt to the social context.
This process helps to facilitate their learningawese foreign language learning is a complex
process involving students’ active participationaoquiring the knowledge and skills that
enable them to communicate. Besides, Alderman (286gues that self-regulated learners
know a large number of strategies, they underskevd they work, know when to use them
and can evaluate their effectiveness. This is wietes the difference between high and less

successful students.
Il. Social Cognitive Theory of Self-regulation

There are four main theories about self-regulatio@haviourist theory, information
processing theory, social cognitive theory and toosvist theory. For the needs of this
research, we focus on the Social Cognitive Theamsented by Zimmerman and his
colleagues.

From a social cognitive perspective, learning is tieciprocal interaction among
personal (cognitive and affective), behavioural amironmental factors and students
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regulate their learning by monitoring these fact@sderman, 2009). To put it another way,
students are said to regulate their learning whew take responsibility for their learning and
actively control their cognition, emotion, behaviand the social environment. Anderman
(2009: 806) states that social cognitive theory leasjses three factors: first, the proactive
role of the student who actively engages in hisnlieég and exerts control over his learning.
The second is student’s motivation. To clarifyfsebulation depends on motivational factors
such as: goals, expectations and self-efficacyeXjain, students who are motivated, set
goals and believe in their competence are moréylikeengage in self-regulation. Third, self-
regulation is a cyclical process involving manytéeis (as mentioned earlier) that typically
change during learning (Schunk & Ertmer, 2000). tTisastudents set their learning goals,
implement strategies and monitor their learningnththey evaluate their performance to
determine their level of achievement. Accordingheir results, they decide to keep or adjust
their learning strategies for future learning exgaces. These processes are interrelated and

different from one task to another.

Il. 2. The sub-processes of self-regulationThree sub-processes are important in the

Social Cognitive Theory of self-regulation.

» Self-observation (monitoring). Bandura (1991: 250) explains self-observation as
paying attention to one’s thinking, feelings andf@enances with the conditions under which
they occur and the effects they produce. Therefibris, provides important self-diagnostic
information. To make it clear, students who obsehesr learning get a better understanding
of their thinking, emotions and behaviours. This-Erowledge provides directions for self-
regulatory control as cited by Bandura (1991).

» Self-judgement. Schunk (2012: 408) refers to this sub-processoagparing present
performance level with one’s goal. That is, howdstuts judge and value their progress in
accordance with the goals they set. In other wdatdegans whether a given performance is
evaluated positively or negatively.

» Self-reaction It refers to ‘perceived progress’ (Schunk, 20421). In other words,
how students react and perceive their progresscésacor failure), thus being satisfied or
unsatisfied with their progress. Besides, for $¢hand Zimmerman (2003: 68), self-reaction
refers to self-evaluation. They argue that posigvaluations increase motivation to improve

performance, contrary to negative evaluations winey or may not decrease motivation to
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work harder depending on students’ self-efficacyergfore, self-reaction sets the stage for

future learning experiences.

[I.2. Zimmerman’s three phases model Zimmerman (1998) proposed a three phases

model of self-regulated learning that students gaga when performing a learning task. The

model is presented in Figure 2 below and Tableskt(page).

Performance
or Volitional
Control

Forethought Self-Reflection

Figure 2. Academic Learning Cycle Phases Adopted from Zimmaa (1998: 3).

* Forethought/planning phase.This phase precedes the action phase (Schunk, 2012:
411). Specifically, it refers to the processes baliefs that precede students’ engagement in
learning activities and it involves goal-settingirategic planning, self-efficacy, goal
orientation and intrinsic interest as shown in €abl(Zimmerman, 1998). To clarify, when
students are presented with a learning task ésgay writing, they first evaluate it in terms
of difficulty and requirements (time, efforts ankills), set specific goals that guide them;
then, they select the writing strategies that faitllitate accomplishing the task. At this stage,
how students think about their capacities and Hoay tvalue the task are crucial. In writing,
this phase is similar to the pre-writing stagehaf writing process.

» Performance/volition control phase. This is the action phase wherein students
perform their task. It involves students to empétsategies and monitor their effectiveness
(Zumbrunn, Tadlock & Roberts, 2011). Three sub-psses are important at this stage:

attention focusing, self-instruction and self-moriitg (see Table 1, p. 19). That is, after the
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preparation phase, students focus their attentionp@rforming their task by employing
strategies and monitoring their time and effortsstach their goals.

»  Self-reflection phase. When performing their tasks, students engage ir- sel
evaluation. Schunk and Zimmerman (2007: 12) retertiis phase in their statement:
“learners respond to their efforts by evaluatingitigmal progress and adjusting strategies
as needed.Clearly, this is explained by students’ self-ewadion of their performance and
reaction to their progress. Supporting this ideghv&artz (2003) states that self-reflection

includes self-evaluation, attribution, self-reantend adaptation.

Table 1: The Cyclical Phases and Sub-processes of SelfateguAdopted from
Zimmerman (1998: 4).

Cyclical Self-Regulatory Phases

Forethought Performance/Volitional Self-reflection
Control

Goal setting Attention focusing Self-evaluation

Strategic planning Self-instruction/imagery Attributions

Self-efficacy beliefs Self-monitoring Self-reactions

Goal orientation Adaptivity

Intrinsic interest

1. Factors Influencing Self-regulation

Self-regulation involves many seb-processes; soinghem are summarised in the

following sub-sections.

lll.1. Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy and self-regulation are key processiest affect
students’ learning and achievement (Schunk & Zimmaar, 2007). Self-efficacy refers to
“the judgments that individuals hold about theimpedilities to learn or to perform courses of
action at designated levels{Anderman, 2009: 791). Concerning its role, Schuamd
Zimmerman (2007) explain this as students with tsiglf-efficacy beliefs work harder, persist
longer when facing difficulties and achieve higlherels compared to students who are not

sure of their capabilities. Supporting this viewgr8lura (1991) argues that students’ beliefs



[20]

about their capacities play a role of self-aidingself-hindering. This means that students’
beliefs about their capacities have an impact om thoices they make, their efforts,
perseverance and performance. For instance, Zimareand Bandura’s (1994) study on the
relationship between self-efficacy, goals and ssjjdlation of writing among students
revealed that self-efficacy affected achievemenbugh its influence on goals (as cited in
Schunk & Ertmer, 2000).

lll.2. Goal setting. Another important factor affecting self-regulaties goal setting.
Goals are defined by Zimmerman (1998) as intendidres or outcomes. In other words,
they refer to what a student aims to reach. Reggritiis, Schunk (2001) mentioned that self-
set goals are critical for self-regulation (as c&ite Schunk & Ertmer, 2000). Students with
learning goals are motivated to regulate theirniegy in order to acquire knowledge and
skills, they experience high sense of self-efficany focus their attention on developing their
competence. In addition, they evaluate their paréorces in accordance with the goals they
set to determine their progress. To put it anotiry, their goals serve as the standards that
guide them to achieve better results and improea tompetence. However, goal proximity,
specificity and difficulty are to be considered i8ok & Ertmer, 2000). That is, a goal should
be specific, proximal and difficult but attainablEo illustrate, as goals are said to have an
impact on students’ achievement, Schunk and Swvgartz993a, 1993b) study on self-
regulated writing strategies demonstrated the rmilelearning goals on high writing
achievement (as cited in Schunk & Zimmerman, 2088\ ertheless, students are not always

given opportunities to set their own goals (Cort@03).

[11.3. Volition . In order to understand the role of volition in s@fulated learning, we
need to understand what it means. It is definepdygchologists as the tendency to maintain
focus and effort towards goals against competisgatitions (Wang, 2011: 33). Specifically,
Corno (1993) states that in academic settingsionlitepresents ‘the dynamic system’ of
psychological control processes that protect camagon and direct efforts in the face of
personal and social distractions. In other woradstion refers to the degree to which students
direct and control their motivation and effort apdrsist in the face of difficulties and
challenge. In short, volition is considered as Muttivation (Corno, 1993: 15).

Concerning its crucial role, volition is considerad the aspect of self-regulation that
mediates the relationship between goals and actlansg performance and helps students

accomplish their goals (Schunk & Zimmerman, 2008)erefore, volitional strategies such as
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reminding oneself of the set goals, self-reward poditive self-talk (Mccann & Turner,
2004) help students maintain their efforts and ipsce to complete their assignments
(Zumbrunn et al., 2011). That is, students who lagktional strategies fail to persist and

complete their tasks especially when facing obstacl
V.  Self-regulation in the Writing Process

Writing in a second or a foreign language is a dempdemanding and challenging
process (Soureshjani, 2013t involves not only knowledge about grammardavocabulary
but rather it depends on high levels of personguiation because writing is a self-planned,
self-initiated and self-sustained activitfZZimmerman & Risemberg, 1997: 73). This suggests
that writing is a personal task requiring studdotsnonitor their time, efforts, cognition and

emotion.

Similarly, Harris and Graham (2000) claim that tdevelopment of the writing
competence depends on high levels of self-reguatithis latter enhances writing
performance through self-regulated processes ssigitaaning, revising and self-evaluating.
To clarify, Soureshjani (2013: 63) mentioned thedrhers who learn to use self-regulated
learning strategies in writing increase their @pito tackle better with writing problems; they
can plan, monitor, control and regulate themsebti@sng the writing process. Notably, his
study demonstrated a positive relationship betveedrregulation and students’ writing skill.

According to Zamel (n.d.), skilled writers seemb® aware of the writing process as
exploring ideas and constructing meaning (as citedBae, 2011: 13). In addition to
knowledge about the writing process, the use dfrsgulated strategies to monitor it is
useful. In this regard, Congjun (2005) states tf@mdid writers are differentiated from poor
writers by the strategies they use. An exampleheké¢ strategies is what Zimmerman and
Martinez-Ponz (1986, 1988, 1990) referred to inrtseudy as goal setting, self-evaluation
and organisation which were found to be useful inting (as cited in Magno, 2009).
However, attempts to self-regulation are not alwayscessful; students may develop
ineffective or maladaptive strategies (Graham& Kard997: 106). This suggests that
students should learn how to use the differentregifilated strategies effectively in writing

and specifically in the writing process.

From the above mentioned views, it is clear thiatemlearch acknowledges the importance

of self-regulation in ESL/EFL writing; however, festudies have attempted to explore how
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students use these strategies when writing. Suppgatis claim, Graham and Harris (1997:
107) claim lack of deep descriptive and developrlerdsearch on self-regulated writing.
Besides, Paris and Paris (2001) claim the needdémtifying explicitly the practical

applications of self-regulated learning to classmeo
V. Self-regulatory Failure

As previously mentioned, not all students do susfodly regulate their learning (Graham
& Harris, 1997: 106). Learners with low self-regida are characterised by their failure to
employ effective learning strategies and their mhabdive motivational beliefs (Park &
Sperling, 2012).Considering this, Paris and Pa#801) relate students’ lack of self-
regulation to lack of knowledge about useful styas. Consequently, this self-regulatory
failure is demonstrated by many researchers tanbed to procrastination. In other words,
students who fail to self-regulate their learnimgl @p procrastinating. Supporting this claim,
Senécal, Koestner and Vallerand (1995) claim thablpms students have in self-regulating
their learning are connected to procrastinationtbathat is, low self-regulated students end
up delaying and performing their activities thetlasinute. Thus, in their study, they
concluded that less autonomous forms of self-reguiavere associated with less persistence
and negative emotions which lead students to pstioete. Another study conducted by
Tuckman (2002) using self-report measures demdesdtthat students who performed less or
expanded less effort were procrastinators. Alsagk Rad Sperling’s (2012) correlational
study revealed procrastinators to lack self-regua{time management, self-efficacy and
volition). Moreover, Wolters (2003) reached the sasonclusion in his correlational study on
college students. However, all researches prewaunskstigating procrastination as a self-
regulatory failure were limited in their correlata relations. For this, Wolters (2003) calls

for future research on investigating causation betwself-regulation and procrastination.
VI.  Promoting Self-regulated Witing

It is very important for students to be self-re¢edh and take responsibility for their
learning; however, Schunk and Zimmerman (2003)estiaat not all students are aware or
capable of self-regulating their learning. Concegnihis, many researchers highlight the
importance of teaching students to be self-regdl&arners (e.g. Pintrich, 2000). This could
be achieved through self-regulated instruction ypioviding students with opportunities to

exert control over their learning.
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VI.1. Self-regulated instruction. Students can be taught self-regulated strategagsc#m
help them acquire knowledge and skills in ordeintprove their writing. Supporting this
claim, Paris and Paris (2001) argue that teacharspeovide explicit instruction about self-
regulated learning. That is, teachers can explandifferent self-regulatory processes and
strategies that students need to use in orderguate their writing. For instance, the Self-
regulation Strategy Development (SRSD) model dgezldoy Graham et al. (2008) has been
shown to improve students’ self-regulation and gantince in writingThe focus of SRSD is
on teaching students strategies for successfullypteting their writing tasks; specifically,
students are taught knowledge and self-regulatagguures in six stages (Harris, Graham &
Mason, 2006). First, teachers develop studentskdmamd knowledge by identifying their
pre-requisite skills and then discuss their peroagtand motivation toward writing. Next,
students are shown how to use different self-régdiatrategies. Then, they are trained to
memorise those strategies and are supported tonastheir resposibility in using them.
Finally, students are encouraged to use the tastghategies independently to impove their
performance. In overall, it has the aim of develgpmultiple aspects of self-regulation.

Another example is the Strategic Content Learn8@L) model designed by Butler (2002)
to promote self-regulated writing. This instructdmodel supports students’ engagement in
interactive cycles of self-regulation based on Zenman'’s three phases model: forethought,
performance and self-reflection. It is based on theegration of constructivist and
sociocultural learning theories. To explain, studeare encouraged to construct their
knowledge through inretaction between their primowledge and their current learning
experiences, problem solving and collabotratiorhie teacher who supports their reflective
engagement in cycles of self-regulated learning,(task analysis, strategy implementation
and self-evaluation).

Another model suggests implicit self-regulated ringion. Corno and Randi (2000)
proposed the use of narratives to develop selftagiga in students as do parents with their
children. They argue that stories shape our lifd arperiences; for instance, observing
characters pursuing their goals can be an impontaalel of self-regulation. That is, as we are
talking about FLL, teachers can use literature mooarage and develop students’ self-

observation, thinking, reflection and evaluatioiliskas well as interactive capacities.

VI.2. The learning environment. Students are likely to self-regulate their learnivigen
they are provided with opportunities and a suppgrtlassroom environment. Supporting this
claim, Boekaerts (1999) acknowledges the role efldfarning environment in facilitating the
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acquisition of new self-regulatory skills. Moreoy®aris and Paris (2001: 99) state that self-
regulation is likely to developwhen teachers create classroom environment in which
students have opportunities to seek challengesaedin their progress and take responsibility
and pride in their accomplishmentAs foreign language writing is a difficult and &m
consuming process (Elbow, 2000), students needet@ritouraged to self-regulate their
writing by creating an engaging and a supportiassioom atmosphere; hence, the role of the
teacher is crucial. For instance, Presley (199%jgssts the use of a variety of learning
activities with varied degrees of difficulty to pettudents build confidence and self-efficacy
(as cited in Mccann & Turner, 200#) addition to the use of collaborative projectar{® &

Paris, 2001). Learning in collaboration helps stisl@nprove their skills and learn new ones.

Throughout this section, we have shown that nunseresearch works which addressed
self-regulation highlight its role in learning irgeral and in writing more specificall$elf-
regulated leaning represents thus a form of autoomsmand directed learning wherein
students take control and full responsibility foeit learning by setting specific and attainable
goals, then monitoring their time, efforts and rgses to improve their performance and
progress in their learning. Therefore, understagmdielf-regulation is very important for
students when producing written texts as writing shallenging and demanding task. When
writing, students should be self-regulated in orttemproduce comprehensible essays and
overcome their difficulties and gaps. Additionaligachers should be aware of the importance

of incorporating self-regulation into their EFL st&aooms.
Section Three: Theoretical Backgound on Academic Bcrastination

Many EFL students face challenge when presented datadlines. Some manage the
situation and succeed to complete their assignnaentsne, whereas others fail to do so and
end up procrastinating. Thus, it is very urgerd anportant for EFL students to understand
this problem and cope with it. For this, the présattion is devoted for understanding what
procrastination is and why students tend so fretiydn postpone their tasks and avoid

writing.
l. Definition of Procrastination

Definitions of procrastination vary throughout fiterature. Lack of a concise definition of
procrastination is symbolic of the complex natufepoocrastination research (Gendron,

2011). Ferrari (1994) highlights that procrastioatis the least understood ‘human miseries’
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(as cited in Sadeghi, 2011: 288). Besides, the mrapiand theoretical foundations of
procrastination research are less well establighaa those of other psychological constructs
(Sadeghi, 2011: 288).

If we consider its etimology, procrastination comesm Latin: pro (forward) plus
crastinus (belonging to tomorrow) (Knaus, 2010)xNki general, procrastination is defined as
“the tendency of the individual who is in controlsofne activity to postpone or avoid that
activity’ (Brinthaupt & Shin, 2001: 458; as cited in Daws@®07: 17). This means that
procrastination involves delaying or avoiding ateimded activity.

Morover, Ellis and Knaus (2002) describe it as a studedessire’ to avoid an acitivity and
the promise to do it later in addition to findingcases to justify their delay and avoid blame
(as cited in Aderanti, Williams, Oyinloye & UwanndQ13: 12). This definition implies

students’ tendency to procrastinate despite tHenfgeof blame and disconfort.

More specifically, academic procrastination acaegdto Jiao, DasRos-Voseles, Collins
and Onwuegbuzie (2011: 120) is a special form otgastination that occurs in the academic
setting. Ackerman and Gross (2005) state thatvitlires knowing what to do (e.griting a
term papey but for any reason failing to motivate oneselfdtm so within the expected time
frame (as cited in Jiao et al., 2011: 120). To aixplstudents’ procrastination is related to a
lack of motivation to perform a specific task resjpey the allotted time and deadlines. Here

procrastination can simply be explained as ladkofivation and poor time management.

Nevertheless, research has demonstrated that ptioation is not just a problem of time
management or motivation, it is rather a complexcess involving affective (self-efficacy,
anxiety), cognitive (self-regulation) and behaveducomponents (avoidance) (Solomon &
Rothblum, 1984).

To put it in a nutshell, in our study, we defineidgnts’ writing procrastination as a
needless and irrational delay or avoidance of thang task and the writing process which
can have a negative impact on the students’ theesahnd on their achievement.

. Types of Procrastinators

The exact nature of procrastination is still beahgpated (Steel, 2010: 1) and research
about it has aroused many issues concerning itgendfor instance, procrastination has on
one hand a positive effect and a negative effecamsther hand. Regarding this, Chu and
Choi (2005) have differentiated between two typigsrocrastinators which differ cognitively,
affectively and in behaviour. Based on Sabini aitdeBs (1982) distinction between rational
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and irrational procrastination (as cited in BIub®98), two types of procrastinators are to be
distinguished: active and passive procrastinatdise coming sub-suctions provide a
distinction between these two types of procraspirsat

[I.1. Active procrastinators. Active procrastination is defined as a purposeitgfded

delay of a task which means active procrastingtoosrastinate because they prefer to work
under pressure and they use procrastination ak-enggvating strategy (Ferrari, Johnson &
McGown; 1995; as cited in Cao, 2012: 41). To makdeaar, these students like to perform
their tasks at the last minute; they feel challehged generate more and better ideas. They
are motivated by pressure. Considering this, wremed with last-minute tasks, they feel
challenged and motivated and these feelings leawh tlo persist and accomplish their tasks
(Chu & Choi, 2005). Thus, it is considered an adapifunctional) form of delay (Corkin, Yu

& Lindt, 2011) because of students’ ability to mektadlines and achieve satisfactory
outcomes (Choi & Moran, 2009). In short, even iédl students delay their tasks, they

succeed to perform them on time.

II.2. Passive procrastinators The other type of procrastination is passive wtiel a
negative effect on students. It is defined as aimtentional delay of tasks because of the
inability to make decisions (Chu & Choi, 2005: 24This explains that these students
procrastinate because of lack of problem solvingtesgies and prefer to withdraw instead of
persisting or facing the situation; therefore, tiyise of procrastination is counterproductive.
Consequently, this creates pressure and they é&ssimistic and helpless to accomplish their
task (Ferrari, Parker & Ware, 1992; cited in chiwcloi, 2005: 247). Therefore, they fail to
accomplish their task; in addition, they experiehagh level of discomfort (Ferrai, 1994).
Ferrari (1994) refers to it as dysfunctional andirak that it may be inappropriate and a

hinderance toward reaching a high level of taskess; it results in task failure.

To sum up, Passive procrastinators differ fromvactprocrastinators cognitively (no
persiverence), affectively (stress and pressure) lehaviourally (task not completed).
However, this distinction between active and passprocrastinators suggests that
procrastination can lead to positive as well asatieg outcomes. In our study, we focus on
the negative effects of procrastination that affgcidents’ achievement and performance in

writing.
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II. Predictors and Correlates of Academic Procrastinatn

Procrastination is a complex phenomenon; henceerstahding its contributing factors is
very important for students in order to cope witlstworrying phenomenon. Researchers
identified many factors related to academic prdarason; however, for the need of our
study, we explain only some factors. Emperical aede investigating academic
procrastination highlights that it is a motivatibpaoblem that involves more than poor time

management skills or laziness (Senécal et al., :189).

lll.1. Task characteristics. Research agrees that task avoidance is associdtedhe
type of the task to be performed. Regarding thigdgmdm, Sroloff and Rosenbaum (1988:
200) highlight students’ tendency to procrastinatesome tasks than others. To illustrate,
Solomon and Rothblum (1984) demonstrated in theidys that undergraduate students
procrastinated more on writing term papers (46%inton reading (30.1%) or on studying for
exams (27.6%). First, Paulitzki (2010) claims thask aversiveness produces delay or
avoidance. Task aversiveness is defined in terrhewfunpleasant or unenjoyable a task is to
perform (e.g. Lay, 1990; Milgrani et al. 1995; Solomon& Rothblum, 1984; as cited in
Blunt, 1998: 2). In addition, Milgram, MarshevskydaSadeh (1995) added boredom to task
aversiveness (as cited in Blunt & Pychyl; 2000). darify, when the task is unpleasant,
uninteresting, or boring; students do not get nat&d to engage in it. Therefore, they delay
or completely avoid performing the task. Howeuurka and Yuen (1983: 283) illustrate
that many students who do not like writing term grapdo write them and submit them on

time. This suggests the mediating role that goals anitiamlplay:.

In addition to task aversiveness, task difficultyalso noted to produce delay. Regarding
this, Jiao et al. (2011: 121) state that procrastrs who perceive a task as difficult and
requiring effort to achieve a successful outcongeraore likely to avoid or delay starting the
task. In their study, Solomon and Rothbum (1984ntbthat task aversiveness was a strong
predictor of procrastination. To sum up, both tdgkculty and aversiveness lead students to
procrastinate.

[ll.2. Time management Procrastination is defined by Milgram et al. (1988jerms of
difficulty in scheduling when to perform a task afalure to adhere to one’s schedule in
doing it. This means that students’ procrastinatisngenerally related to poor time
management. In this regard, Balkis and Duru (2@08) state that if someone procrastinates,

this suggests that he is unable to manage hisviisedy. To explain, some individuals tend to
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underestimate time necessary to accomplish a tahlkyrs overestimate it (Burka & Yuen,
1983: 206). Similarly, Vandovich and Seib (199W)strate that procrastinators tend to have
weak, if any, structure in their time use (as cit@dChu & Choi, 2005: 247). It means that
they do not plan or schedule their time. Specificdtassive procrastinators are said to have
less structure for their time use (Chu & Choi, 20@%8). In other words, they do not use their
time purposefully. Besides, Lay (1990) found thaéyt underestimate time required to
accomplish a task (as cited in Chu & Choi, 2008)2Z his can explain why when writing,
they do not start their tasks on time; consequertigy cannot go through the different
writing stages as they are time consuming. Reggrthirs, Othman and Sadi (2012) relate
students’ low performance in writing to lack of @nplanning. Given all these points,
students’ procrastination is related to poor tirenagement.

[11.3. Motivation . According to Brownlow and Reasinger (2000), academic
procrastination igelated to lack of motivation toward the task &rfprm. Similarly, Lee
(2005: 12) claims that procrastination is assodiatih lack of self-determination. Senécal et
al. (1995: 611) argue that students who procrastinee unable to sustain their initiative in
pursuing academic goals; they explain that studesiis are ‘amotivated’ or extrinsically
motivated are more likely to walit till the last rate to start their tasks, whereas intrinsically
motivated students initiate their activities on @irand are less likely to procrastinate. To
illustrate, Rakes and Dunn (2010) demonstratechéir tstudy on graduate students that as
intrinsic motivation decreases, procrastinationreases. In another study conducted on
Korean undergraduate students, Lee (2005) demtebtiiaat procrastination was positively
related to ‘amotivation’, whereas a negative catieh was found between procrastination
and intrinsic motivation. These reveal that proocnasion is related to interest and one’s

incentives to learn.

l11.4. Goal setting. Goal setting theorists emphasise that goals apagtmotivators of
behaviour (Grépel & Steel, 2008: 407). Regarding, titeel (2007) demonstrated in his study
that goals correlated negatively with procrastovati Similarly, Buro and Howell (2009)
found in their study that students who reportedhérdevel of procrastination were less likely
to adopt mastery goals and were more likely to adopidance goals. Goal setting helps to
increase motivation and in turn diminishes proa@nasion, for it increases the value of the
task and decreases perceived delay (Gropel & S&@08). However, these findings

demonstrate only a correlational relationship betwgoals and academic procrastination.
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[11.5. Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy, as mentioned in the previous chapsea key element
in language learning; thus, how students believethair capacities influences their
performance and behaviour. Supporting this claiimj @d Choi (2005: 248) mentioned that
Bandura (1986) highlights the role of self-efficanytask initiation and persistence; therefore,
procrastinators avoid working because of low s#ltacy beliefs. Regarding this, Slohan and
Slohan (n.d.) state that procrastinators are thibtgydelay or postpone actions because they
doubt their own abilities to complete a task anelytfear possible negative consequences of
failing to effectively complete a task (as citedGao, 2012: 43). Similarly, Balkis and Duru
(2007: 378) claim that negative beliefs about one&pabilities are one reason for
procrastination. Howevesstudents who perceive themselves as capable ofatemy and
structuring their own learning would engage in pagtination to a much lesser extent than
other students (Tan, Ang, Klassen, Yeo, Wong, H&a@hong, 2008) This is explained as
students who feel and think they are unable toemat@ performing a task or reach a goal are
more likely to postpone their tasks. To cite, Ste€007) study supports the role of self-
efficacy beliefs in procrastination; low self-efiicy showed the strongest correlation with

procrastination.

[11.6. Anxiety . Anxiety is an important affective factor influenginFLL and more
specifically foreign language writing. Although ralt studies showed that procrastination is
related to anxiety (e.@rownlow & Reasinger, 2000many researchers have proved it to be
a strong predictor of academic procrastination ¢®an & Rothblum, 1984; Walsh &
Ugumba-Agwunobi, 2002; Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Acaogdio Dembo (2004: 156), if
students are anxious, procrastination is seenveayaof avoiding the anxiety associated with
studying or completing the assigned task. Spedljicpassive procrastinators are expected to
use avoidance oriented coping strategies when eteang stressful events (Chu & Choi,
2005: 250). Another illustration is Fritzsghéoung and Hickson (2003) who demonstrated

that students’ procrastination in writing was rethto increased anxiety.

To explain, anxiety causes delay because of fegretform poorly and not succeed in
reaching the expectations set by others (gteache) (Rothblum et al., 1986; Solomon &
Rothblum, 1986; as cited in Brownlow Reasinger2000: 17). Furthermordiasch and
Rasch (2013207-208) mentioned that because of poor time nemagt, the task becomes
difficult for students; therefore, anxiety pervadesl fear of failure arises. This is more likely

to distract the student and lead him to drop odtaroid the situation.
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To sum up, anxiety is a strong predictor of pronasion.

IV. Measuring Procrastination

Ferrari, Johnson and McCown (1995) pointed out thany self-report measures of
procrastination have been developed. However, timige self-reported scales related to

academic procrastination are to be discussed below.

IV.1. The Procrastination Assessment Scale-StudenBASS) Solomon and Rothblum
(1984) developed the procrastination assessmelet stadents (PASS) which consists of two
sections. The first section assesses the prevatgnm®crastination in six areas :a) writing a
term paper, b) studying for exams, c) keeping uth wveekly reading assignments, d)
performing administrative tasks, e) attending nmgstiand f) performing academic tasks in
general. Answers consist of a 5-point Likert saaleging from 1) never procrastinate to 5)
always procrastinate. The second section considtsegpossible reasons for procrastination
on writing term papers: a) evaluation anxiety, &jf@ctionism, c) difficulty making decisions,
d) dependency and help seeking, e) aversivenetsge ddsk and low frustration tolerance, f)
lack of self-confidence, g) laziness, h) lack adeation, i) fear of success, j) tendency to feel
overwhelmed and poorly manage time, k) rebellioairag} control, I) risk taking and finally
m) peer influence. Two statements are listed fes¢hreasons and students rate on a 5-point

Likert scale how much the statements reflect wiey tbrocrastinate.

IV.2. Tuckman Procrastination Scale The procrastination Scale was developed by
Tuckman (1990). It consists of 35 4-point likeents coveringl) general self-description of
the tendency to delay or put off doing things,&t)dency to have difficulty doing unpleasant
things and, when possible, to avoid or preventuhgleasantness and 3) tendency to blame
others for one’s own distractions. Students areds& indicate how much the statements are
indicative of themselves; the scale ranges frortha) is not me for sure to 4) that is me for

sure.

IV.3. The Aitken Procrastinaion Inventory (API). This self-reported scale is
developed by Aitken (1982, as cited in Ferrariletl®95: 52). The API consists of 19 items
interspersed throughout a larger body of 52 itdbash statement is rated along 5-point scales

from 1) False, 2) mostly false, 3) sometimes t@stimes false, 4) mostly true to True (5).
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V. Overcoming Academic Procrastination

As already demonstrated, researchers relate pto@@sn to many reasons mainly
problems in time management, motivational (goakslf-efficacy) and cognitive (self-
regulation) variables. It is estimated to be premtin students (Knaus & Ellis, 1977; as cited
in Onwuegbuzie, 2004) and may be an especiallpsemproblem for their writing (Fritzsche,
et al., 2003: 1550). Thus, students need to oveecthmir procrastination as it is considered

‘harmful’ for their achievement (Rakes & Dunn, 2010

V.1. Goal setting.We have already mentioned that students who priocass do not set
goals. In this regard, Steel (2007: 83) highlights importance of goal setting in overcoming
procrastination. According to Dembo (2004: 64),lgafirect performance and encourage on
how to proceed. That is, when students set their goals, they give meaning to the task and
increase their motivation. This latter keeps themoussed on the task and helps them
diminishing their procrastination. However, BurkadaYuen (1983) indicated that not all
goals lead to success in a task, in other wordslests should set realistic, achievable and
easily measured goals. Notably, Boice (1989) fotlmvad writing goals helped in diminishing
procrastination in academic writing. For instarstedents can reduce their procrastination in
writing by starting to learn first, grammar, thearggraphs, after that, they move to essay
writing. Besides, Wolters (2003: 185) stressedrtte of teachers in teaching students to set

their goals and help them decrease their proced&iim

V.2. Planning and time managementPlanning is the step that prepares for the actons
student takes to reach his goal (Knaus, 2010:7kis involves taking into consideration
where one is, where one is going, what one needtto get there and what alternative

means are availabe (Knaus, 2010: 71).

First, Dembo(2004) suggests time telling as a leligichnique to cope with the problem
of procrastination. He refers to it as the pract€estimating time needed to complete tasks
and comparing the accuracy of one’s estimation egdes of tasks (p.157). This is explained
as extensive practice. For instance, if studenagstize essay writing they become familiar

with the writing process; thus, they will precisadgtimate time needed to write any essay

type.

Another technique proposed by Burka and Yuen (198®) is the un-schedule. It is a
weekly calender of ones committed activities thelpifocus on the goal and accomplish it.
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To explain, the use of schedules help students torotiieir time and remind themselves of

their goals.

V.3. Self-talk. As procrastination is related to affective fact@nsotivation, anxiety),
students need to control their feelings and emsti@elf-talk (or self-verbalisation) helps in
changing emotions and behaviour; what one saysinwélf is an important factor in
determining attitudes, feelings and behaviour (Den#®04: 121). Moreover, Dembo (2004)
argues that self-talk enhances motivation and helpgduce procrastination. In this regard,
Lively (1999: 41) highlights the need to encouragel motivate oneself through internal
speech. For instance, in order to organise onatingy she suggests encouraging oneself to
go through the writing process. In brief, studemtgd to believe in their capacities, remind

themselves of their goals and encourage themseliiepositive statements.

V.4. Evaluation. It is very important for a student to evaluate Wr#ting progress. This
evaluation is a form of feedback and guidance tasuee improvement (Knaus, 2002: 68).
That is, one can judge how well he is doing in otdeestablish change. Moreover, evaluation
involves self-reflection about one’s performancer iastance, if the student is aware that his
low performance is attributed to his procrastinatidie would try to overcome this
hinderance. Moreover, asking for feedback is @lgoortant (Fritzsche et al., 2003: 1554).
For instance, Fritzsche et al. (2003) demonstratéiaeir study the positive effect of feedback

on the writing outcomes of students procrastinators

V.5. Rewards Burka and Yuen (1983: 188) mentioned that whenmakes progress, it
is good to give himself reinforcement; however, aedg are more effective when they occur
just after the desired behaviour. For instance,nvhiestudent spends two hours writing an
essay, he deserves to praise himself. Zimmermah €1996) suggest watching television,

meeting or talking to a friend.

This section provides a general understanding af theaning and reasons of
procrastination. However, academic procrastinatemains a complex and indefinite concept
which needs more investigations in order to helplents cope with it and devote more time

and effort to their writing.
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Conclusion

Throughout this theoretical chapter, we have predid clear up-dated literature about our
variables. The three variables have been sepairgtethree sections. In the first section, we
have introduced the main concepts related to EFltingr mainly the writing process,
students’ difficulties and the strategies they ud®en composing. The second section has
been devoted to the understanding of self-reguligthing and its sub-processes. The Social
Cognitive Theory of self-regulation and ZimmermarTeree Phases Model have been
adopted. In the last section, we have sought ¢sgmt a brief overview about academic

procrastination specifically its definition, prettics and possible remedies.
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Chapter Two: Design, Methodology and Results

Introduction

The aim of this current study is to investigate ¢fffect of self-regulated writing strategies
on students’ procrastination and evaluate the @egwewhich research findings found by
researchers are applicable to the Algerian UnitiessiTo provide a clear and meaningful
explanation of this, we have presented in the previchapter an overview of the related
literature that allows us to have a clear idea abmwr topic and research objectives.
Afterwards, this chapter aims at providing an amswe@ our research questions and
hypothesis. For this need, we divide it into thseetions. The first section is all about the
description of our methodology. In the second secgtiwe provide the reader with our
findings and discussion. The last section is albim&ifimitations of the study and the possible
implications; then, it is concluded with suggessidor future research.

Section One: Description of the Study

This section provides a detailed description of shedy. We present our methodology,
describe our subjects and the instrument used &a dollection; then, we explain the

procedures of data collection and analysis.
l. Participants

Gorard (2013) defines population as all the casesibs that could be involved in a study;
our population is third year LMD, LSD students &k tDepartment of English at the
University of Bejaia. However, for the limitations time and resources, only a subset of the
population is chosen to be the sample for this stigation. Specifically, group three has
been chosen randomly to answer our pre-questia@aid participate in our experiment.
Our sample consists of 25 students out of 41, ifiahe group is composed of 41 students,
but only 25 attend their writing classes regulafiite background information got from the
pre-questionnaire (see Appendix1) revealed thasaople consists of 20 females (80%) and
05 males (20%) ranging from 21 to 26 years old. 3&leed our participants to indicate how
many years they have been studying English at wsitye however, 72% answered the
guestion whereas the remaining 7 persons who repred8% did not. Sixteen students
indicated studying English for 3 years and 2 sttgleme at the field of FLL since 4 years,

representing 64% and 08% respectively. Besidegstiyating students’ motivation to learn
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English as a foreign language is very importanggdReing this, 19 students reported English
to be their personal choice representing 76% ofwhele participants, whereas for the
remaining 6 students, i.e., 24 %, English is netrthersonal choice.

Il. Design and Methods

Our choice of the methodology to use is based erptijectives of the present study. We
aim at investigating the effects of self-regulattchtegies (the independent variable) on
students’ procrastination (the dependent varialae)the writing process (the second
dependent variable). More specifically, we aimesting this cause/effect relationship and
solving students’ problem of procrastinating. Aabogly, this study relies upon a pre-
experimental design. The lack of control and the ofsone experimental group with a pre-
post test determine our choice of pre-experimeoh@d, Manion & Morrison, 2000; Best &
Kahn, 2006). Moreover, to increase our researcliityaland reliability, we adopt a mixed
methodology consisting of the pre-experiment witlpra-post test, textual analysis and

classroom observation.

II.1. The Quantitative method: pre-post test Quantitative methods of data collection
are used to generate numbers and measure a goiglenpr(Biggan, 2011: 130). In our case,
our choice falls upon the use of a pre-experimena ¢reatment group with a pre and a post
guestionnaire to test the effect of the indepenganable (self-regulation) on the dependent

variables (procrastination and the writing process)

II.1.1. The pre- test Before starting our experiment, students weremia questionnaire to
answer anonymously (see Appendix 1). Its aim isctdlect factual, behavioural and
attitudinal information about our participants (Dgei & Taguchi, 2010). The pre-
guestionnaire is divided into three sections andoitsists of open-ended and close-ended
guestions. Section one comprises four personal tiquss grouped under the heading
background information; these questions providevitis information about the participants’
age, gender, years of study at university and thmtivation to study EFL. The second
section is related to self-regulation. More speaify, it consists of seven open-ended
guestions that are needed to have detailed infwmatbout our students’ difficulties and
way of approaching essay writing in addition to &xgéent to which they are self-regulated in
their writing. This section is developed accordingour research questions and the related
literature. The last section concerns academicrastioation. It is based on nineteen close-
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ended questions which are represented in a 5-fiquency scale wherein students are
asked to indicate how often they experience thermstants. The scale ranges from 1) always,
2) frequently, 3) sometimes 4) rarely to 5) nevé&he procrastination scale is adapted from
Aitken Procrastinaion Inventory (API) (1982, aseditin Ferrari et al., 1995) (see Appendix
2) and Tuckman’s (1990) Procrastination Scale &agendix 3). The scale is considered

reliable with Cronbach’s alpha equal to .89.

[1.1.2. The post-test It is a modified version of the pre-questionndgee Appendix 14). It is
composed of only the procrastination scale to allmwcompare between its results and the
ones of the pre-questionnaire to determine anyifgignt change. The scale is considered

reliable with Cronbach’s alpha equal to .92.

[1.1.3. The training programme. Our empirical study investigates a cause/effelettionship
through a pre-experiment. The latter is basedandessions of self-regulated instruction (see
Appendices 4-13) according to the writing processh session is divided into three stages.
First, we start by direct instruction and modellii@gg. Harris et al., 2006 and Graham et al.,
2008) where we provide the participants with expkgplanation of the strategies and model
how to use them when writing an essay to providelesits’ with authenticity. Then, our
participants are asked to write an essay on adragven topic following the guidelines we
provide them with. Finally, we evaluate studentsays in accordance with their teacher and

provide them with feedback as she is experiencégaching essay writing.

In the first session (see Appendices 4 & 5), wesg@néed the writing process as students have
never been exposed to (according to the studentshenteachers’ syllabi at the Department
of English at the University of Bejaia). The sec@edsion concerns planning and goal setting
strategies (see appendices 6 & 7); its aim is t@rage students’ creativity and thinking.
The following session is based on organisationedabloration strategies (see Appendices 8 &
9) used when drafting. Then, the fourth sessiorceonrs editing and revision strategies to
help students refine their texts (see Appendiceg ). In the last session, we conclude
with time management strategies and recapitulatfdhe preceding sessions (see Appendices
12 & 13).

[1.2.2. The qualitative method: text analysis and kassroom observation Qualitative
method is characterized byntensive study, descriptions of events, and im&tgbion of
meanings.”(Schunk, 2012: 12). In our study, it consists atdal analysis of students’ essays

and classroom observation. Text analysis is baseddescription of students’ essays in terms
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of coherence, cohesion, language, creativity asdyedevelopment. This analysis permits us
to evaluate students’ essays in terms of quality @gtermine improvement in their writing
after using the taught strategies. A sample of §tedents is selected randomly; then, their
essays are analysed and evaluated by the reseamcbellaboration with their teacher for
more reliability. Concerning the observation, weddeveloped an observation grid for each

session in order to observe students’ behavioureactions.
. Data Collection Procedures

The administration of the pre-questionnaire staciedlarch 08 with a pilot study to test
the pre-questionnaire. Then, we took almost threeka to administer the primary pre-
guestionnaire (we removed two questions from tha guestionnaire) because of the strike-
it lasted for two weeks- which prevented us totsthe experiment early. We finished
administrating the pre-questionnaire after the rgprvacation and started directly our
experiment on the"Bof April. Our experiment lasted for 4 weeks congtfree days. We had
2 sessions a week, one on Sunday from 11:20 a.4®:&0 a.m., building 03 room 13 and
the other on Wednesday from 8 the morning till 9:B0ilding 03 room 15. Duration of
sessions ranged from 20 to 45 minutes dependinth@rstrategies. For each session, we
designed a lesson plan (a detailed descriptionrawigied in the Appendices) and an
observation grid (see Appendix 15) to report whapgened in each session. In the last
session, on April 27, we conducted the last session of the experiment directly
administered the post-questionnaire to ensure tbsepce of all the participants and avoid
any limitations before the end of the courseslierdecond semester.

IV. Data Analysis Procedures

The data obtained from the quantitative method §m@ post questionnaires) is analysed
using the software SPSS version 18 and Excel 20@7rely on frequencies, percentages and
descriptive statistics to interpret our data. Conicgy the qualitative method, we select five
students randomly and evaluate their essays (&dbtB9 essays). The textual analysis is
based on a description of students’ essays in tefnegeherence, cohesion, language, essay
development and students’ use of imagination amatisity with illustrations from their
essays. Data obtained from the observation is ustte interpretation and discussion of the

results.
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V. Validity, Reliability and Triangulation

Validity and reliability are very important conceph research. Interal validity refers to the
extent to which the differences that have been ddien the dependent variable are directly
related to the independent variable (Mackey & G&€£)5). First, we cannot ensure full
manipulation and control of the independent vadaself-regulated strategies) since we are
dealing with cognitive and metacognitive strategteat may depend on other factors
(intervening variables such as motivation). Second, could not design more than five
sessions for the pre-experiment because of théalimms in time and this can influence our
results. Therefore, our reserch might lack intenaidity. Concerning external validity
which refers to the generalisability of the findsngviackey & Gass, 2005), we would say that
our sample is small (25 students representing 5.@l%e whole population) and does not
permit us to generalise the findings to the whotpyation (438 students). Regarding
reliability, it is defined as the instrument comsigy (Mackey & Gass, 2005). In our research,
the results of the pre-questionnaire and the posstipnnaire are calculated with the SPSS
which grarantees objectivity and precision. MomgwCronbach alpha coefficient (.89 and
.92) calculated for the pre and post questionna@sgectively demostrates high reliability for
the tool. The same thing is said for the text asialgince we relied on the help of another
teacher in the evaluation of the essays. This atdgthat any other independent researcher
analysing our data will reach the same resultsaddition, the data obtained from the pre-
guestionnaire is supported by those of the textlyaisa and our observation which
demonstrate that our research is reliable.

On the whole, this study is based on data triantigmaone of the criteria of scientific
evaluation in order to generate a ‘dialectic’ adrl@ng (Olsen, 2004). We opt for the use of a
mixed methodology consisting of a quantitative adjualitative method to reach the
objective of the present investigation. The quatitie part makes use of a pre and post
guestionnaire, whereas the qualitative method psesented by text analysis and classroom
observation.Then, we move to the crucial part wheeefocus on the results and discuss
them.

Section Two: Results and Discussion

In this section, we report the results of the pmesstudy and discuss them. The data
obtained by means of the pre-post questionnairpsesented in tables using frequencies and
percentages. Then, graphs based on descriptivstissaare used to compare the findings of

the experimental group in the pre and post testsebVer, a sample of students’ essays is
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also evaluated. Lastly, the data obtained from dlassroom observation is summarised.
Given these points, we discuss our results in @esare with previous findings.

l. Results

This section presents the main findings of bothgbhantitative and qualitative data with

their interpretation.

I.1. The pre-questionnaire Findings of the pre-questionnaire are reported gusin

pencentages and frequencies.

I.1.1. Students scores on self-regulatioWe start by reporting students’ answers regarding
self-regulation. Students’ answers are coded thaltulated using pencentages and

frequencies.

Table 2 Item 1: Students’ Motivation and Attitudes towdrgsay Writing

Answers Frequency % Attitudes
Yes 14 56 Developing the writing skill and expressimgself
No 10 40 Because of difficulties
01 04 Laziness
Total 25 100

The above table reports the findings of studentstivation towards essay writing.
Answers to this question help in understandingesttgl behaviour. It is clear from the table
that 56% of the participants are motivated towas$ag writing because they think it is a way
to express their ideas and thoughts and develapviinigéing skill. However, 44 % of students
(11) reported disliking essay writing; ten of theelate their lack of motivation to their
difficulties and one participant says he is lazyisTrepresents an important number of
amotivated students in the classroom that canentta their performance and our experiment.
In addition, since they do not show interest inags@riting, they may invest less effort

compared to the motivated students.



Table 3 Item 2: Students’ Perception of Essay Writing

Perception | Important | Difficult Easy | No answer Total
Scores
Frequency 9 19 1 1 30
% of answers 30 63.33 3.33 3.33 100

[40]

Table three represents the findings of studentstgmtion of essay writing. How our

participants think of essay writing is very impartato understand their motivation and

behaviour. We can notice from the table that mbshe students perceive essay writing as a

difficult task representing 63.33% of answers. Adoagy to the 30% of answers, our

participants admit that it is important to writesags in English. However, only one student

does not find essay writing difficult.

Table 4: Item3: Students’ Difficulties in Essay Writing

Difficulty | Grammar Vocabulary Ideas Development No Answer  ITq
Scores
Frequency 9 13 7 8 1 38
% of answers 23.7 34.2 18.4 21.1 2.6 100

In table four, our students’ difficulties in essayiting are reported; this question supports

the findings of the preceding table. It appearsaspm from the above table that our

participants face many difficulties when writing assay, at the level of both structure and

content. The most encountered difficulties amorgggarticipants are at the level of structure.

Grammar represents 23.7% of answers and vocabutpyesents 34.2% of students’

difficulties. Concerning content, some participargported facing problems in finding ideas

(18.4 % of answers) and others in developing th2inl( % of answers). These findings

explain why most of the students perceive essayngras difficult.

' The number of students is 25, so the answers xeaide?5 indicate that some students

provided more than one answer (multiple answers).
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Strategy | Brainstorming | Organisation| Planning | Others No No Total
Score & Elaboration Strategy | Answer
Frequency 11 9 1 8 1 3 33
% of 33.3 27.3 3 24.2 3 9.1 100
answers

Table five displays students’ answers concernirgstiategies they use when writing an
essay. Answers to this question show the extewhtoh our participants are self-regulated in
their writing. Thus, from the table, we notice thge of different strategies. Brainstorming
represents 33.3% of the strategies, organisatiohedatboration represent 27.2 %, whereas
planning represents only 3% of students’ stratedié®se findings demonstrate that those
students who reported using the four differentingitstrategies are self-regulated when they
write an essay. However, 24.2% of students’ ansdensot represent writing strategies. This
important number shows that these students doseany writing strategies as their answers
are irrelevant. Finally, we notice 3% of answereveing no use of strategy and 9.1 % of no
answers. The empty space these students left tedetther lack of awareness or no use of
writing strategies. Therefore, we notice that nibttree 25 participants are self-regulated in

their writing.

Table 6. Item 5: Planning Strategies

Strategy Brainstorming| Classification Others No | Total
& Answer
Score Organisation
Frequency 08 3 11 5 27
% of answers 29.6 11.1 40.7 18.5 100

The above table represents students’ answers reggthnning strategies. It is clear that
our participants use two strategies before statiingrite their essays. The first strategy is
brainstorming which represents 29.6% of studentsswers. The second strategies

classification and organisation, as demonstratethbie six, are less used by students; they
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represent only 11.1% of the total answers. Howewerobserve that 40.7 % of answers do
not represent writing strategies. In addition, ¥8.&6f answers are left without a response. So,
it is apparent that these findings are not sintikathe ones presented in table five; this can
mean that most of the students do not plan for thieiing or they do use strategies but do not

know they are planning strategies.

Table 7: Item 6: Completing the Work

Strategy | Revision Editing Reading No answer Total
Score
Frequency 9 13 5 1 28
% of answers 32.1 46.4 17.9 3.6 100

Table seven gives a clear picture of what studdotsvhen they finish writing their
essays. It is clear from the table that most ofstinelents (13) reported checking the structure
of their texts, nine students revise their textgamng and development and five participants
reported only reading their essays without progdiletails. These answers represent 46.4%,
32.1%, and 17.9% of students’ answers respectittdyever, one participant did not answer
the question. These results indicate that all #xtigipants (except one) evaluate what they

write.

Table 8: Item 7: The way Students Cope with their Negatigelfags

Strategy Take a | Think Concentration | Others No Total
Score Break | positively Answer
Frequency 5 4 8 5 7 29
% of answers 17.2 13.8 27.6 17.2 24.1 100

In the above table, we have reported students’ arsseoncerning the affective strategies
they use to cope with their negative feelings wiveiting an essay. It appears from the table
the use of different affective strategies, businot the case of all students. We distinguish
three different strategies: taking a break or rneigxthinking positively and concentrating on
their ideas. These strategies represent 17.2%,%d38d 27.6% of students’ answers
respectively. These students demonstrate thatatepware of the effect of their feelings on

their writing and that they need to control theneviirtheless, 17.2% of answers do not stand
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for the question. This suggests that our partidgpaito not know how to control their
emotions. More importantly, seven students didamswer the question, representing 24.1%
of the whole answers. We can understand that theskents do not experience negative
feelings when writing, they do not know how to gohthem or they simply do not want to

share their feelings.

[.1.2. Students’ scores on the procrastination saal In this section, we display students’

answers to the procrastination scale.

Table 9: Students’ Scores on the Time Management Scale

Students’ Scores
Time
Management
Iltems

Always | Frequentlyl Sometimes Rarely Never  Total Migs

N° 1% [ N°| % | N° | % |N°|% [N°|% [N°| % |[N° | %

1: starting| 5 | 20| 2 | 08 9 36 |3 | 12| 5 | 20/ 25100 O | 0O
late

2. wasting|6 | 24|9 | 36 5 20 2 | 08 3| 12 25100| O | OO
time in
reflecting

3: devoting| 6 24| 6 24 7 28 3 |12 2 | 08| 24 96| 1| 04
less time for
writing

4: less| 1 04| 2 | 08 7 28 3 1211 | 44| 25| 100| O | OO
reflection

5:thinking 3 12| 2 | 08 11 |44 |2 | 08| 7 | 28/ 25100 0 | 0O
about other
things

6: no revision| 3 12| 2 08 7 28 | 8 32| 5 20| 25/ 100| O | OO

7: completing| 3 | 12| 2 | 08 11 |44 |6 |24 3 | 12 25100 O | OO
late

Table nine presents the general scores of thecjpatits’ administered pre-questionnaire
concerning time management. The seven items pegb@nthis table investigate whether our
participants have problems in structuring theiretimhen writing an essay or not. We notice
that in the first item, 36% of participants ansveeby sometimes, 20 % answered by always
and 08% answered by frequently which means that ofothe students do not start writing
their essays on time. For item two, most of thenans are between always and sometimes,
representing 24%, 36%, and 20% of the whole pp#diuis respectively. These findings show
that many students spend much time evaluating tasks before starting to write. Students’

Mode
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answers to item four confirm the findings of questitwo. In other words, most of the

participants (44%) answered by never which meaasttiey take time to reflect about their
essays. However, in the fifth item, most of thedshts seem to think (12% always, 08%
frequently and 44% sometimes) about other thindgms €an be due to the difficulties they

encounter when writing an essay. In the third itese observe the same number of
participants (24%) responded by always and fredyearid 28% answered by sometimes
which means that most of the students do not detletenecessary time for writing their

essays. This is obvious since they do not stattngron time and sometimes they think about
other things. In a similar vein, the high frequescreported for the last item with 64% of
participant (12% always, 08 % frequently and 44%hatmes) not completing their essays on
time can be attributed to their delay in startingwtrite and wasting much time reflecting

about what to write. Nevertheless, as we can notive answers to the sixth item vary
between always (12%), sometimes (28%), rarely (32f6) never (20%) which demonstrate
that some students devote time to check their essdyereas others neglect this. After all, the
reader can notice that our participants delayistatb write their essays on time and waste
much time either trying to understand the assigrnimeaquirements or thinking about other
things; consequently, they fail to submit them onet So, it is clear that these students

procrastinate because of poor time management.

Table 10: Students’ Scores on the Affect Scale

Students’ Scores
Affect ltems:

Procrastinating Mode

because of | Always | Frequently Sometimes Rarely| Never| Total Missing

N°[% [N°| % | N° | % |[N°[% |[N°|% |N°| % [N°|%

8: Anxiety 3 |12/ 4 |16 |10 |40 (4 |16| 4 | 16/ 25 100 O | OO
9: low self-|11]44|2 |08 3 12 6| 24 3| 12 2b 1000 | 00
efficacy

10: distraction |1 [ 04| 4 | 16 5 20 6| 249 |36|25| 100 0 | OO

11: finding|7 | 28|2 | 08 7 28 |2 |08|6 | 24 24 96 1 04 1&3

excuses

12: getting| 7 | 28| 2 | 08 6 24 2| 088 |32|25| 100/ 0 | 00
blocked

13: difficulties |6 | 24| 2 | 08 10 |40 |2 [ 08| 5 | 200 25 100 O | OO
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Table ten shows the results obtained in the affabscale. The six items demonstrate the
relation between students’ procrastination andr tfeglings. It is apparent in the eighth item
that most of the students procrastinate (12% alwa§%o frequently and 40% sometimes)
when they feel anxious. In item nine, 44% of theipgants revealed procrastinating all the
time when feeling less efficacious, 08% procraséinfiequently and 12% procrastinate
sometimes. However, in the following item, we neti40% (04 % for always, 16% for
frequently and 20% for sometimes) of answers irgligathat when our participants get
distracted they put off writing their essays, wlaasré¢he other 60% of the participants (36%
answered by never and 24% by rarely) answeredhbgtdo not. Concerning item twelve, we
observe different frequencies ranging from alw&g94), sometimes (24%) and never (32%).
Here we can understand that there are studentssta@ipowriting their essays when they get
blocked and this can be related to the difficultilesy face, whereas others continue their
writing despite any obstacle. The findings of tast item confirm what we have said about
item twelve. Most of the students (40% for somesinand 24% for always) who face
difficulties when writing fail to complete their ssmys. More importantly, item eleven
demonstrates students’ tendency to justify theocmastination as we have an important
number of participants (28%) answering by alwayd sometimes similarly. These findings
demonstrate students’ tendency to procrastinateatieeir feelings and the difficulties they

encounter when engaged in writing their essays.

Table 11: Students’ Scores on the Metacognition/Cognitionéca

Students’ Scores

Metacognition/ Mode
cognition Always | Frequently] Sometimes Rarely Never Total Migs
ltems:
N°|[% | N° | % N° | % |N°|% |[N°|% |[N°| % | N° | %
14:no plan 2 (08| 2 08 6 24 | 3| 1212 | 48| 25| 100{ O | OO 5
15: neglecting 3 | 12| 2 08 5 2019 |36|5 | 20| 24| 96 1| 04 4
some aspects
16: no effort in|3 | 12| 5 20 5 20 3| 127 | 28| 23| 92 2| 08 5
thinking
17:start without| 3 | 12| 1 04 7 28 | 5| 208 [32(24| 96| 1| 04 b5
reflection
18:no evaluation 4 | 16| 3 12 4 16 4| 1610 | 40| 25| 100 O | OO 5

19: no revision |0 00| 3 12 4 16 5 2012 | 48| 24| 96 1 04
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Table eleven displays students’ scores on the rogtation/cognition scale. This section
aims at showing the link between students’ metaitog/cognitive self-regulation and their
level of procrastination. In item fourteen, mosttloé participants (48%) answered by never
which means that they plan for their essays, wisetlea other students (24% for sometimes
and 08% for both always and frequently) reportetdfoilowing any plan. These findings are
not similar to those reported in item five in thestf part of the pre-questionnaire (table 6,
p.41) where we have noticed that more than halthef participants did not report using
planning strategies. Item fifteen shows high fremyeon rarely marked by 36% of students
and 20% of answers for never. This important freqye(56%) demonstrates that these
students take both structure and meaning into deration when writing their essays and this
is further demonstrated in items eighteen and eeretTo explain, never marked the highest
frequency for items eighteen and nineteen with 48rth 48% of answers respectively. In this
case, the reader can easily notice that our paaiits evaluate and revise what they write.
Concerning item sixteen, we notice different fragies; 28% of participants answered by
never, whereas 20% answered by frequently and soeesimilarly. These findings suggest
that not all students invest efforts or think calgfwhen writing an essay. Findings of this
item are contradictory to those of item four in tiae management scale (table 9, p.43)
where most of the students reported reflectingtatothe topic when writing. Unlike item
sixteen, most of the participants (32% for neved &9©% for rarely) reported in item
seventeen reflecting on the topic before startingitite. Therefore, the findings of this table
demonstrate that half of the participants try teest efforts when writing an essay despite the

difficulties they face.

Table 12:Descriptive Statistics for the Pre-Questionnaire

Type Mean SD

Time management 3.12 1.27
Affect 3.04 1.44
Metacognition/Cognition 3.62 1.34
Overall 3.26 1.35

In the above table, the descriptive statisticshef procrastination scale are presented. This
table aims at comparing the means and standar@tams (SD) of the three sub-scales in

order to determine students’ degree of procrastinatt is clear from the table that the lowest
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mean is 3.04 which stands for the affect sub-sddles demonstrates students’ high tendency
to procrastinate due to their feelings. However,netice a high standard deviation for all the
items of the three sections which is explained bty in students’ answers. That is, the

students differ in their degree of procrastinafimm one situation to another.

[.2. The post-questionnaire Students’ answers to the post-questionnaire argepted

in the following tables based on pencentages agléncies.

Table 13 Students’ Scores on the Time Management Scale

Students’ Scores
Time
Management
Iltems

N° | % [ N°| % | N° | % |[N°|% |[N°|% |[N°| % |[N° | %

1: starting latee 8 (32| 1 | 04 |10 |40 |4 |16| 2 | 08 25 100 O 00

2: wasting| 7 28| 6 24 4 16 5] 20 3 12 26 100 0O 00
time

3: devoting| 5 20| 8 32 6 24 2 08 4| 1 2% 100 ( 0[0)
less time

4: less| 4 16| 3 12 5 20 5| 208 |32|25| 100 O| 00
reflection

5:thinking 2 08| 1 04 6 24 6| 248 | 32|23 92 2| 08
about other
things

6: no revision | 3 12| 3 12 4 16 | 8 32| 7 28| 25| 100, 0| 0¢

7: completing/4 |16 2 | 08 |10 |40 |4 |16|5 | 20] 25 100 O OO0
late

Table thirteen presents the general scores of theicipants’ administered post-
guestionnaire concerning time management. The s&ms aim at investigating whether our
participants have less problems in structuringrtiiene when writing an essay after the
experiment or not. Item one shows that most ofstiuelents (32% answered by always and
40% answered by sometimes) start writing their ysdate. In item two, we notice high
frequencies for always and frequently with 28% &486 of answers respectively which
means that they waste much time thinking about wbatrite and how to write it. The
findings of this item are confirmed by the findingfsitem four where an important number of
participants (32% for never and 20% for rarely)orégd reflecting on the topic when writing.

Similarly, item five marked high frequencies on eewand rarely with 32% and 24% of

Always | Frequently Sometimes| Rarely| Never| Total Missind\/IOde
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participants’ answers respectively. The findingstlod preceding item (five) demonstrate
students’ focused attention on writing their essay® third item marked high procrastination
with always, 20%; frequently, 32% and sometimes¥% 24 hese high frequencies are in
accordance with item one since our students dedatirgy to write their essays and with item
seven with 40% of participants reporting that tkeynetimes fail to complete their essays on
time, 16% of students answered by always and 0&8y@oraled by frequently. It is clear that
if these students do not start writing on time #mely waste much time reflecting about the
topic, they would not devote the necessary timetli@ir essays; as a result, they do not
respect the deadline. Moreover, 40% of the paditip (always 12%, frequently 12% and
sometimes 16%) reported not taking time to cheelr thssays, whereas the others (60%)
reported checking their essays. These results demade students’ tendency to procrastinate

because of poor time management.

Table 14: Students’ Scores on the Affect Scale

Students’ Scores

Affect ltems:

. Always | Frequentl SometimesRarel Never Total Missin
Procrastinating y quently y g

becauseof | N°|% | N°| % N° | % |[N°|% [N°|[% | N°| % |[N° | %

Mode

8: Anxiety 4 116|8 |32 4 16 |3 | 12/ 4| 16 23 92 2 08 2
9: low self-|5 |20 2 | 08 7 28 | 2| 089 |36|25| 100/ O | OO 5
efficacy

10: distraction (4 | 16| 4 | 16 7 28 |2 |08|7 |28|24] 96| 1| 04| 3&5
11: excuses 2 |08|5 | 20 5 20 | 3| 129 | 36|24 96| 1| 04 5
12: getting| 7 | 282 | 08 6 24 | 3| 127 |28 25| 100/ O | 00| 1&5
blocked

13: difficulties |5 | 20| 4 | 16 5 20| 5| 206 | 24| 25| 100/ O | OO 5

Table fourteen presents the general scores of t#mdicipants’ administered post-
guestionnaire concerning their affect. The six gepmesented in this table investigate the
effect of our experiment on students’ emotions. Mgace that in the eighth item, frequently
marked the highest frequency with 32% of answéen) always and sometimes with 16% of
answers similarly which refer to students’ avoidana write because of feelings of anxiety.

For item nine, students’ answers vary from alwaysdver representing 20% and 36% of the
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participants’ answers respectively. This differesoggests that some students could finally
believe in their capacities, whereas others kees#me negative beliefs. The following item
shows almost similar findings as the preceding @886 of participants responded by never
and the same number of participants answered bytsoes in addition to the same number
of participants (16%) answering by always and fesgly similarly. Thus, there are
participants who do not persist in writing whenytlget distracted. However, when they get
blocked, we notice that most of the students (2&%ponding by always and 24% by
sometimes) stop writing their essays. However, nevaked the same highest frequency as
always (28%). These findings also suggest diffegsnn students’ behaviour. This is similar
to the last item where answers range from always 20% of participants’ answers to never
with 24% of students’ answers. However, concermsiglents who find excuses when they
procrastinate, most of them answered by never (36P@) rarely (12%), whereas some
students (20% answering by frequently and 20% hbyesiones) still justify their delay. To
summarise the findings of the above table, it isepbable that some students could reduce
their procrastination, whereas most of them stdll the same things and behave accordingly,

i.e. they procrastinate due to their affect.

Table 15: Students’ Scores on the Metacognition/Cognitionéca

Students’ Scores Frequency
Metacognition/

cognition Items | Always | Frequentlyl Sometimes Rarely Never  Total| Mode

N°|[% [N°| % | N° | % |N°|% [N°|% [N°| %

14:no plan 6 |24|4 |16 5 20 4| 16 |24|25|100| 1&5

15: neglecting/ 3 | 12| 3 | 12 12 |48 |3 |12 4 | 16/ 25100 3
some aspects

16: no effort in| 3 12 | 7 28 6 24 2 08| 7 28| 25| 100| 2&5
thinking

17: starting| 3 | 12| 3 | 12 6 24 4 169 | 36| 25| 100 5
without

reflection
18: no|4 | 166 |24 6 24 |4 |16| 5 | 20| 25100 2&3
evaluation
19: noll (04| 3 | 12 4 16 8| 329 |36|25|100 5

organisation
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As shown above, table fifteen represents studesdstes on the third section of the
procrastination scale. This section aims at showithg link between students’
metacognitive/cognitive self-regulation and theswdl of procrastination after the training
programme. In item fourteen, the participants amsd/@lmost similarly in all the items which
means that half of the participants plan for tlesisays, whereas the others do not follow any
plan. This further demonstrates that half of thelehts take time to reflect about the topic,
whereas others do not think a lot. In the followitgm (fifteen), most of the participants
(48%) reported that they sometime neglect somectspé structure or content when writing
their essays. This means that these students td@sect all the elements of a meaningful
essay (both structure and meaning) and this wowddad affect the quality of their essays.
The findings of item fifteen are confirmed in thiglgeenth item where most of the students
(16% responded by always, 24% by frequently and esiomes similarly) reported not
evaluating their essays. However, they do organisan as shown in the last item.
Specifically, 32% of the participants answered asely and 36% answered by never. Iltem
sixteen shows that 36% of the participants (28%nkewver and 08% for rarely) reflect and
think carefully when writing an essay, whereas mben half of the students do not bother
themselves thinking a lot when writing (12% for alys, 28% for frequently and 24% for
sometimes). This could be related to their motaratas almost half of the classroom does not
like to write essays. So, it is obvious they woulat think about it. The seventeenth item
shows that half of the participants (36% answergchéver and 16% by rarely) reported
reflecting on the topic before starting to write. ithey plan for their essays as demonstrated
in item fourteen. In contrast, half of students wdmswered by always (12%), frequently
(12%) and sometimes (24%) indicated starting wgitiwithout reflection. This is in
accordance with item fourteen in which half of fhearticipants reported not using any plan
before starting to write. These results show tbates students devote their time and effort to

their writing, whereas others do not.
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Table 16: Students’ Descriptive Statistics for the Post-goesiaire

Descriptive Statistics Mean SD
Scales
Time Management 3.11 1.35
Affect 3.15 1.48
Metacognition/Cognition 3.26 1.35
Overall 3.17 1.39

The above table shows the means and standard idagiatbtained for the procrastination
scale in the post-questionnaire. The highest meeéh26 which suggests that our students’
procrastination is less related to their lack otamegnitive and cognitive efforts compared to
its relation to their affect and poor time managemelowever, the high standard deviations
for all the sub-scales (above 1) refer to studedhtgerse answers. This indicates that during
the experiment, some students sometimes succeedednage their procrastination, whereas

others could not.

1.3. The pre-post test comparisonAfter the individual analysis of the results of e
and post gquestonnaires used in this study, we rwothee comparison between these results to
determine the effects of self-regulated strategies our partcipants’ procrastination.

Descriptive statistics are used to compare betileepre and post questionnaires.



[52]

5 - H pretest means
posttest means

M pretest SD

3,16 3,16

M posttest SD

Figure 3: Comparison between the Descriptive StatistiaghefPre and Post Questionns

for the Time Management Sc
1: Always 2: Frequently 3:ometimes 4: Rarely 5: Never

The first graph concerns the descriptive statisbicshe experimental group before &
after the experiment. As shown in the graph, thamaef the se\n questions related to tin
management for the piggsestionnaire vary between 2.48 and 3.87 whichessmt the lowes
and highest means respectively, whereashe postguestionnaire they range from 2.64
3.74 representing the lowest and highest maespectively. These indici almost similar
results which mean that our students could not aedtheir procrastination after tl
experiment. Concerning the standard deviationscavenotice similar findings as the mee
In the pre-questionnairéhey vary between 1.14 and 1.40 and in the-questionnaire, they
are centred between 1.25 and 1.47. The same sthugmiations after and before t
experiment refer to students’ varied answers. Twilts show that the implented self-
regulated strategies dnbt have an effect on our students’ time manageahthis could b
related to tkir motivation and perception towa essay writing or to their difficulties. T
explain, students’ lack of motivation and perceptad writing as difficult mae the students
bored and not willing to write; thus, they take ruane in order to start and this is me

likely to lead to failure in completing the task @éme. Concerning their difficulties, evt
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though these students use writing strategies, thke much time thinking eout the topic,
finding ideas and theorganising them. This leads them to start writatg and waste muc
time trying to understand what to do; hence, theyaot submit their essays on tit

5 - M pretest means
posttest means
M pretest SD

M posttest SD

3,083,04

2,9

Figure 4: Comparison between the Driptive Statistics of the Pre and Post Questiors
for the Affect Scale

1: Always 2Frequently 3: Sometimes 4: Rarely ever

Graph two represents the comparison between thasveesl standardeviations for the pr
and post questionnairesncerning students’ affect. The reader of thigplarean notice the
the means vary between 2.52 and 3.72 for th-questionnaire and 2.78 and 3.50 for
post-questionnaire. These findings represent almostairdegree of procrastition in both
tests. The diversity of students’ answers is shimyra high standard deviation for all t
guestions in both the pre and p«uestionnairesThey range from 1.22 to 1.63 in the forr
and 1.38 to 1.59 in the latteThese findings do nahow a significant difference. The sa
results obtained in the pre and post questions for both the means and standard deviis
demastrate that our experiment not have an important effect on our students’ feg
because we have not implemed affective strategies. Moreover, their difficalfimay reac
upon their emotions which in turn affect their bébar (procrastination
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B pretest means

posttest means
4,08
Y 3,84
3,46 3,583 52 3,52 H posttest SD

3,26
3 3,08 3,12 3

M pretest SD

Figure 5. Comparison between the Descriptive StatistiaghefPre and Post Questionns

for theMetacognition/Cognition Sce
1: Always 2: Frequently 3: Sometimes Rérely 5: lever

The above graph displays the means and sta deviations of the pre and p
guestionnairesoncerning metacognitive and cognitive -regulation. It apgars apparent
from the graph that the highest mean in the-questionnaire is 4.08, whereas in the -
guestionnaire, it is 3.84. The lowest mean in the-questionnaire is 3.26 and in the |-
guestionnaire, it is 3. This implies a slight bot signficant difference in students’ tenden
to procrastinate before and after the experimewinc€rning the standard deviations,
noticealmost similar intervals, 1.-1.53 for the preguestionnaire and 1.-1.52 for the post-
guestionnaire. The same res obtained after the experimetd¢monstrate that the latter
not have a significant effect on the experimentalug’s procrastination. Even though ¢
students used the strategies impleme, they could not reduce their procrastination. Tlas
be dueto their difficulties, their attitudes and perceptias well astheir feelings. Thei
difficulties (findings oftable 4, r40) lead them to take much time thinking about theags’

requirements and how to approach them; thus, ttneggle with lack of time. Then, becat
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of their amotivation (findings of table 2, p.39)damegative feelings (findings of tables
10&14; pp. 44, 48 and figure 4, p.52), they do persist and fail to complete their essays.

Table 17 Comparison between the Pre-Post Descriptive sitzi for the Procrastination

Scale
Descriptive Statistics Means SD
Scales Pre Post Pre Post
Time Management 3.12 3.11 1.27 1.35
Affect 3.04 3.15 1.44 1.48
Metacognition/Cognition 3.62 3.26 1.34 1.35
Overall 3.26 3.17 1.35 1.39

The last table summarises the overall results®ptie and post questionnaires. It aims at
comparing the overall means and standard deviatibtise procrastination scale between the
pre and post questionnaires. We notice similarte$or time management which do not refer
to change. Concerning affect, we notice a sligltre®se in students’ procrastination in the
post-questionnaire. However, it is apparent thadestts’ procrastination slightly increased for
the third variable after the experiment. The sarfgeovation can be done on the Standard
Deviations which do not show an important differenc the post-questionnaire. Since the
change is not important, it is not considered g$igamt. Therefore, we conclude that the

experiment did not have a significant effect on panticipants’ procrastination.

l.4. Textual analysis of students’ essaydt is very important to mention that not all

students submitted their essays on time. We hadk® more than one week to collect all
students’ essays for each activity.

A. Student One

* The descriptive essayThe analysis of the descriptive essay for this exttidevealed:

first, lack of cohesion. The student did not vary transitional words; he used only the

coordinative conjunctionsahd and ‘but. Moreover, we notice absence of punctuation
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which makes the text difficult to understand in iéidd to the misuse of pronouns and
articles (e.g.she have small nose, this words, to describg. shecond, the text is not
coherent. The ideas and paragraphs are not linkadneaningful way, that is, there is an
unsystematic shift from one idea to another. Furntioee, the student did not limit himself to

a specific topic sentence for each paragraph, eutather mixed his ideas. Then, we note
problems at the level of grammar; more specificdhgre is subject-verb disagreement even
with the present simple tense (d.guill describes, she have, my motheach mg Also, we
notice a restricted vocabulary which preventeddthelent from developing his ideas. We
further notice that the student did not follow tieural essay development, that is, the essay
contains four paragraphs instead of five. The ohimtion misses a thesis statement and the
body paragraphs too miss a topic sentence in eagteover, we notice lack of supporting
ideas and details. However, the reader can noieestudent’s use of imagination when

describing his mother.

* The argumentative essayConcerning the argumentative essay, we do not exotic
improvement. The essay lacks cohesion and coheréBestences are not correctly
constructed (e.ghe one who have an open eyes to him (the eleytibiese is some others,
he have more than 75 years plihd there are no transitional words. The luckalference
is noticeable from the repetition of the same idié@long the essay (e.ge can’t move his
arms, he can’t speak, he is oldevithout supporting ideas and even there is nochddink
between the ideas and paragraphs because of langquagerence (e.dhe can’'t move his
arms so how can he move his country, this countrgtrbe between his arms, he will not
move this country with his arms but he will do thmhis brain). Concerning grammar, we
notice the absence of punctuation and capitalisatsubject-verb disagreement (el
have, it the time, his brain wior and no tense consistency (shift from presertitiare and
vice versa). The essay is written as one blocketli® no paragraph division. Concerning

imagination and creativity, we do not notice them.

* The narrative essay Unlike the descriptive and argumentative essaysneige an
improvement in both structure and content. For steicture, the student varied his
transitional words (e.gand, but, after, when, finally Pronouns are used correctly (e.qg.
Eveline & she, her father, Brayam ),H®mut the punctuation is always absent. Moreover,
the student has always problems with tenses. Hahstead of using the past simple to
narrate the story, he used the present and theef(gug.she was, she lives, she will die

Concerning the development, the essay is logicgthyctured according to the suggested



[57]

plot and we note development in the student’'sspgka managed to elaborate his supporting
ideas with details. However, there is no paragmiplsion. Unlike the preceding essay, we
can notice that the student used his imaginatioanwtarrating the story; this attracts the

reader despite the problems at the level of stractu

* The contrast essay. Similar to the narrative essay, the studenthrea@n important
improvement in his essay. The essay can be coesidehesive and coherent. The student
varied his transitional words (e.gow, or, but, just, nor, and, becajishe used synonyms
(e.g discussing/debating, hard/difficuland antonyms (e.gvar # peace, in the past
nowaday} Sentences are well constructed and grammaticaltyect with few errors. In
addition, he varied his vocabulary (e.different, past, technology, to serf, burner,
forefather$. Concerning the development of the essay, uithkenarrative essay, the essay
is well developed and structured into five parabsapinked with connectors. Each
paragraph speaks about the same idea; there aneleoant information. The student used
his imagination when contrasting life in the paghwnodern life.

B. Student Two

* The descriptive essayAnalysing this essay shows that it is coherent;itleas are
linked together around the same topic and themoisrrelevant information. Concerning
cohesion, the student used transitional words @ngd, first, next, in addition, tgoand
different pronouns (e.die, him, it, his, this However, we notice lack of punctuation and
capitalisation. If we consider the developmenth# essay, it follows the five paragraphs.
The introduction has a clear thesis statement; padhgraph has a topic sentence, but they
lack details. Lack of ideas and the basic languaggd make the essay short and very
simple. Therefore, the reader does not notice $leeoflimagination.

* The argumentative essayThe student did not submit her essay.

* The narrative essay If we consider coherencéhe reader can understand the story
because all the events and actions are relatetetglbt of the story and narrated in a
chronological order. However, concerning cohestbme, sentences are not linked together,
that is, the student used long sentences withoamsitional words or appropriate
punctuation. Moreover, there are deviations atlével of grammar and lexis. We notice
shift from one tense to another (eshe is beautiful, she lived, Eveline comes, youhedl,
Brayan go, she will never legyesubject verb disagreement (ehgr mother take, she gave
up of her studies and doing house works, he decideasked her pronouns are used

inappropriately (e.ghese thiny Furthermore, the choice of lexis is inapprogrigd.g.go to
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the wood and there are many spelling mistakes (&gy. promised, she was tierd, she
except, to leave happylf we look at the essay development, the essayjams five
paragraphs, but they do not follow the plot of #tery as suggested. However, we can
notice that the student relied on her imaginatibemvnarrating the story.

» The contrast essaylUnlike the narrative essay, this essay lacks @toer. The same
idea is repeated all along the body paragraphsc&aomg cohesion, we notice the use of
different cohesive ties (e.@nd, in the other hand, when, in contrast, otheewisg, but
without punctuation marks. Spelling mistakes (saifished, to satisfiggnd the inappropriate
use of wordge.g. there best, there familgre apparent in the entire essay. We furtherrgbse
problems with singular and plural (e.gll thing, other thing, all this points, a great
difference¥ In terms of organisation, the essay has fiveagaphs, but without any topic
sentence in addition to lack of ideas. The readesdot notice any degree of imagination or
efforts from the part of student as the essaympka and lacks detalils.

C. Student Three

* The descriptive essayThe essay can be evaluatsicoherent but not cohesive. Ideas
are meaningful and linked together without anyl@vant details. However, the student used
simple sentences without connectors except thedomiive conjunction ‘and’. We also
remark ungrammatical sentences (esgmeone make, she open, she Visared spelling
mistakes (e.gfreind, helpfull, oppen, visijan addition to the use of very basic vocabulary.
Concerning the development, the essay is well asgdnit has five paragraphs with a clear
topic sentence for each one, but it lacks detdilee reader of the essay can notice the

student’s imagination when describing her mother.

* The argumentative essay.The essay can be evaluated as coherent and cahesive
Ideas are linked and grouped according to the stipgadeas. Unlike the descriptive essay,
we can detect the use of various connectors because, then, in addition, finally, and),or
different punctuation marks (e.g§.?, ) and few spelling mistakes. In addition, most lod t
sentences are grammatical. The essay is developédei paragraphs but without a topic
sentence for any paragraphs. Each paragraph develoe idea, but they lack details.

However, we do not notice the student’s creatiwitthis essay.
* The narrative essay The story is narrated in a simple and chronologway that

ensures the reader’s understanding. Linking théeseas with different transitional words

(e.g.especially, and, since, in addition,)sthe use of pronouns and repetition of key words



[59]

(e.g.family, life, promise, dreajmall along the story make the essay cohesive asg &
read. However, we notice the use of one punctuatiark (comma) everywhere. The
sentences are ungrammatical (etlge girl begin, she forgett¢dand the tenses are not
consistent (past and present). If we look at theeld@ment of the essay, we notice that the
student respected the plot of the story in eachgraph even thought she did not elaborate
the events and actions. The impression the reaalerhave on the student is the use of

imagination and effort when reporting the story.

* The contrast essayLike the preceding essay, this essay is coherédrt.student kept
the goal of her essay in mind which helped heotwu$ on the meaning and the link between
her ideas. The essay is not cohesive. We remarkigkeof different connectors (e.g.
contrast, because, whereas, on the other hahdt show contrast between each two
arguments, but they are used with inappropriatecipition marks. In addition, sentences
deviate from the English grammar (elge make, they are obliged to left.., here is few
differences, women hasConcerning the development, the student alwéigkesl to five
paragraphs respecting the main idea of each pgfaghat like all the other essays, this
essay lacks details. Unlike the other essays, éader cannot notice the student’s use of

imagination.
D. Student Four

* The descriptive essayThe essay is neither coherent nor cohesive. |deasa clear,
they are mixed and we notice repetitions in theesg@ragraph. Concerning structure, the
essay lacks punctuation marks and connectors whadke the paragraphs a combination of
run on sentences. Sentences are ungrammaticab{eglay | decide, she speak, marry have,
she spendand there is no consistency in verbs (é.decide, | met, she speaks, she)lost
Besides, the student chose wrong words. Howeveredisay is well organized. The student
followed the five paragraphs’ pattern with a topentence for each paragraph, but ideas are
not linked and lack details. Moreover, we notice touch repetition. The language is basic,
ideas are simple; so we do not notice the studergativity.

* The argumentative essay Concerning content, we notice that the student eveot
long essay, but it is meaningless. She used maasidithout a logical link; many ideas are
repeated all along the paragraphs. The same tlaindge said for cohesion. The essay is not
well punctuated, words are used inappropriatelyjteseees are ungrammatical mainly

fragments (e.galso must be a change, can’t see him in televisibnpurse must be a change,
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and for what he made not enoygnd run on sentences (etg.conclude to be a president
not enough for your degree and for otheasid they are not consistent in tenses (hey
claimed, they argue, they disagree, he made nemgshhe knowg. The essay has five
paragraphs, but they are not organised; the studiénmot show a clear position towards the
topic. Thus, the reader does not understand ttits tereaning and he can notice the absence
of imagination.

* The narrative essay Unlike the two preceding essays, the narrativeyeisseoherent.
Events are linked and developed according to tbegdlthe story. Concerning cohesion, we
notice the use of diverse connectors, differentcpuation marks even though they are used
incorrectly and different pronouns. However, mdsthe sentences deviate from the English
grammar: subject verb disagreement and shift isgenConsidering the essay development, it
follows five paragraphs, but they are not developedording to the plot of the story.
Moreover, the essay is too long with additionaldstand it lacks essential details. Besides,
the reader does not note the student's use of matigh when narrating the story as the

language is simple and ideas are not well developed

* The comparative essayWhen reading this essay, the reader can noticeitthat
coherent but not cohesive. Ideas are related totdpec and developed accordingly.
Nevertheless, lack of cohesion is deduced fromatisence of punctuation marks and lack of
connectors. Moreover, the essay is full of fragre€atg.Rana and Mina are two sisters that
similar to reach otherbecause want to pegrammatical mistakes (e.this is can be, Mina
also be sincer all the time, wants to coo&sd inappropriate words (eMina allows studies,
people have things with each others, they havdagities in different things Concerning the
development, the student respected the five pgshgrand developed one main idea in each
paragraph but with many repetitions. Similar to thiher essays, there is no sense of

imagination in this essay.
E. Student Five

*The descriptive essay.The essay can be considered coherent but not eehesi
Concerning coherence, we notice that ideas aréecela meaning. Lack of cohesion is seen
in the absence of punctuation and connectors kathia sentences; only paragraphs are linked
together. Nevertheless, Sentences are grammatidat@ensistent (e.gshe has, she is, she
feels, she gelsand they are varied in lexis (e.gdjectives like beautiful, generous and
adverbs like friendly, rapidly, quicklyRegarding organisation, the essay is well deexo
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The student wrote five paragraphs with a topic esere for each paragraph. However, we
notice that the paragraphs are not equal in leagththere are some repetitions. Nevertheless,
any reader can notice that the student used Henfagination and creativity. This is apparent
in the evolved language she used and her beastyfie!.

» The argumentative essayContrary to the descriptive essay, the presentyassabe
evaluated as very coherent and cohesive. The dtsdaguments are strong and related in
meaning. The student varied her transitional wadd phrases (e.go start, for example,
also, in addition, instead of, and, since, nonserfasehermor@ and she used different
punctuation marks and pronouns (é.gus, them, this, these, Jyeynonyms (e.caccidents =
injuries, advantage = profijtand antonyms (e.@dvantagest disadvantages, good bad).
She used a sophisticated and a rich vocabularysmaoth and attractive way. However, we
notice shift in tenses between past simple @xgsted, was, argued, highlighdeand present
simple (e.g.think, is, has, con)e Concerning the essay development, it is sintitathe
descriptive essay. We notice five paragraphs wdhous arguments and each paragraph
develops one main idea; but in terms of lengthrethe no balance between the paragraphs.

The student’s creativity is noticed.

*The narrative essay.Like the descriptive essay, this essay is coheberit not
cohesive. ldeas are related in meaning and follmvptiot of the story. However, we notice
lack of connectors and the use of simple statemahtalong the essay. All sentences are
grammatical and consistent in verb tense. Moreower,notice the use of synonyms (e.g.
duties = responsibilities, difficulties = obstac)emnd antonyms (e.gain # happiness, great
# smal). The language is simple and no imagination isl wgeen narrating the story. Similar
to the other essays, this essay is developed iméo daragraphs, but the student did not
elaborate the paragraphs according to neither tbeqgb the story nor the length of the
paragraphs.

* The comparative essayUnlike the preceding essay, the reader can admitttiis
essay is coherent and cohesive. If we considerrenbe, all ideas are meaningful and related
to the topic without any extra information. Conaaghcohesion, we notice that all sentences
are linked with appropriate connectors (éogth of them, the two, also, and, bec3dumsed
punctuation marks in addition to the appropriate ofspronouns. The essay is well developed
into five paragraphs with a topic sentence for eank. Contrary to the three preceding

essays, the paragraphs are equal in length. Tigeidge is simple but rich (e.gouns like:
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kindness, appearance, similaritiaad adjectives such as: generous, sociphle reflects a

careful thinking and appropriate selection of vadalty and ideas when writing.

I.5. Classroom observation During the five sessions, we have observed students
behaviour and reactions and noted their commerdisigithe observation Grid (see Appendix
15) indicated that most of the students particghated collaborated with the experimenter.
The first session was difficult for both the rest@r and the participants because it
represented the first contact with them, so we mld reach interesting results. In the
following sessions, most of the students (60%)raded and participated; they asked
guestions and answered ours. In addition, they sblanterest in the content. However, they
always kept saying that it is difficult to write @ssay and they complained about the guided
practice. In the last session, most of the studemtsted negatively to the fact that they had to

write an essay in the classroom for one hour.
Il. Discussion

In this section, we discuss the findings showrhm pprevious section. The interpretation of
the results is based on the hypothesis and obgsctif/the present study and the discussion is
in accordance with previous research findings. Yee &y clarifying the results of students’
self-regulation in writing; then, we move to thegrastination scale and finally we discuss

the results of our pre-experiment in order to ams¥we central question of this study.

Motivation is crucial in English language learnirthus, investigating our participants’
incentives to learn English and more specificalhglish writing may shed more light on our
findings. In the description of our participantse weported that 76% of the participants
indicated that English is a personal choice whigans that they are motivated to learn EFL;
however, it is not the case for writing since 448parted disliking the writing skill (table 2,
p.39). Students’ lack of motivation can be reladheir perception of EFL writing. Similar
to what Al-Badwawi (2011) suggested, table thredQ)p shows that most of the students
perceive essay writing as difficult even thoughytredmit its importance. Regarding
students’ difficulties, the findings reported inethourth table (p.40) demonstrate what
researchers found concerning students’ difficulieariting. Our participants have problems
at the level of both structure and content. Coriogrstructure, similarly to Bacha (2012),
Watcharapunyawong and Usaha (2013) and Kertous3J20iir students have problems in
grammar and vocabulary. In this regard, the texanalysis of students’ essays gives a clear
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picture of students’ problems which include lackt@nsition, subject-verb disagreement,
inconsistency in the use of tenses, run on sengeriements, wrong use of articles and
absence of punctuation and capitalisation. Reggrdatabulary, as an illustration of what
students reported in table four (p.40), we havécadtfrom the analysis of students’ essays
that most of the participants possess a restrictehbulary which prevented them from
expressing their ideas and thoughts. That is, bia@g problems in pragmatic competence. If
we consider content, students face challenge idirfgh ideas, then in developing them
according to the essay requirements. These findangssimilar to those of Khalil (1989).
That is, they lack ideas and arguments; therefibreiy essays lack supporting ideas and
details which lead them to write short and simsags. In addition, repetition of the main
ideas all along the essays has been noticed in ofidke students’ texts and demonstrates
their lack of ideas. Besides, they have problemdeiveloping their essays. In other words,
the students do not know how to organise theirdde# introduction, body paragraphs and
conclusion. This was observed in the last sessidheotraining programme where most of
the students asked what to write in the introduGtimow to organise their ideas in the body
paragraphs and finally how to conclude their ess@ys findings are similar to those of Al-
Sawalha and Chow (2012). These findings answerfigirresearch question concerning
students’ difficulties in writing. However, studshtifficulties at the level of both structure
and development influence the quality of their gssas noticed when evaluating their
writing performance. Their essays lack coherenak amesion as already demonstrated by
Abdel Hamid (2011). Students’ difficulties can biributed first to the inappropriate or
ineffective teaching methods. Another factor thaaynmexplain students’ failure to use
grammar correctly is lack of self-regulation frohetpart of the learners who do not attend
their grammar lectures regularly (as already meetilp only 25 out of 41 of students attend

their writing classes) or lack autonomy.

For writing strategies, we can notice from tablbs,§ and 8 in pages 41, 41 and 42
respectively) that half of the participants repdrtasing cognitive strategies such as
brainstorming, organisation and classification aaftective strategies such us relaxing,
concentrating and thinking positively. Concernirng tother students, we can notice that
either they do not use strategies when writincheytdo use them, but they are not aware of.
Unlike tables (5, 6 and 8 in pages 41, 41, 42 wdsmdy), table seven (p.42) demonstrates
that all students except one reported checking #ssays before submission. These findings
answer the third research question of the presedy;sthe students do not go through all the
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stages of the writing process and not all of them self-regulated. However, the essays
evaluated after providing students with feedbacHl &iting them correct their mistakes
demonstrated that even though these students eecéedback on their mistakes, they did
not correct them. This suggests that these problmsonsidered errors since they are not
recognised by the students. Moreover, as the saroes ere repeated in all the four essays
the students wrote, this can be explained as fegsdn. Now, if we consider the students’
emotions, most of the literature admits that emmoti®e an important factor influencing
students’ writing (e.g. Graham, 2006; as cited ralam et al., 2007; Pajares, 20B&an &

Saban, 2011). However, not all students managertoal them.

Now, let us move to discuss the findings of thec@iuproblem of this study, students’
procrastination. The first thing the reader maya®is the high standard deviations (above 1)
for all the items of the procrastination scale #md refers to diversity in students’ answers.
To clarify, this suggests that procrastination ur students is not static or fixed but rather
depends on many factors as we are going to exjaiow. Moreover, not all students
procrastinate to the same degree. The findinghepte-questionnaire demonstrate students’
tendency to procrastinate cognitively, affectivelyd behaviourally. First, we notice from
table nine (p. 43) high procrastination in time @gement for most of the students which
implies students’ inability to structure their tinpairposefully. To explain, our participants
delay starting writing their essays; then, theynsbeuch time trying to understand how to
approach their essays or think about other thitigsefore, they do not complete writing their
essays on time. In accordance with Balkis and ¥a@07), our students do not devote the
necessary time for their writing and that is whgytldo not go through the different stages of
the writing process as they require time and plagnihis can be due to many factors. The
first factor behind our participants’ procrastioatican be lack of motivation as already
mentioned by Brownlow anReasinger (2000) anBenécal et al. (1995). Second, similar to
what researchers proved (e.g. Jiao et al., 201lbn®m & Rothblum, 1984), our participants’
perception of essay writing as difficult can beradictor of their procrastination. Third, half
of the participants do not use writing strategsesthey waste their time and then they do not
respect deadlines. Furthermore, their difficultrepresent a real barrier that affects their
writing and lead them to postpone starting or catipd) their essays (as shown in table 10,
p.44); this was clearly observed in the last seseicthe training programme. Because most
of the students did not know how to approach thveiting, they did not submit their essays in
the allotted time despite using the strategieshtauccording to the frequencies presented in
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table ten (p. 44) and the overall mean (3.04) showtable twelve (p.46), the reader can
notice that when our participants’ feelings aree#ttened they end up procrastinating. These
findings go hand in hand with other research figdirfe.g. Senécal et al., 1995; Park and
Sperling, 2012). Specifically, they reported pratiraating when they do not feel efficacious
(Item nine in table ten, p. 43) and this is in adamce with the findings of Balkis and Duru
(2007) and Steel (2007). The same thing is notioe@nxiety (Item eight in table ten, p.44).
Similar to Fritzsche et al.’'s (2003) findings, ostudents’ procrastination is related to
increased anxiety. These feelings could be caugestunents’ difficulties. To explain, we
have demonstrated above that our students peressagy writing as a difficult task because it
requires time, effort and knowledge in differerdas (e.g. grammar, morphology) and as they
have many difficulties concerning these areas, fieey incapable of writing good essays;
consequently, they avoid writing. In other casé®ytstart to write, but when they feel
anxious they fail to complete their essays. Notabligen these students postpone or avoid
writing they manage to find excuses (ltem elevemainie ten, p.44) and this is the case of
procrastinators (Ellis & Knaus, 2002; as cited idefanti et al., 2013). Therefore, students’

emotions represent a strong predictor of their rastmation.

If we consider procrastination from the metacogeitand cognitive side, table eleven
(p.45) shows students’ low procrastination whiclplies that most of them invest efforts
once engaged in writing their essays. To sum be, findings of the pre-questionnaire
demonstrate that our participants do procrastinate their procrastination is not related to
lack of effort when writing as Tuckman (2002) ardueut rather to their difficulties, negative
feelings and deficit in their time management. Tdmswers the second research question of
the present study. However, as already mentiortedests’ procrastination varies from one

situation to another, so it is difficult to determitheir degree of procrastination.

For reminder reasons, in our research, we aim rabdstrating that if third year students
use self-regulated strategies they would improveirthariting and diminish their
procrastination in the writing process. Howeverr observation and the textual analysis of
students’ essays reveal no improvement in theiting;i moreover, the findings of the post-
guestionnaire (figures 3, 4, 5; pp. 51, 52 andiBdicate that we could not reach our purpose.
As we can notice from table seventeen (p.54), we ladmost found similar results as the pre-
guestionnaire with a slight difference that is nminsidered significant. Hence, the
comparison between the pre-test and post-test @nabklto answer the last research question.

Self-regulated strategies do not have effect on students’ procrastination, that is, even
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though our participants are self-regulated in thiging process, they still procrastinate to the
same degree. However, we cannot totally assumesiiht® our experiments’ duration and

other variables (students’ difficulties and affezdh be significant factors.

Throughout this section we have reported the figsliof the present investigation then
discussed them in accordance with previous findifidge analysis and discussion of the
results permit us to reach interesting findings awwer our research questions and
hypothesis. The analysing of the pre and post muestires, the assessment of students’
essays and the classroom observation, providehitssign students’ difficulties and self-
regulation in essay writing and a deeper undestgndif the factors behind students’

procrastination.

- First, third year LMD, LSD students at the Dep#ht of English at University of Bejaia
face problems at the level of both structure (cmmesgyrammar and vocabulary) and content

(coherence, ideas and essay development).

- Second, our participants’ procrastination istedao their difficulties, negative emotions
and poor time management, but their degree of gsticiation remains unclear.

- Third, they lack self-regulation when writing mbi affective and time management

strategies.

- Finally, self-regulated strategies did not hawgniicant effect on our participants’

procrastination in the writing process.

Section Three: Limitations, Implications and Suggetsons for Future

Research

In the present study, we assume that studentsrgstication is related to failure in self-
regulation. We do not confirm our claim, but we éagached interesting findings which have
shed light on students’ perceptions, attitudes diffctulties in essay writing. In this section,
we provide teachers and students with some impdigsit Then, we clarify the limitations of
the present study and conclude with suggestiontifore research.

l. Limitations of the Study

Throughout the present investigation, we have redamportant findings; however, it is of
paramount importance to point out that some linategt affect this study. Both conceptual

and methodological limitations should be highlighte
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By the conceptual limitations, we refer to the féwit procrastination is a complex and
difficult concept to understand and it can be dowied from different points of view.
Moreover, it is more related to psychology and e¢hés little research on academic
procrastination namely on the writing process, sadapt the different findings to suit our
aim. Self-regulation also presents a challenge wh&img into consideration our learners’
strategies and individual differences. Students mmagjerstand the concepts used (strategies,
anxiety, planning, evaluation ...) differently; thesch participant may answer our questions
according to his personal attitude.

The methodological limitations can be summarizetbsws:

First, the number of participants is limited to&%d data were collected in a short period
of time. Because only four weeks (five sessionsjewdevoted for the experiment, it is not
sufficient to develop self-regulation in our paigiEnts, since self-regulation takes time
(months and even years) to be developed.

Second, the use of a questionnaire as a self-eptwdl may not reflect reality and does
not garantee students’ honesty.

Third, conducting the experiment as an outsidertcgent created difficulties and
challenge for both the experimenter and the paatitgpand this can influence our results.

Moreover, many factors could not be controlled; fostance, students’ motivation,
perception and difficulties and these are mordyike influence our results.

Furthermore, most of the students did not subneirtkssays on time during all the
sessions and because of time limitations, we cpuigide students’ with feedback only on
their first composition (the descriptive essay).

Finally, it is important to mention that the stutkerwere claiming all along the
experiment about the difficulty to write an essan dhe last session was characterised by
students’ negative reaction to the prompt (writeng essay in the classroom). This could
influence their answers in the post-questionnaire.

All in all, with all these limitations, it is notgssible to validate or generalise our results
and even difficult to assume that self-regulatedtsgies did not have an effect on our
students’ procrastination.

Il. Implications

In light of the obtained results, a number of irogtions come to be addressed to both
students and teachers in order to benifit from saults and improve both learning and
teaching practices.The following practical guidenwill be helpful if these are to be

successfully carried out in foreign language classrs:
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[I.1. Changing students’ perceptions of essay wriig and increasing their
motivation. It is very important to help students perceive mgtpositively. In this regard,
teachers can rise students’ awareness of the iamm@tof writing in developing their
competence in the foreign language. In additioay tshould find ways to increase students’
motivation This could be achieved by taking into consideratiogir difficulties and adopt
teaching methods that would improve their linggistompetence. Teachers need to bring
change into their classes and use different tegcapproaches and methods. For instance,
collaborative writing can be beneficial to increasmtivation and self-efficacy, reduce
anxiety and change students’ attitudes and peareptowards writing.

[1.2. Which approach to use to teach writing at unversity level? We suggest the use
of product approach right from the first year tolphestudents develop their linguistic
competence and focus on structure. Teachers steadth grammar authentically and design
meaningful tasks to help students learn how tothisgrammatical rules in context. Then, the
process approach can be introduced in the secoad Vhis aims at developing students’
thinking and creativity and encourage them to foesasneaning and evaluate their writing.
Moreover, we recommend teachers to teach and ntbeekriting process explicitly to help
students’ improve their compositions.

11.3. Providing students’ with evaluative feedback.What is the benefit of testing
students and scoring them if these students doremignise their achievement? Thus,
teachers need to encourage all forms of assessmémir classes in order to help students
follow their progress and determine their strenghtsd weaknesses. We suggest the
introduction of portfolio assessment since firsary® create self-assessment from an early
stage in addition to the use of instructor and pssessmnets in a collaborative way.

I1.4. Introducing self-regulation into the classroan. This can be achieved first through
self-regulated instruction. Many models can be &sthpfor instance, SRSD model, SCL
model and Corno and Randi’'s model (pages 22&23igeownore clarifications). It is very
important to teach students to be self-regulatgtitrfrom the first year. Students can be
taught self-regulated strategies that can help tdewelop their self-observation, thinking,
reflection and evaluation skills and improve theniting. Second, teachers should create a
supporting classroom environment with varied taflet encourage students to take their

responsibility for their writing.
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[1.5. Encouraging extensive practice Students need to practise their writing and write
as much as possible in the foreign langud®gecause of time limitations, it is difficult to
develop one’s writing competence in the classrodhus, Free-writing is a useful technique
to enhance students’ writing and gain more expeitislanguage use. Moreover, the use of
technological means such as online groups and ldagsbe practical. Teachers can create
online collaborative spaces to encourage theirestigddo communicate in English.

[I.6. Encouraging reading. Many researchers (e.g. Rosenblatt, 1988; Chuerubmaic
2011) highlight the relationship between EFL regdamd writing. Students’ lack of reading
has a negative impact on students’ writing. Fos,tstudents need to devote time to read in
the foreign language in order to develop their camitative competence. Reading needs also
to be implemented into EFL classes as a subjecte®er, teachers can use reading activities

to encourage students to reproduce, summariseampase texts.

lll.  Suggestions for Further Research

Future studies can overcome our limitations byngyto devote more time for data
collection and focus on other variables.

First, other researchers can replicate this stydyestigating the effect of self-regulated
writing strategies on our particpants’ procrastoaiover a long period of time and by using
other tools for data collection such as interviand think alound protocols.

Second, more research needs to be conducted orsaimees of our participants’
difficulties and suggest teaching methods and Iegrrstrategies to overcome these
difficulties.

Moreover, students’ feelings cannot be ignoredhih Briting. So, it is very important and
urgent to investigate the effect of students’ dff@e their writing achievement and suggest
techniques and strategies to help them cope wtin tiegative feelings.

Finally, we suggest investigating the effect ofdieg in the foreign language on students’
writing.

In this section, we have identified the limitatiasfsthe present investigation, for they may
influence our results. Second, we have come withomant implications for both students
and teachers in order to take into considerationmesults and apply them in EFL classrooms.
Finally, we have provided researchers with someyssiipns that may shed light on our

research and contribute to a better understandingrovariables.
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Conclusion

In this chapter, we have discussed the resultbeturrent study and concluded that our
self-regulated writing strategies did not have #act on our students’ procrastination in the
writing process. However, because of the small $angmd the short duration of the
experiment, our results cannot be generalised & whole population. We have also
suggested some solutions to cope with studentsblgmo of low performance and

procrastination in writing; then, we have concluaath suggestions for future research.
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General Conclusion

The present work has sought to investigate theckefté self-regulated strategies on
students’ procrastination in the writing processoamgthird year LMD, LSD students at the
Department of English at the University of Bejdpecifically, we have hypothesised that if
our students use self-regulated writing strategilesy would procrastinate less. We have
aimed at implementing self-regulated strategieanrEFL writing classroom to help students
improve their writing and diminish their procrasttion. To achieve such an aim, we have

divided our work into two main chapters.

The first theoretical chapter has the aim of exppthe literature and developing a deep

understanding of the three main variables of tlesgmt investigation.

The second chapter is practical; it has the aimepbrting the main findings of the present

investigation and disscussing them in order tolre@aconclusion.

Our work has relied on a mixed methodology consjstof both quantitative and
gualitative methods of data collection. The forrhas been based on a pre-experiment with a
pre-post questionnaire to compare the results lamdiatter has consisted of text analysis and
classroom observation. The analysis of the datahawee obtained from the pre and post

guestionnaires, the text analysis and the classaasarvation indicated that:

- First, our participants face difficulties at teeel of both structure and essay development.

- Second, our participants have reported procratstig in the writing process because of their

feelings and poor time management; however, thenéxémains unclear.

- Third, only some students reported using seltidatgd strategies when writing an essay.
This further indicates that our participants do fodlow all the stages of the writing process.

However, most of them reflect, invest efforts whatting, revise and edit their texts.

- Finally, the comparison between the pre and gasstionnaires revealed no change in our

students’ degree of procrastination.

Therefore, the results obtained are interestingveNbeless, they did not confirm our

hypothesis.
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To benefit from our findings, we have provided bastiandents and teachers with some
suggestions. First, the need to change studentsépion towards essay writing and increase
their motivation is highlighted. Second, teachemutd use both product and process
approaches in teaching EFL writing. Moreover, stugsleneed to receive feedback on their
performance. Another suggestion is the implemematof self-regulation into EFL
classrooms and the encouragement of extensiveig@gacthe last suggestion concerns
developing students’ writing competence througldirez

Lastly, to overcome the limitations of our studypne research on our topic needs to be
conducted. We suggest replicating our work ovemgér period of time, using other methods
and investigating other factors (students’ diffteed, perceptions and affect) to shed more

light on academic procrastination.
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APPENDIX 1: The Pre-Questionnaire
University A Mira, Bejaia
Faculty of Arts and Languages
Department of English
3rd year LSD, G3

Pre-Questionnaire
Dear students,

In this research work, we are investigatimg effects that students’ strategies and control
of the writing process have on delaying or avoididing. We would like you to answer
these questions anonymously and honestly. Yourieeontribution to this work.

Thank you in advance.

Part one: General information

Could you please answer these questions?

- Your Age:
- Your gender. Male Female
- How long have you been studying English at Ursitg?

- Is English your Personal choice? Yes No
Part two: Students’ attitudes and regulation (contol).

1. Do you like essay writing? ..........cccceeenn..

L7 £/

1. How do yowerceive/sed think of essay writing?



4. What are thetrategies(steps, actions, ideas, tactics) you use wherngrén essay?

5. How do yowlan for your essay writing?

6. How do youinish your essay?

7. How do yowcontrol your negative feelingsvhen writing an essay?

Part Three: Procrastination (delaying, avoiding)

Please, answer how often you experience the fallgwtatements.
A. Time management

Statements always | frequently sometimes rarely | never

1. Ido not start writing my essay when
| should.

2. lwaste much time trying to
understand what to do.

3. Ido not devot¢ thenecessary tim
for writing my essay.

4. When | have to write an essago
not think/reflect a lot about the topic.

5. Instead of writing, | find myself
thinking aboubther things

6. 1 do not take time to revise or check
my essay.

7. 1do not finish my essayn time.




B. Affect

Statements

always

frequently

sometimeg

rarely

never

8. When | feehnxious, | do not finish
my essay.

9. When | have to write an essagvioid
writing if | am not sure of my knowledge
and capacities.

10. When | getlistracted, | put off_(do
not continue) writing my essay.

11. When ldo not write my essay, | find
excuses

12. When Iget blockec in writing an
essay, ktop writing.

13. When | meedifficulties (in language
or thinking) in writing an essayfail to
complete it.

C. Metacognition/ Cognition

Statements

always

frequently

sometimes

rarely

never

14. 1do not follow aplan when writing.

15. Ineglec someaspect: of writing
(grammar, coherence, cohesion ...) wh
writing an essay.

16. 1do not bother myselfthinking a lot
when writing an essay.

17. When | have to write an essagjdrt
writing on the topidirectly without
reflecting.

18. Ido not evaluat¢ my text when
writing an essay.

19. Ido not organis« my essay writing.

Thank you for your collaboration.




APPENDIX 2

Aitken Procrastination Inventory (1982)

For each of the items below, please indicate thhenéxo which the statement is more or
less FALSE (1) or TRUE (5) of you. Read each stat#oarefully; remember, there are no
right or wrong answers.

1 = False

2 = Mostly false

3 = Sometimes false/sometimes true
4 = Mostly true

5=True

1. I delay starting things until the last minute.

2. I'm careful to return library books on time.*

3. Even when | know a job needs to be done, | neeat to start it right away.

4. | keep my assignments up to date by doing mkwegularly from day to day.*

5. If there were a workshop offered that would halplearn not to put off starting my
work, | would go.

6. | am often late for my appointments and meetings

7. 1 use the vacant hours between classes toaggtdion my evening's work.*

8. | delay starting things so long | don't get th@ome by the deadline.

9. | am often frantically rushing to meet deadlines

lo. It often takes me a long time to get started@mething.

11. I don't delay when | know | really need to thet job done.*

12. If I had an important project to do, I'd getrsed on it as quickly as possible.*

13. When | have a test scheduled soon, | oftenrfiggelf working on other jobs when a
deadline is near.

14. | often finish my work before it is due.*

15. | get right to work at jobs that need to bealon

16. If | have an important appointment, | make gheeclothes | want to wear are ready the
day before.*

17. 1 arrive at college appointments with plentytiofe to spare.*

18. I generally arrive on time to class.*

19. | overestimate the amount of work that | canrda given amount of time.

* = reverse score; high scores are associatedpsiitrastination.



APPENDIX 3

Tuckman Procrastination Scale (1990)

A. That's me B. That's my C. That's not D. That's mo¢
for sure tendency my tendency r $are

| needlessly delay finishing jobs, even when tleeyhiportant.*
| postpone starting in on things | don't like ta*do

When | have a deadline, | wait till the last minute

| delay making tough decisions.*

| stall on initiating new activities.

I'm on time for appointments.

| keep putting off improving my work habits.*

| get right to work, even on life’s unpleasant awsr

| manage to fine an excuse for not doing something.

10 | avoid doing those things which | expect to donbno

CoNoO~WNE

11.1 put the necessary time into even boring taske,dtudying.

12.When | get tired of an unpleasant job, | stop.

13.1 believe in "keeping my nose to the grindstone."

14.When something's not worth the trouble, | stop.*

15.1 believe that things | do not like doing, shoulat exist.

16.1 consider people who make me do unfair and diffitings to be rotten.
17.When it counts, | can manage to enjoy even studying

18.1 am an incurable time waster.*

19.1 feel that it's my absolute right to have otheople treat me fairly.
20.1 believe that other people don't have the righgit@ me deadlines.
21. Studying makes me feel entirely miserable.

22.I'm a time waster now but | can't seem to do amglabout it.*
23.When something's too tough to tackle, | believpastponing it.

24.1 promise myself I'll do something and then dragfewst.
25.Whenever | make a plan of action, | follow it.

26.1 wish | could find an easy way to get myself mayin

27.When | have trouble with a task, it's usually mynofault. »

28.Even though | hate myself if | don't get startédidesn't get me going.
29.1 always finish important jobs with time to spare.*

30.When I'm done with my work, | check it over.*

31.1 look for a loophole or shortcut to get througtoagh task.*

32.1 still get stuck in neutral even though | know hoaportant it is to get started.*
33.1 never met a job | couldn't "lick."

34.Putting something off until tomorrow is not the wiago it.*

35.1 feel that work burns me out.

*16 best items based on the second factoysisal

A Ambiguous item; should be deleted.



APPENDIX 4: The First Session of the Pre-experiment

University A_Mira, Bejaia

Faculty of Arts and Languages

Department of English

Course: Writing

3™ year Pre-experiment

Experimental group: 3™ year LSD, G 03

Experimenter: Miss KADRI

Topic: Self-regulated strategies

Email: nawal.k.09@hotmail.fr

Session Ondntroduction to Process Writing

Lesson plan

Topic: the

process.

writing

Class leve:3rd year LSD
students, G 03

Time:11:20-12:50

Date: April 6th, 2014

Lesson objectivesAt the end of the lesson, students will:
1. Understand how writing is structured.
2. Be able to go through the different writing stages.
3. Will develop and improve their writing.

Material: black board, handouts

Warm up: activating students’ knowledge about essay wgitésking them:

* How they start writing their essays.
* How they structure their essays.

Presentation Practice Evaluation
* Introducing process ¢ Guided practice: students will « Students’ essays will b
writing. be asked to write a descriptive assessed by their teach

* Presenting the five stag
of the writing process.

oS
writing process.

essay at home following the

then, she will provide ther
with evaluative feedback.




Lesson Outline

Session One: Introduction to the writing skill
» Explanation of writing from a process approach view
 Aim: to help students change their ideas of texts as pteduesed om
grammar and vocabulary and help them think of mgitas a thinking and
creative process where they can express themstkely and generat
ideas.
» Presentation of the writing process
* Aim: to help students organise their writiag most of them are not aware
of the writing process.
» Activity: write an essay following the writing process.

D

l. Introduction to Process Witing

Writing is not the act of just combining worasd sentences to form a text, but it involves
students’ reflection. That is, what matters is hgou translate your abstract thoughts and
ideas into a meaningful written down text. It me#mst you have to approach writing from
different angles taking into consideration the ¢ppinguistic knowledge and the processes
involved in the writing process. In short, writimyolves your active role to engage in writing
as a process of thinking and evaluation througtiediht cognitive and metacognitive
processes.

[I.  The Writing Process [1]

Writing is a complex task which involves manpgesses such as thinking, evaluating and
controlling one’s thoughtfkegarding this, students go through different sageen writing.

[I.1. Pre-writing: Time to Think

o Decide on the purpose (aim) of your writing: whad gou going to write.
o Brainstorm ideas about your topic.
o Write the main ideas and key words related to yopic

II.2. Drafting: Time to Write

o Develop your thoughts and translate them into words
o Putthe ideas you gathered into meaningful sengeiticen paragraphs.
o Focus on meaning, not structure.

I1.3. Revising: Time to Make It Better

0 Read your text again.



o Rearrange words and sentences.
0 Omit or add details.

II.4. Editing: Time to Correct It

o Check if all sentences are grammatically corredt@mplete.
o Make sure you have a variety of sentences (comptempound ...).
o Correct grammatical, spelling and punctuation rkissa

[1.5. Sharing: Time to Submit It

0 Read your essay aloud if allowed.
o0 Have your peers to check your work.
o Ask for your teacher’s feedback.

N.B: the writing process is cyclical; the stages areused in a chronological order but rather
recursively (repeated and revisited).



APPENDIX 5: Guided Practice for the First Session

University A_Mira, Bejaia 3™ year Pre-experiment

Faculty of Arts and Languages Experimental group: 3" year LSD, G 03

Department of English Experimenter: Miss KADRI

Course: Writing Topic: Self-regulated strategies
Email: nawal. k.09@hotmail.fr

Guided Practice: The Witing Process [1]

Activity: write adescriptive essay following the guidelines.
[I.1. Pre-writing: Time to Think

o Decide on the purpose (aim) of your writing: whad gou going to write.
o0 Brainstorm ideas about your topic.
o Write the main ideas and key words related to yopic

II.2. Drafting: Time to Write

o Translate your thoughts into words.
o Putthe ideas you gathered into meaningful sengeitiken paragraphs.
o Focus on meaning, not structure.

11.3. Revising: Time to Make It Better

o Read your text again.
0 Rearrange words and sentences.
o Omit or add details.

II.4. Editing: Time to Correct It

o Check if all sentences are grammatically corredt@mplete.
o Make sure you have a variety of sentences (comptempound ...).
o Correct grammatical, spelling and punctuation rkissa

[1.5. Sharing: Time to Submit It

o0 Read your essay aloud if allowed.
o0 Have your peers to check your work.
o Ask for your teacher’s feedback.



APPENDIX 6: The Second Session of the Pre-experimien

University A Mira, Bejaia

Faculty of Arts and Languages

Department of English

Course: Writing

3™ year Pre-experiment

Experimental group: 3™

year LSD, G 03

Experimenter: Miss KADRI

Topic: Self-regulated Strategies

Email: nawal.k.09@hotmail.fr

Session TwoPlanning and Goal Setting as Pre-writing Stratef@ps

Lesson Plan

Topic: planning and goalClass
students, G 03

setting

leve :3rd year LSD Time:

8-9:30 | Date: April 9th, 2014

Lesson objectivesAt the end of the lesson, students will:
1. Understand what goal setting and planning are.

2. Be able to write purposefully and plan their essays

3. Will improve their writing.

Material: black board, handouts

Warm up: activating students’ knowledge about essay wgitisking tem:

* How they start writing their essays.

* How they generate ideas

Presentation

Practice

Evaluation

» Explicit explanation of
goal setting and plannin
+ examples.

* The teacher modelling th
strategies aloud.

e

Guided practice: students w
be asked to write an essay
home employing the taug
strategies and following th
guidelines.

[l « Students’ essays will b

at assessed by their teach

it then, she will provide

e them with  evaluative
feedback




lse; Outline

Session Two: Planning and Goal Setting
» Explanation of planning and goal setting as writingstrategies

* Aim: to help students write purposefully and plan for theniting in order to
improve their essays.
» Modelling the strategies
* Using of a mind map
» Using of a table

> Activity: write an argumentative essay employing the streseigiught and using the guideling

l. Instruction
o Choose a topic
o Set your goal
o Brainstorming: activating your knowledge and getiegaideas related to the
topic using a mind map.

4. Organisation: adding supporioieps using a table.

I. Modeling

(@)

Topic: working women
Goal: | am for working women—— Argumentative essay
Brainstorming

o O

Main idea 2

Share responsibili

Topic
working women

Main idea 4

Face difficultie:

Figure 1: “Mind Map”



0 Supporting ideas

Tablel: Planning

Topic: Working women

Goal: Women should be allowed to work.

Pros (Supporting arguments)

Cons (Opposing arguments)

Main ideal: contribute to society

Supporting ideas:
» Hard work
* Knowledge and skills

Main idea 1: time pressure

Supporting ideas:
« Job’s duties
e House work

Refutation: she can plan to manage her time
purposefully

Main idea 2: share responsibility with her
husband

Supporting ideas:
* House fees
* Respectful and understanding

Main idea 2: face difficulties

Supporting ideas:
* Health problems
e Stress/ nervousness

Refutation: even non-working women face
these problems as they spend all their time &
home.

18




APPENDIX 7: Guided Practice for the Second Session

University A Mira, Bejaia 3" year Pre-experiment

Faculty of Arts and Languages Experimental group: 3" year LSD, G 03
Department of English Experimenter: Miss KADRI
Course: Writing Topic: Self-regulated strategies

Email: nawal.K.09@hotmail.fr

Guided Practice: Pre-writing Strategies

Activity: Write anargumentative essay on a free topic following tieiting process and
the taughpre-writing strategies.
1. Choose a topic of your interest.
2. Set your goal: identify what you are going to watsout it and determine the
requirements of your essay (argumentative).
3. Brainstorm your ideas: generate and think of keyds@nd main ideas related to your

topic using the mind map presented below.

Main idea2

Topic

Main idea4

Figure 1: Mind Map



4. Organise your ideas: add supporting ideas to caeuime reader of your point of view

and refute/reject the opposing view following thble below.

Tablel: Planning

Topic:
Goal:

CONs Refutation
Main ideal: Main idea 1:

Supporting ideas:

Supporting ideas:
>
>

Main idea 2:
Supporting ideas:

Main idea 2:
Supporting ideas:
>
>

Main idea 3:
Supporting ideas:

Main idea 3:
Supporting ideas:
>
>




APPENDIX 8: The Third Session of the Pre-experiment

University A_Mira, Bejaia 3™ year Pre-experiment

Faculty of Arts and Languages Experimental group: 3" year LSD, G 03

Department of English Experimenter: Miss KADRI

Course: Writing Topic: Self-regulated strategies
Email: nawal. k.09@hotmail.fr

Session ThreeOrganisation and Elaboration

Lesson Plan

Topic: organisation andClass leve:3rd year LSD| Time: 11:20-12:50| Date: April 13th, 2014
elaboration students, G 03

Lesson objectivesAt the end of the lesson, students will:
4. Understand how essay development is important.
5. Be able to develop their ideas and write an elabdrassay.
6. Improve their writing.

Material: black board, handouts

Warm up:
» Activate students’ knowledge about the previousises(pre-writing strategies).
» Discuss how they develop their essays.

Presentation Practice Evaluation
* Explicit explanation * Guided practice: students wjll « Students’ essays will b
of the strategies be asked to write a narrative assessed by the
* The teacher modelling essay at home following the teacher; then, she wi
the strategies aloud. guided practice. provide them  with

evaluative feedback.

ir
1



lse; Outline

Session ThreeQOrganisation and Elaboration

» Explanation of the strategies

. Aim: to help students organise their texts to write coleeaivd coherent essays.
» Modelling the strategies

. Aim: to demonstrate to students how to organise anadmetbtheir essays.

» Activity: write a narrative essay following the suggested ahal employing the strategies.

Instruction : to elaborate and organise your essay, followidhewing

strategies:
1. Identify your topic.
2. Set your goal.
3. Brainstorm your ideas.
* Who: the characters
= When: date and time
= Where: place.
=  What: the focus of the story.
4. Choose the hook.
5. State your thesis statement.
6. Background of the story.
7. Develop your story in the body paragraphs as fatow
* Body paragraph 1: identify the beginning and risagions/events; use
transitional words to link them.

* Body paragraph 2: identify the climax; use traonsiéil words to link them.




* Body paragraph 3: identify the falling actions/etgenuse transitional
words to link them.
8. Concluding paragraph: what happened at the end?déave characters feel?
I. Modelling:

Example: writing a narrative essay following the storyghoesented below.

The ship hitiaaberg and started to sink

o The two fall in love Jack arrested and locked by Cal

o Jack rescued her Rose freed him and both

trying to escape Cal
0 Rose unhappy with her Arranged marriage ip broken into two

tried to commjt a suicide unk completely

Jack frozenand died

o April 15", 1912,
o Jack winning a ticket for a trip to New York Rose alive, she kept her dream
0 On the great ship “Titanic”.
o Rose on her way to marry her rich fiancé.Cal
Figure 1: The Plot of the Titanic.
Topic: Titanic

Goal: narrate the story of Jack and Rose on the bdattesinking ship.

Brainstorming: mentioned in Figure 2

Hook: How destiny changes your life?

Introductory paragraph : Justsome minutesbefore the departure of the great ship called

‘Titanic’ to New York on the 18 of April, 1912 wherethe destiny of two persons would



change.Jack an American young artist won a trip duringo&er game. He started his dream
and journey to New York on the Titaniwwhere a nice girl Rose was on her way to
Philadelphia to marry her fiancé “Cal”.

Body paragraph ' Rose was unhappy with her arranged marriage @Gatl. She decided
to end her sufferings. She threw herself from thip,gut her destiny Jack was there to rescue
her and give her life another sense. She invited to dinner,then Jack invited her to a
dancing party where she discovered anotherSitarting from that day, they shared intimate

moments together and fell in love.

Body paragraph 2 Their love was so strong. She decided to leaveand find her
happiness. Cal could not accept the harmful trlithtake revenge, he decided to arrest Jack,
and he locked himAt night, the nightmare appeared to change their destiy[Titanic hit

an iceberg and started to sink.

Body paragraph 3 Rose could not think about herself, but rather dietito rescue him.
She succeeded to free Jack, but the dangestifapresent. They had to escape from Cal. He
was following them with a gun. Unfortunately, tH@psarrived at his last minute and broken

into twothen sank completely onto the frozen water.

Concluding paragraph: Despite their dream, Jack could not resist the frozen watel
died. Rose could escape the tragedy but kept leamdin heart and decided to live as they

promised to do.



APPENDIX 9: Guided Practice for the Third Session

University A_Mira, Bejaia 4 year Pre-experiment

Faculty of Arts and Languages Experimental pup: 3™ year LSD, G 03
Department of English Experimenter: Miss KADRI
Course: Writing Topic: Self-regulated strategies

Email: nawal.k.09@hotmail.fr

Guided Practice: Organisation and Elaboration Strategies

Activity : following the plot suggested in the next pagatena narrative essay using the table
below and the taught strategies.

Introduction Hook:
Set the background of your
story (setting, characters ...) | Thesis statement:
by asking the questions: who

when, where, and what. Introductory sentences

Body paragraph 1 Topic sentence:
Beginning of the actions and Supporting idea 1
rising of events. Details:

Supporting idea2

Details
Body paragraph2 Topic sentence:
The climax Supporting idea 1:
Details:

Supporting idea2

Details
Body paragraph 3 Topic sentence:
The falling of the actions/events Supporting idea 1.:
Details

Supporting ideaZ2:
Details

Concluding paragraph
What is the end of the story? The End?




List of Transitional Words/Phrases to Use:

First, at the beginning, by night, when, earliartie (morning), meanwhile, then, after, as sogn as

soon, still, immediately, next, when, later, at ¢mel, before, afterwards, that (day), last (weeR)il,

while, one day, second, once, along the way, fmall

Encounters a rich man ‘Bryan

0 Great responsibilities: family, wanted to change her life
and have a happy life
0 A hard life with an uncarjhg, severe father
0 Promised her mothef to tak Dexidedto escapee

care of her family,
0 Her mother die

Her dream vs her promise?

» Eveline: beautiful, 20 years old
e Lived with her mother, father and brother
e In a small village

Figurel: The Plot of Eveline Story Adapted frd@l, then elaborated.



APPENDIX 10: The Fourth Session of the Pre-experinrg

University A_Mira, Bejaia

Faculty of Arts and Languages

Department of English

Course: Writing

4 year Pre-experiment

Experimenter:

Experimental gyup: 3° year LSD, G 03

Miss KADRI

Topic: Self-regulated strategies

Email: nawal.

k.09@hotmail.fr

Session Four: Self-Evaluation

Lesson plan

Topic: Self-evaluation

Class leve :3rd year LSD
students, G 03

Time: 8-9:30

Date: April 23rd, 2014

Lesson objectivesat the end of the lesson, students will:
7. Understand the importance of self-evaluation.
8. Know how to revise and edit their texts.

Material: black board, handouts

Warm up: activating students’ knowledge about self-evatrastrategies. Asking them:

* What they do when writing an essay.
* How they check their texts’ structure and meaning.

Practice

Evaluation

Presentation
 Introducing self-| o
evaluation.
* Evaluating the Titanic
narrative essay
(modeling).

Guided practice: students w
be asked to use the checkli
they are provided with t
evaluate the narrative essay th
wrote.

lle Students’ essays will be
sts assessed by their teacher;
»  then, she will provide them

ey with evaluative feedback.




lse; Outline

Session Four: Introduction to self-evaluation
» Explanation of Self-evaluation
« Aim: to help students recognise the importance of evalgatimeir
compositions and check both structure and meaning.
» Evaluating the narrative essay ‘Titanic’
* Aim: to demonstrate to students how to evaluate theis &nd help them t
do so when writing an essay.
» Activity: students evaluate their narrative essays usinguiaed practice.

(@)

l. Instruction

Students can evaluate their texts using checklistiting checklists help to check the
text’s structure, whereas revising checklists likgm focus on meaning and ogranisation of
ideas.

I. Modelling:

Using the checklists presented below we evaluaestbry of the Titanic together in the

classroom to show students how to check both streetnd meaning.
The first draft is:
How destiny changes your life?

Beforethe departure of the great ship called ‘TitanicNlew York on the 18 of April,
1912 where the destiny of two persons would chadgek an American young artist won a
trip during a poker game. He started his dreamjamchey to New York on the Titanic where

a nice girl Rose was on her way to Philadelphia&ory her fiancé ‘Cal’.

Rose was unhappy with her arranged marriage with She decided to end her
sufferings. She threw herself from the ship, but destiny Jack was there to rescue her and
give her life another sense. She invited him tomdinthen Jack invited her to a dancing party
where she discovered another life. Starting fromt tthay, they shared intimate moments

together and fell in love.



Their love was so strong. She decided to leavamdlfind her happiness. Cal could not
accept the harmful truth. To take revenge, he @ectd arrest Jack, and he locked him. At
night, the nightmare appeared to change theirmegtie Titanic hit an iceberg and started to

sink.

Rose could not think about herself, but rather distito rescue him. She succeeded to
free Jack, but the danger was still present. Tre/tb escape from Cal. He was following
them with a gun. Unfortunately, the ship arrivechist last minute and broken into two then
sank completely onto the frozen water.

Despite their dream, Jack could not resist theefnowater and died. Rose could escape
the tragedy but kept her dream in heart and decmléde as they promised to do.

The final text is as follows:
‘Titanic’
How destiny changes your life

Justsome minutesbefore the departure of the great ship called ‘TitanicNew York on
the 18" of April, 1912 where the destiny of two personsuidochange Jack an American
young artist won a trip during a poker game. Hetathhis dream and journey to New York
on the Titanic where a nice girl Rose was on hey teaPhiladelphia to marry her rich fiancé
‘Cal’.

Rose was unhappy with her arranged marriage with a@a decided to end her
sufferings. Sheried to throw herself from the ship, but her destingklaas there to rescue
her and give her life another sen8s.a thanks she invited him to dinnethen, Jack invited
her later to a dancing party where she discovered anotfeer Sitarting from that day, they
shared intimate moments together and fell in love.

Their love was so strorthat she decided to leave cal and find her happin&ssight,
the nightmare appeared to change their destiny; th&itanic hit an iceberg and started to
sink. All the passengers were trying to save theiives. However, it was not surprising
that cal could not accept the truth and decided t@rrest Jack. Unfortunately, Jack was

locked.



Meanwhile, Rose could not think about herself, but rathesidkl to rescue him. She
succeeded to free Jadkowever, the danger wastill present. They had to escape from Cal
who was following them with a gun. Unfortunately, thleip arrived aits last minute and

broken into two then sank completely onto the froeeter.

At the end by trying to save Roselack could not resist thHeozen waterDespite their
dreams, he could not surviveRoseg on the contrary, could escape the tragedyut kept her

dream in heart and decided to live as they promiseib.



APPENDIX 11: Guided Practice for the Fourth Session

University A_Mira, Bejaia
Faculty of Arts and Languages
Department of English

Course: Writing

4 year Pre-experiment

Experimental gyup: 3° year LSD, G 03

Experimenter: Miss KADRI
Topic: Self-regulated strategies

Email;: nawal.k.09@hotmail.fr

Guided Practice: Transitional words and phrases [4]5]

Ve N
/Addition \

And, in addition, moreover, besides,
further, furthermore, as well as, then,
also, too, again, additionally.

/
Consequence/result

Consequently, as a result, thus, therefo
for this reason, so, hence,

\ J
/. )

Conflict/contrast

Unlike, on the other hand, whereas,
however, but, yet, in contrast, instead,
otherwise, nevertheless, nonetheless

\L Y
7 N\
/Examples/illustration \

For example, for instance, namely, such
as, including, to illustrate, like,
specifically, in particular.

\ J
7 )

Cause
Because, as, since, for, due to, for the
reason that, being that,

L j

\.

: )

Comparison

Likewise, similarly, like, similar to,
also, comparable, in the same way,

\. Y,

7 N\

Emphasis

Indeed, in fact, especially, particularly,
more importantly.

\_ /

/o )

First, second, third, next, later on, then,
after that, during, until.

hronology

L J




7

Condition

N

Provided that, unless, if, in case, only if.

\ J

o )

urpose

For this purpose, so that, to do this, for
that reason

L j
fTime \

Then, now, soon, afterward, later,
shortly, earlier, today, first, third,
recently, second, before, after, next,
meanwhile, at that time.

7

Location

Above, behind, below, next to, on top o
under.

\ Y

.

4 )

Explanation

That is, in other words, to clarify, to
put it differently, in essence.

\L J
7 N\
*® N
Finally, in short, lastly, in summary, to

sum up, all in all, in conclusion, after
all, to conclude.

L J

onclusion




Punctuation Marks [5] [6] [10]

-

Punctuation | Used to ...................

Mark

Period Signal the end of a sentence. E.g. | am happy
With abreviations, E.g?.M. (Post Meridiem).
With titles. E.g.Dr., Mr.

Comma Separate words, phrases or clauses. E.g. ikeligent, motivated,
knowledgeable, ...
Used for greetings in letters. EHello, Dear,
Separate names in adresses and places. E.g. sheomam Bejaia,
Algeria.
Set off introductory words and phrases. Hu. public settings,
people are not allowed to smoke.
Between independent clauses joined by a coordmatonjunction.
E.g. we worked hard for the exasowe deserve a rest.
Set off nonessential phrases or clauses. E.g. Thel ghink, had a
funny laugh.
Mark off the name of a person in direct speech. Eegjs gq Lyn.

Semicolon Join independent clauses in a compound sentenoe ¢bordinating
conjunction is used. E.g. He is a good studkatwill succeed.
Before conjunctive adverbs (however, therefore E.§. his approac
is ; therefore, similar to ours in many respects.
Help avoiding confusion in lists where there aready commas.
E.g. We traveled to Londoingland Paris France and Berlin,
Germany.

Colons

To introduce words, phrases or a list. E.g. Bralyas only one thing
in his mind girls.




Revision Checklist [5] [8] [9]

Element

Checking

yes

No

Introduction

Does my story havetile ?

Is it clearwhat my essay is about (T.S)?

Does my story have aattractive and engaging
hook?

Does my introduction provide sufficient
background information about the story?

Are the who, when, where and what questi
addresse@

ons

Development

Do my body paragraphs follow tipdot of the story?

Is the storyclear andwell develope(?

Do my body paragraphs hawmough supporting
ideag?

Do the supporting ideas includdequate detail?

Conclusion = Does my essay have and?
= |Is the conclusionmvell developed'
= |s the endvell expresse?
Overall

Organisation

Does my essay havwe paragraphs?




Editing Checklist [5] [7]

Element

Checking

yes

No

Grammar

Is eachsentenc: clear andcomplete?

Does eaclverb agree with its subject?

Are all verb forms correct andconsisten?

Do pronouns refer clearly to thappropriate nouns?

Have | usectlear transitions to tie my points
together and guide my reader from one point to
another?

Have | varied mysentencs’ structure (simple,
compound ..)?

Vocabulary

Is eachword in the essagppropriate andeffective?

Have | usegrecise word<?

Spelling

Is each wordspelledcorrectly?

Punctuation

Are capital letters used where they are needed?

Does each sentence end withagupropriate
punctuation mark?

Is thepunctuation correct?

Overall

Organisation

Is my essagoherentandcohesiv®




APPENDIX 12: The Fifth Session of the pre-experimen

University A_Mira, Bejaia
Faculty of Arts and Languages
Department of English

Course: Writing

3" year Pre-experiment
Experimental group: 3™ year LSD, G 03
Experimenter: Miss KADRI

Topic: Self-regulated strategies

Email: nawal.k.09@hotmail.fr

Session FiveTime Management Strategies

Lesson plan

Topic: time managemen

tClass leve:3rd year LSD| Time:11:20-12:50 | Date: April 27th,

students, G 03

2014

Lesson objectivesAt the
9. Understand the i

end of the lesson, students will:
mportance of time management.

10.Be able to structure their time and essay accolyling

11. Will develop and

improve their writing.

Material: black board, handouts, Stopwatch

Warm up: activating students’ knowledge about time managdrtechniques and strategies.

» Asking them how much time they devote for eachingistage.

Presentation

Practice

Evaluation

 Explain to students ¢ Guided practice: in the classroo

how to structure their students will be asked to write
time using the comparative or contrast ess
stopwatch. following the guided practice an

using their stopwatches.

m, ¢

d

Students’ essays will b
assessed by their teach
then, she will provide
evaluative

them  with
feedback.




APPENDIX 13: Guided Practice for the Fifth Session

University A_Mira, Bejaia 3rd year Pre-experiment

Faculty of Arts and Languages Experimental group: 3" year LSD, G 03
Department of English Experimenter: Miss KADRI
Course: Writing Topic: Self-regulated strategies

Email: nawal.k.09@hotmail.fr

Guided Practice: Time Management

1. Pre-writing: Time to Think

N
o | select a topic.
o | decide on the goal of my writing.
o | Brainstorm ideas about my topic using a table. > 20 minutes
o | Write all the supporting ideas and key words tedao
my topic.
J

2. Drafting: Time to Write

o | putthe ideas | gathered into meaningful senteniteen paragraphs
o | use connectors to link my ideas. minutes
o | focus on the meaning of my essay.

3. Revising: Time to Make It Better —

o | read and reread my draft.
0 | use the revision checklist to check my essay's > Each0 minutes
meaning and overall organisation.

4. Editing: Time to Correct It ™

o | read and reread my dratft.
0 | use the editing checklist to check my essay’? Eacli0 minutes
structure.

5. Sharing: Time to Submit It —

o0 Atthe end 60 minutes), | give my final paper to my peer or mgdeer.



APPENDIX 14: The Post-Questionnaire

University A Mira, Bejaia
Faculty of Arts and Languages
Department of English
dyear LSD, G3
Post-Questionnaire
Dear students,
After conducting our experiment, we woulcdelitou to answer this post questionnaire.

Thank you in advance.

Procrastination (delaying, avoiding)

Please, answer how often you experience the fallgwtatements.

A. Time management

Statements always | frequently | sometimes| rarely] never

1. Ido not start writing my essay when |
should.

2. lwaste much time trying to understand what
to do.

3. Ido not devot¢ thenecessary tim for
writing my essay.

4. When | have to write an essago not
think/reflect a lot about the topic.

5. Instead of writing, | find myself thinking
aboutother things.

6. 1 do not take time to revise or check my
essay.

7. 1do not finish my essayn time.




B. Affect

Statements always | frequently | sometimes| rarely| never
8. When | feehnxious, | do not finish my
essay.
9. l avoid writing my essay if | anmot sure
of my knowledge and capacities.
10. When | getistracted, | put off(do not
continue) writing my essay.
11. When ldo not write my essay, | find
excuses
12. When lget blockec in writing an essay, |
stop writing.
13. When | meedifficulties (in language or
thinking) in writing an essay,fail to
complete it.
C. Metacognition/ Cognition
Statements always | frequently | sometimes| rarely| never

14. 1do not follow aplan when writing.

15. Ineglec someaspect: of writing
(grammar, coherence, cohesion ...) when
writing an essay.

16. 1do not bother myselfthinking a lot
when writing an essay.

17. When | have to write an essagjart
writing on the topidirectly without
reflecting.

18. 1do not evaluate my text when writing
an essay.

19. Ido not organis¢ my essay writing.

Thank you for your collaboration.



APPENDIX 15: Observation Grid

Observation Grid

SESSION & v TiMe oo, Date :.......c.cvnnenn.
ClasS i vivviieiiiiiie e, N° of Students:............ccceuuee. Attendance :...............
Observer : ..oocoovviii

For each item, the observer writes dowrotheervation (yes/no, or the answer to the
guestion the item elicits). Then, the observer se¢edlescribe students’ behaviour and
reactions and record any unexpected events.

Part One: Classroom Observation

Item Observation Description and Comments

Reactior: do students show interest to
the content taught?

Interaction
+ Is there a reciprocal interaction
between instructor/learners
* The number of learners involved
in the interaction.

Participation: The number of
intervening learners in the session
» Asking questions
* Answering questions

Students’ behaviour
» Listen to the instructor
» Talk with classmates
» Take notes

Lessonobjectives:
Have | reached my objectives?

Part two: Students’ Feedback

ltem Observation Additional Comments

Teacher talk * Comprehensible

® Incomprehensible

Content * Well-understood
* Not understood




APPENDIX 16: The First Sample of Students’ Essays
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APPENDIX 17: The Second Sample of Students’ Essays
i}q_)i.-f. "\J‘i VN Lf‘.-f‘-.":.x(‘a,k.,[

- ] héigwm{.e mmcii l-:%:h\wa
Eﬁft:ﬁmtdn{_g}; 2SR 2K aawe -rvnt’_i_m e
M&‘t‘:ca.»wuub @'{ﬂiﬂ :;hmmm:l m \Qf“fcj' W& 1!1
M%mﬂﬁ. Poccde W qﬁ:«eh WAt e m:l}‘itzhfktx'
miyem-ahc.e_cﬁ ks, | ﬂtsvmi:im Mﬂ‘tﬁl&i‘fﬁ
TSN, e 2opRa N @pe ALK Ve
\.»—u::a..j»_-,. ax F'&- (&tﬂvﬁ ww"a'.e-. 1:-:"13'& "'E;i':::-.t:_ e é[n«Ji
a\aoujr& e t::glme‘-\-jﬁ: &M»ﬂ)k ‘_\_.

: ] W', W o eq{ﬁv“&n:g_cj e bhax e
m\ﬂ-—"f"v!.c:f:l %ﬁ%mﬁxw %nme 1|I|'1-,-'|-l--v MLQH
'uhea Lo QEQEVL:::Wv.LLW %;LL

‘hl‘"“?:_ - Hue %fw%vxﬁ Y A madiva i}‘E’
-'\: -ﬂ-'i-rh-ﬁur‘\'ﬂ-"— -"-'r""ﬁ-ck:‘ = "ﬁ'\. \ﬁi J"‘1:1_'5::-._'-‘..

: gﬂﬂéﬁh‘cﬁ;%ﬁi;‘ﬁ e tﬁmﬁ;&%ﬂﬁu‘u

e e en B | M"lﬂﬁ& "'ncah FE‘:;"!DM:, Cafe vy

r?t}fwv\\ B_ "N T xt e ane £y 'E'-..u::_ ll':.h't"d‘
i a;n}%a@ %j\am‘fh M{?{uﬁa



K

omdbenaden ot boned M el
Nawaed fvive, A e e R poed eliiion
iR el of W e pBNos
o Sudiing @ Rs apaclites X ploind.
o e supesed Vg seeW e geod feadors

i
§
i
I



APPENDIX 18: The Third Sample of Students’ Essays
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APPENDIX 19: The Fourth Sample of Students’ Essays
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