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were not considered pre-emptive agents for their learning; they were rather crippled with 

impersonal forces. As a result, other concerns have already been raised (Zimmerman, 1989, 

2008). Of these concerns, the theory of SRL, which Zimmerman (1989) started to promote, 

emerged in response to those miscarriages (see 2.3 for further information). 

According to this theory, students can proactively select and structure the learning 

environment and the amount as well as form of instruction they need through cognitive, meta-

cognitive, and motivational strategies (Zimmerman, 1989). This is because SRL is an active 

cyclical process by which learners set and plan learning goals, monitor, control, and regulate 

their cognitive, behavioral, and affective or motivational processes towards the attainment of 

their goals (Pintrich, 2000; Zimmerman, 1990; Zimmerman et al., 1996). Students who have 

good self-regulated skills focus on how they initiate, change, and sustain specific learning 

practices in both social and solitary contexts (Zimmerman, 2002). In sum, this paradigm 

emphasizes the idea that students are not stagnant objects fixed at a certain juncture to be 

manipulated by others; rather, they are responsible for their learning.  

SRL is often used interchangeably with self-regulation (Schunk, 2000, 2005); however, 

distinctions are made between the two (Schunk, 2008). Regarding these constructs, Mezei (2008) 

claimed no differences in defining them. Pintrich (2004) and Zimmerman (1990) confined SRL 

to academic learning, indicating that SR is broader while Zeidner et al. (2000) profess that SR 

sweeps to higher-order constructs and SRL to the narrower one. On the other hand, Dinsmore et 

al. (2008) insisted that SRL was born, due to the growing attention given to SR. Given the fact 

that the two constructs are overlapping, the present study adopts the two constructs 

synonymously because the commonalities among such concepts appear to be greater than their 

exclusivity (Zeidner et al., 2000).    
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A plethora of research has indicated that the existence of SRL is realized through 

strategies (Goetz et al., 2013; Mahmoodi et al., 2014; Paris & Paris, 2001; Sirazieva et al., 2017; 

Su et al., 2018; Tomak, 2017; Weinstein et al., 2000; Yu, 2015; Zimmerman, 1986, 1989, 1990; 

Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997; Zumbrunn et al., 2011).  Self-regulatory strategies have been 

sometimes used interchangeably with processes/sub-processes (e.g., Bembenutty et al., 2015; 

Harris et al., 2011; Zimmerman, 1986, 1990), skills (e.g., Gunes, 2023), behaviors (e.g., 

Kabtamu, 2017), methods, actions, techniques (Zimmerman, 2015), as well as components, and 

activities. According to Zimmerman and Risemberg (1997), these strategies can be generally 

defined as self-initiated methods or techniques that students use to self-control, self-manage, and 

self-regulate their own cognitive, meta-cognitive, motivational processes as well as 

environmental, behavioral, and personal factors during learning or writing.  

Researchers have identified various types of SRL strategies that have been used to 

improve the writing performance of skilled, developing, and struggling writers (Harris et al., 

2011; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986; Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997). Some of the 

strategies include self-evaluation, organization, goal setting and planning, information seeking, 

record keeping, self-monitoring, environmental structuring, seeking social assistance, and others. 

These strategies can be categorized into cognitive, meta-cognitive, social-behavioral, and 

motivational strategies (Yang et al., 2022) (for more information, see 2.9). 

The instruction of these strategies highly benefits EFL/ESL learners in promoting their 

overall learning, particularly in EFL writing (Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997). One of the 

benefits is that it allows learners to minimize writing challenges and increase their academic 

performance (Dembo & Eaton, 2000; Greene, 2018). The strategies also enable learners to 

engage in more independent learning efficiently (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2004; Dembo & Eaton, 
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According to Zimmerman (1989, 1990), because theorists greatly differ on the 

motivational dimension of SRL, operant theorists argue that all SRL responses are ultimately 

under the control of external rewards while phenomenologists view students who are motivated 

primarily by a global sense of self-esteem or self-concept.  Cognitivists and constructivists also 

define SRL on the basis of covert and overt processes respectively (see 2.7 for further details).   

However, most definitions stem from common grounds or aspects since students are 

actively engaged in cognitive, meta-cognitive, motivational, and behavioral processes. 

Cognitively, learners understand and remember information; meta-cognitively, students plan, set 

goals, organize, self-monitor, and self-evaluate their attainment; motivationally, self-regulated 

learners are projected to boost their efficacy, attributions, and intrinsic values; and behaviorally, 

they elevate learning by creating conducive situations through selecting and structuring the 

environment, and seeking help (Zimmerman, 1986, 1989,1990; Zimmerman & Risemberg, 

1997). In other words, it is suggested that self-regulated learners are active and constructive 

initiators across each theory (Boekaerts & Corno, 2005). 

The distinction between SR, SRL, and meta-cognition has been contentious. The 

literature shows inconsistent and overlapping conceptions among them. They are often used 

interchangeably and sometimes differently. For example, it is explained that SR and SRL have 

no clear-cut definitions across studies, and they are often used interchangeably (Mezei, 2008; 

Muijs & Bokhove, 2020; Schunk, 2000, 2005), and sometimes SRL is differently used from SR 

(Schunk, 2008). Regarding these constructs, Greene (2018), Pintrich (2004), and Zimmerman 

(1990, 2000) confined SRL to academic while SR to non-academic contexts. According to 

Vancouver (2000) and Zeidner et al. (2000), SRL has been defined more narrowly. This idea is 

echoed by Zeidner et al. (2000) in that SR refers to higher-order constructs while SRL refers to 
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attitudinal (anxiety and excitement) (Pintrich, 2000; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2011). In the 

context of Ethiopia, it is possible to overcome personal factors related to students and teachers 

through the provision of constant and explicit strategy training. 

The second enabling factors that influence the process of SRL are pedagogical and 

instructional factors. Separately, if the pedagogy gives opportunities to exercise active learning, 

such as task-based instruction and process approach to writing, it may not be challenging for 

learners to be engaged in SRL, and vice versa. Therefore, the method that is adopted in a certain 

syllabus determines the extent of utilizing SRL/strategies, as student-centered and teacher-

centered approaches are different in their emphasis (Oates, 2019). Related to teaching pedagogy, 

the instructional processes, such as explicit and constant provision of scaffolding, models, 

prompts, and feedback, encourage the utilization of SRL (Oates, 2019; Sun & Rueda, 2004). If 

this is not the case, however, there would not be a room to integrate SRL. 

Large class size is also another instructional component that determines the application of 

SRL. While small class size increases the qualities of feedback (Mahboob, 2017), large class size 

may hinder learners to receive explicit and constant feedback as well as scaffolding. As for the 

Ethiopian context, the teaching pedagogy, which is student-centered, as in the process approach 

to writing, allows teachers and learners to use SRL in their class. Moreover, though many classes 

are large, there is a high possibility to use this approach at English language majoring students, 

as they are typically small in size. Therefore, such classes encourage the application of 

SRL/strategies.     

Institutional and curricular issues are also crucial factors that can influence SRL. 

Institutional factors, such as feedback culture and resource availability (Bailey & Garner, 2010), 

may hinder teachers and students to exercise SRL. In addition, the type of curriculum and 
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self-image or self-concept will result in ample opportunities to learn, but negative self-image 

hinders learning. In other words, with good self-image, motivation and confidence will be 

elevated, and anxiety will be lessened, and vice versa for negative images (Almazloum, 2018; 

Diddee, 2020; Zimmerman, 1989). 

Of course, as Zimmerman (1989) clearly explicated, most people are naturally self-aware 

or omnipresent and do not have to be taught this; however, the way they react to a certain issue 

affects their personal perceptions. Whether it is global self-concept (believing that they are 

generally self-regulated learners), or domain-specific self-concept (perception of a specific area 

like reading), one can possess promising results if they accept things positively. Self-evaluation, 

planning, goal-setting, and monitoring are among the SR strategies that would influence self-

perceptions (self-esteem, self-concept, and self-identity). In short, SR is highly affected by self-

concept rather than by external or environmental contributing factors, and the perceptions 

students have of themselves affect their learning so that they need to develop good sense of self-

concept.  

2.7.3. Cognitive Viewpoint of SRL 

In this theory, meaning has a key role in learning. The cognitive viewpoint, which is also 

called Information Processing (IP), places little emphasis on the role of motivation in self-

regulating learning, giving more attention to the knowledge state of the individual or the 

strategies used for reasoning (Diddee, 2020). Searching, monitoring, assembling, rehearsing, and 

translating are recommended strategies in learning to self-regulate (Winne, 2001, cited in 

Almazloum, 2018). Environmental and social contexts can greatly influence self-regulation 

(Diddee, 2020).  
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provides a framework or strategy to help teachers improve SR among students. Fourth, it uses 

feedback loops to foster the interaction. Fifth, compared with others, it is the most 

comprehensive model (Diddee, 2020; Zimmerman, 1989). This model involves three 

interconnected phases: forethought/planning, performance/doing, and self-reflection (Panadero, 

2017; Zimmerman, 2000, Zimmerman, 2002). The next section presents each phase.   

2.8.1.1. The Forethought Phase 

This phase refers to processes and beliefs that occur before efforts to learn, and it is a 

stage where thinking about upcoming academic tasks, activities, or assignments and planning 

how to deal with them is involved (Wigfield et al., 2011; Zimmerman, 2000). It is a stage where 

analysis of tasks, setting goals, and planning how to reach them is (Zimmerman, 2002). Two 

major processes are involved in this stage: analysis of task and self-motivation. Goal setting and 

strategic planning are among task analysis techniques. Self-motivation beliefs include self-

efficacy, outcome expectations, intrinsic interest/value, and learning goal orientation. According 

to Sirazieva et al. (2017), it is a stage requiring when, where, how, and what is going to be 

written in the performance stage. 

2.8.1.2. The Performance Phase 

It refers to processes that occur during behavioral implementation, and it involves two 

major classes, which do have their sub-classes. Self-control is one of the classes, which involves 

strategies, such as imagery, self-instruction, and attention focusing. The second class is self-

observation, which refers to self-recording of personal events, such as asking students to record 

their time, and self-experimentation, such as checking the asset of scaffolding by others. Self-

monitoring looks confusing; however, it is a covert form of self-observation, which shows how 

specific goal is checked whether it is performed or not, and how it is demonstrated and 
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explained. Counting the frequency of failing to capitalize words, while writing an essay, is an 

example of this process (Wigfield et al., 2011; Zimmerman, 2002). Sirazieva et al. (2017) noted 

that learners in this phase can try to find answers to the questions, whether they accomplished the 

intended tasks, whether they finish on time, whether they can be encouraged to keep going, and 

whether they need help.   

2.8.1.3. The Self-Reflection Phase 

It is a stage where students check whether they accomplished their goals. In this stage, 

assessment of performance, causal attributions, and self-reactions are processed (Panadero, 2017; 

Zimmerman, 2000, 2002). According to Zimmerman (2002), self-judgment and self-reaction are 

its classes. Self-judgment is assessing the effectiveness of a certain strategy. This class involves 

skills, such as self-evaluation, which is the comparison of observed performance with perceived 

performance. Causal attribution is the second form of self-judgment. It is a belief about the cause 

of one's errors or successes. Feelings of self-satisfaction and positive affect regarding one's 

performance and adaptive and defensive responses are forms of the second-class, self-reaction. 

Defensive reaction is learning by avoiding something important. For example, if a person is not 

getting prepared for a test, he/she may become absent. Adaptive reactions or inferences methods 

by which new strategies are adapted and modified based on the feedback given earlier to 

improve the next performance. If the strategy is effective, it keeps going; if it is ineffective, it is 

discarded.  

According to Sirazieva et al. (2017), questions, such as whether the students performed as 

intend, whether they are helped by others, whether they gave enough time for their tasks, 

whether they employed appropriate strategies, whether they modified strategies, whether they set 
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rewards and consequences for themselves, whether they followed their plans, and whether they 

are satisfied are asked in this stage.  

In summary, this view of SRL is cyclically recursive in that self-reflections from prior 

efforts to learn, affect subsequent forethought processes (e.g., self-dissatisfaction will lead to 

lower levels of self-efficacy and diminished effort during subsequent learning), and forethought 

phase affects the following performance processes, and so on (Zimmerman, 2002). Whenever 

students use high-quality SRL processes, their motivation to continue additional cycles of 

learning is enhanced, and the cyclical process continues until their goals are achieved 

(Zimmerman, 2002, 2008). So far, Zimmerman and Moylan (2009) revised the SRL model as 

follows: 
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would employ cognitive strategies, such as outlining and list making. The next section discusses 

why and how these strategies are implemented.   

2.9.5. Implementation of SRL Strategies   

Self-regulatory strategies play an integral role in developing study skills (Zimmerman et 

al., 1996). To demystify the way SRL strategies are implemented, Zimmerman et al. (1996) 

provided the following explanation:  

Despite their potential power, strategies are not a panacea for learning difficulties 

because their effectiveness depends on various personal and contextual factors. Many 

students who have knowledge of a learning strategy will not continue to use it unless 

their knowledge leads to appropriate goal setting, accurate strategic process and 

outcome self-monitoring, and greater self-efficacy. To acquire mastery of optimal 

studying techniques, students need to make multiple efforts to reveal the strategic 

components that are responsible for success as well as those in need of further 

improvement. No single strategy will work for all students, and few strategies can be 

implemented fully during the first effort. A strategy becomes powerful when its 

implementation is self-monitored and its outcomes are self-evaluated favorably. (p. 10)  

This shows that because SRL is multifaceted and context-specific in its nature, the 

strategies need to be employed systematically and strategically along with the specified contexts.   

In this connection, there are some big concerns about employing SRL strategies in 

different contexts. The first concern is the integration (selection, sequencing, and application) of 

multiple strategies in a specific context. The integration of meaningful multiple strategies from 

each phase to execute a specific task is not an easy assignment, and it remains challenging 

because there are no common frameworks to apply the strategies in different contexts because 
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Pajares, 2006; Almutlaq & Etherington, 2018; Yulianawati, 2016), social persuasion was found 

to be uniquely effective in a study by Phan and Locke (2015). 

In sum, each method should properly be handled, and one should be careful in 

interpreting these sources of efficacy, as each alone does not determine self-efficacy beliefs, so 

all sources should be operatively connected (Britner & Pajares, 2006). The result of 

overestimation, for example, might be paradoxical with reality (Flammer, 2001). Connected with 

SRL, self-efficacy sources are supposed to be enhanced through SRL strategies training. The 

connection between writing self-efficacy and SRL/strategies is explained below.  

2.11.2. The Interplay between SRL and Writing Self-Efficacy 

As mentioned in the background, the interplay between the two constructs, i.e. SRL and 

writing self-efficacy is bidirectional (Mitchell et al., 2019; Schunk, 1989; Teng, 2020; 

Zimmerman, 1990). On the one hand, self-efficacy beliefs influence SRL (Kim et al., 2015; Lee 

et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2021; Wang & Pape, 2005; Yusuf, 2011). On the other hand, self-efficacy 

is professed to be a subcomponent of SR (Graham & Harris, 1997; Wang et al., 2013; 

Zimmerman, 2000, 2002). Unlike Zimmerman (2000), Endler and Kocovski (2000) view self-

efficacy as not a direct facet of the SR process although they do not deny the fact that it is an 

important factor. However, since the intention of this study is not to show the effects of writing 

self-efficacy on SRL strategies, the findings of studies which investigated the effects of writing 

self-efficacy on SRL strategies are not included in the review of the empirical studies presented 

below.   

2.11.3. Empirical Studies on SRL and Self-Efficacy 

As far as my reading is concerned, no more research examined the effect of SRL 

strategies on writing self-efficacy. Almutlaq and Etherington (2018) asserted that little is evident 
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influence one of the dependent variables, writing skills (McGettigan, 2008; Sun, 2021; Teng & 

Wang, 2021; Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997). Moreover, it was indirectly observed that critical 

thinking and writing self-efficacy are reciprocally related (Dehghani et al., 2011). These and 

other possible interactions, which are not the interest of the present study, are conceptualized in 

Figure 2.2 below (the solid arrows show interactions among the study variables).   

Figure 2.2  

Conceptual Framework of the Study 

 

 

                       

 

  

 

 

 

 

Note. SE= Self-Efficacy; CT= Critical Thinking; WP= Writing Performance; SRLSs= Self-

Regulated Learning Strategies 

 

SE CT 

WP 

SRLSs 









 85  
 

The third reason for employing time series design is its suitability. As stated, time series 

design is more appropriate to a small number of participants (Creswell, 2012; Fok et al., 2015; 

Mellow et al., 1996), as for the participants in the present study. As a central feature of quasi-

experimental research, a single group can serve as an intact group in a real academic setting 

(Creswell, 2012), and this was the fourth reason. The fifth reason is related to the significance of 

multiple observations. In time series design, the number of observations is more important than 

the number of participants (Fok et al., 2015), and the single group in this study was measured 

multiple times. In general, since the very nature of this study entailed a hands-on intervention, 

time-series design was employed.  

3.5. Setting and Participants of the Study  

This study was carried out at Bahir Dar University. The university was selected for some 

reasons. First, as SRL entails experience and maturity, the students at higher education level are 

considered more responsible in their learning than other grade level students (Kabtamu, 2017). 

From a social cognitive perspective, SRL requires self-initiated practices, taking teachers as 

intermediary actors; therefore, these students may be more appropriate. Second, the university 

had relatively larger sample size compared to other universities around. Third, students at Bahir 

Dar University were in a serious writing problem, and further research was needed. Fourth, as 

stated in the scope, Bahir Dar University was the most suitable institution because it was closer 

to contact and convenient for the researcher to seek information, as the researcher has attended 

his PhD program there.  

Specifically, third-year English major undergraduate regular students were targeted for 

this study. These students were targeted because most of the EFL writing courses, especially 

advanced writing level courses, are offered to English major students, and more importantly, 
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researcher) to meet the demands of each writing task. In this stage, the participants asked 

questions, such as what strategies should I use to write better? What strengths can I bring to the 

task? How can I compensate for my weaknesses in writing? What might interfere in my writing, 

and how can I prevent this interference? 

Third, during the performance phase, students were guided to monitor their essay writing 

through self-monitoring prompts. These included am I sure I know what I am doing? Does my 

approach to the writing task make sense? Am I making good progress toward my writing goal? 

How focused am I? How well are my strategies working? What changes in approach or strategies 

should I make, if any? How does what I am learning relate to what I already know? How does it 

relate to my writing experience or my future? How is my thinking on the topic changing?  

Fourth, after monitoring, the students were encouraged to self-evaluate and reflect on 

their performance in writing argumentative essays. This was performed in the self-reflection 

phase. During self-evaluation, students were requested to revise their work by adding, deleting, 

substituting, or rearranging ideas. This evaluation process was made based on self-evaluation 

protocols. Such protocols included how well did I achieve my writing goal? What can I recall 

and what do I need to review? What were the most important points I improved? What am I still 

having trouble understanding? What questions do I have to ask my instructor? How has my 

thinking on the topic changed? Which approaches and strategies worked well for my writing? 

Which did not? 

Fifth, after the participants had evaluated and reflected on their skills/performance, they 

were encouraged to inquire teacher-researcher-led or peer-led written or oral feedback on their 

argumentative essays. The feedback along with their reflection, then, led them to adaptive 

inference, which is one of the self-reflection strategies utilized to strengthen or preserve the 
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given to enable the participants to keep at least two diary entries based on the guideline they 

were provided with. From these diary entries, six diary entries were collected from three 

participants. As for the pre-intervention phase, two argumentative essay tests and a writing self-

efficacy questionnaire were administered after the intervention.  

3.12.4. Challenges and Lessons Learnt   

Time constraint was one of the challenges identified. Due to this, the participants were 

not requested to compose further argumentative essay tests and diary entries. However, taking 

two writing tests before, and two tests after the intervention as well as two diary entries during 

the intervention were deemed to be appropriate.  

Though the piloting process encountered some challenges, an effort was made to increase 

its effectiveness. This is because a pilot study is a direct reflection of a certain main study, as the 

effectiveness of the instrumentation for the main study largely depends on it. If the pilot study 

results in the improvement of the data collection instruments, the results of the main study would 

be credible. In this regard, the insights which were gained from the pilot study were helpful for 

the main study.  

First, the use of expert feedback and results of the pilot test together contributed to the 

main study in a way that the data collection instruments, instructional material, intervention, and 

data analysis methods were reviewed. In the reviewing process of data collection tools, some 

items were added, deleted, substituted, and re-arranged accordingly. For example, to make the 

writing posttests equivalent to the pre-tests, a careful consideration was made. The intervention 

material was also slightly modified to agree with the purpose of the main study. Besides, the data 

analysis methods were explicitly practiced and explored.  
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Together with him, the students were asked for their consent, and then, they accepted the 

initiative so that they have signed for it. Since the students showed interest in participating in the 

study, they were informed about the purpose and procedures of the study. In addition, they were 

told that their names were anonymously held; their privacy and dignity were respected; their 

personality could not be abused; their secrets were concealed. The students were also aware that 

the instruction was aiming to boost their writing ability. Indeed, the students reached on 

consensus to collaboratively work with the researcher to achieve the desired objective of the 

study.  

More importantly, the intervention was implemented as it was intended. In doing so, first, 

the five strategies were systematically incorporated in the teaching of argumentative essays so 

that the participants were made to perform writing activities aligned with those strategies (see 

Appendix F for more details). Second, the participants pointed out in their diaries that the 

instruction in SRL strategies was encouraging, and most of them reported as they were 

encouraged. Third, five of the participants were interviewed to understand whether instruction in 

SRL strategies was effective in the teaching of argumentative essays; as a result, they reported 

that the intervention process was motivating. Fourth, an attendance was taken in each class, and 

sample photos were taken, too. Fifth, as a single group quasi-experimental research, optimal 

effort was made to treat the participants as equally as possible. Given these evidences, it was 

possible to say that the findings were obtained due to the implementation of SRL strategies.        
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Table 4.6 Estimated Marginal Means of Each Dependent Variable (i.e., Writing Performance 

and Critical Thinking) at Each Level of Time 

Measure Time Mean Std. Error 
;95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 
WP 1 38.964 1.565 35.476 42.451 

2 39.291 1.184 36.654 41.928 
3 39.609 1.316 36.677 42.541 
4 51.945 2.002 47.485 56.406 
5 52.927 1.847 48.812 57.043 
6 54.873 2.112 50.167 59.578 

CT 1 34.182 1.464 30.921 37.443 
2 34.545 1.642 30.886 38.205 
3 34.545 1.551 31.089 38.002 
4 44.364 2.120 39.639 49.088 
5 45.455 1.965 41.076 49.833 
6 46.545 2.038 42.005 51.086 

Estimated Marginal Means was computed to strengthen the findings from descriptive 

statistics, univariate and multivariate test results, and pairwise comparisons of mean scores for 

each test. It shows valuable information about the mean values and their confidence intervals for 

each dependent variable at each level of the within-subjects factor (Time). Accordingly, 

estimated marginal means for writing performance at each level of Time were as follows: Time 1 

= (38.964), 95% CI (35.476, 42.451); Time 2 = (39.291), 95% CI (36.654, 41.928); Time 3 = 

(39.609), 95% CI (36.677, 42.541); Time 4 = (51.945), 95% CI (47.485, 56.406); Time 5 = 

(52.927), 95% CI (48.812, 57.043); and Time 6 = (54.873), 95% CI (50.167, 59.578).  

The findings showed that the mean scores for writing performance before the intervention 

were relatively unchanging at the first three time points (around 38-39). Accordingly, the 95% 

CIs for time points 1, 2, and 3, especially for 2 and 3 intersected each other, suggesting no 

significant differences between those time points. On the contrary, because there were no 

intersection between the means of time points 4, 5, and 6 (after intervention), the 95% CIs for 

these time points, especially for time points 5 and 6 were larger, suggesting a slight improvement 

in writing performance. Precisely, the findings suggested that the intervention of SRL strategies 
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The fourth participant, Seid, also wrote his argumentative essay on a similar issue, whether 

killing a murderer is immoral, as the following.  

 

One of the serious problems of the above essay is related to mechanical issues. From the 

very beginning, the title is not properly punctuated and capitalized. This problem exists the 

whole essay so that it becomes challenging to identify individual sentences and phrases. The 

second significant shortcoming is related to essay organization. Because the essay lacks thesis 

statement, it seems that the writer is not sure what to write in each paragraph. The absence of this 


















































































































































































































































































































