
Vol.:(0123456789)

Reading and Writing (2021) 34:1885–1913
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-021-10186-x

1 3

The impact of self‑assessment, planning and goal setting, 
and reflection before and after revision on student 
self‑efficacy and writing performance

Huy Q. Chung1  · Vicky Chen1 · Carol Booth Olson1

Accepted: 24 June 2021 / Published online: 4 July 2021 
© The Author(s) 2021

Abstract
Writing on-demand, text-based analytical essays is a challenging skill to master. 
Novice writers, such as the sixth grade US students in this study, may lack back-
ground knowledge of how to compose an effective essay, the self-efficacy  skills, 
and the goal setting skills that will help with completing this task in accomplished 
ways. This sequential mixed-method study explored the impact of guiding a pre-
dominantly Redesignated English Learner group of students in a large, urban, low-
SES school district in a timed, on-demand essay into a multiple draft process paper 
through a self-assessment, planning and goal setting, and reflection process as they 
revised this process paper over a three week period. Both treatment and comparison 
students completed a pre-test on demand writing assessment, a pre and post self-
efficacy in writing survey, and a post-test on demand writing assessment. Students 
in both conditions were participating in a year-long writing intervention called The 
Pathway to Academic Success, developed and implemented by the UC Irvine site of 
the National Writing Project (UCI Writing Project), during the 2017–2018 school 
year and received identical training from their teachers on how to revise a pre-test 
essay. However, only the treatment group engaged in  self-assessment, planning and 
goal setting, and reflection during this revision process. Students in the treatment 
condition demonstrated improved self-efficacy in the writing sub-domain of revision 
(p < .05) and had statistically significant greater gains on the post-test writing assess-
ment (r = .57; p < .001). These results suggest that engaging students in a planned 
revision process that includes student reflection, planning, and goal setting before 
revision, and reflection and self-assessment after revision, positively impacts self-
efficacy and writing outcomes.
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Introduction

A person’s self-efficacy, or beliefs about his or her ability to succeed in a specific 
domain (Bandura, 1997, 2006), plays an important role in both how well a person 
performs and how long he or she persists at a particular task, especially when 
the task is complex. Few academic tasks may be as difficult as those required of 
students in secondary school to demonstrate mastery of the text based analytical 
writing called for by the Common Core State Standards (Barzilai et  al., 2018; 
Biancarosa & Snow, 2004; Graham & Perin, 2007; National Governors Associa-
tion, 2010; Olson et al., 2012). Greater mastery of this skill has been highly cor-
related with postsecondary success and career readiness (Perin et al., 2017). From 
grade 6 through 12, students are expected to demonstrate increasing complex-
ity as they “write arguments to support claims with clear reasons and relevant 
evidence” (NGA, 2010, p. 42). Sub-skills to master this standard include con-
ducting extensive research, discerning fact from opinion, writing a defensible and 
nuanced claim, organizing essays logically, and revising their papers for clarity.

Recent results from the National Assessment of Educational Progress for Writ-
ing (NCES, 2012) highlight the need to help students become proficient writers, 
especially in the area of analytical writing and revision which students often find 
especially challenging (Olson et al., 2012). Only about 27% of the nation’s stu-
dents—and only 1% of English Learners (ELs)—scored proficient or advanced 
in writing (NCES, 2012). This is cause for concern, because being able to  write 
well is an important skill for success in both higher education and the workplace 
across a variety of disciplines and industries (National Commission on Writing 
for America’s Families, Schools, and Colleges, 2004). Additionally, the achieve-
ment gap between our English learners and their English only peers is an issue of 
equity and access.

ELs represent the fastest growing segment of the K-12 population with the 
largest increases occurring in grade 7–12 (U.S. Department of Education, Insti-
tute of Educational Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, 2017). In 
2013–14, over 9% of K-12 public school students were ELs. California leads the 
nation with almost 23% ELs (U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Educa-
tional Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, 2016). Although ELs 
in the United States speak more than 350 languages, 73% speak Spanish as their 
first language (Batalova & McHugh, 2010), 40% have origins in Mexico (Hernan-
dez, Denton, & Macartney, 2008), and 60% of ELs in grades 6 through 12 come 
from low-income families (Batalova et al., 2005; Capps et al., 2005). The largest 
numbers of ELs in our schools today are referred to as long-term ELs (LTELs) 
(Menken & Kleyn, 2009). According to Olsen (2010), these are students who 
have been educated in the United States since age six, are doing poorly in school, 
and have major gaps in knowledge because their schooling was disrupted. In Ols-
en’s study of 175,734 ELs, the majority (59%) were LTELs who were failing to 
acquire academic language and struggling to do well in high school. They may 
come from homes where the primary language is not English, but they themselves 
may speak English only or they may switch between multiple languages and still 
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have features in their writing attesting to their multilingual status (Valdés, 2001). 
Limited in their knowledge of academic registers in any language, these students 
are often mainstreamed into regular English language arts classrooms, though 
they may be disadvantaged in not only writing skills, but also in soft skills.

One possible contributor to flat-lined scores between administrations of the 
NAEP-Writing, is the lack of self-efficacy or motivation to perform well on stand-
ardized tests for all secondary writers, but particularly for English learners. Kiuhara 
et al. (2009) found that students are constrained by more complex essay writing tasks 
and timed on-demand tasks due to textual, affective, and genre constraints. Students 
often are either given very brief instructions/prompts, may be unfamiliar with or 
under-practiced in the genre being assessed, or are overwhelmed by the information 
given to them in these settings (Blake et al., 2016). The fact that students may not 
know how to approach the writing task or even understand what is expected of them 
in these situations is a problem that must be addressed. Because text-based analyti-
cal writing is a gatekeeper for college access and persistence and a “threshold skill” 
for hiring and promotion for salaried workers (National Commission on Writing for 
America’s Families, Schools, and Colleges, 2004), failure to close these achieve-
ment gaps in academic writing will have serious social and economic consequences. 
Again, in these circumstances, a student’s self-efficacy plays a large role in complet-
ing these tasks.

Self-efficacy is particularly important in completing complex writing tasks. In a 
study exploring self-efficacy in writing, Pajares and colleagues (2007) found that 
how students interpret the results of their own past writing performance, such as 
how successful they believe they were at completing a writing task, can make a key 
contribution to their sense of self-efficacy. In fact, Graham and colleagues (2018) 
found that students’ beliefs (i.e., sense of self-efficacy) contributed to 10% of the 
variance in predicting students’ writing outcomes and the percentage is even higher 
(16.3%) for students with disabilities. On-demand writing, ubiquitous in educa-
tional settings, compounds the impact of self-efficacy in writing as students have 
the added pressure to perform cognitively demanding tasks in a short amount of 
time that may not mirror the more thoughtful stage process that they are given dur-
ing regular instruction to take a paper through the writing process, which includes 
pre-writing, drafting, revising, and editing phases. When students are often asked to 
revise papers before they submit them for evaluation they are asked to improve their 
drafts through careful reading and writing that globally impacts their message or 
purpose for writing the paper. However, few students give themselves enough time 
to revise their writing during the more intense situations of timed writing assess-
ments. Moreover, even when they do have time to revise their efforts may actually 
have the opposite effect. Changes they make are constrained by the time they have 
to reflect on the impact the revision has on the rest of the paper and make more local 
changes that may or may not help with the overall assessment of the quality of the 
paper (Worden, 2009).

The current study, a sequential mixed methods design study, on testing the impact 
of self-efficacy in essay writing is an extension of a large-scale intervention called 
The Pathway to Academic Success, developed and implemented by the UCI Writing 
Project, that aims to close the achievement gap for English learners in mainstreamed 
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ELA classrooms and their native English speaking peers, particularly in the area of 
text-based analytical writing by demystifying the process that expert readers and 
writers use to approach domain-specific tasks, targeting teacher professional devel-
opment, and fostering students’ habits of mind. By focusing on students’ self-effi-
cacy in writing (SEW) in classroom settings, this work can positively impact teach-
ers’ practices and influence students’ motivation and ability to write analytically. To 
this end, we focus on answering the following three research questions:

1. Do students with higher self-efficacy have better writing outcomes?
2. What is the impact of students’ self-assessment, planning and goal setting, and 

reflection on their self-efficacy in writing as they revise a text-based analytical 
essay?

3. What do students cite as most helpful in revising their writing and how does this 
contribute to their self-efficacy?

Literature review

The following section reviews the research literature that informs our study. First, 
we review the concept of self-efficacy in writing to address the first research ques-
tion. Then, we review the literature on students’ self-assessment, planning and goal 
setting, and reflection in relation to revision of writing in order to study the second 
research question. Finally, we discuss factors that are known to impact students’ suc-
cessful revision of writing such as teacher instruction, motivation, prior knowledge, 
and conditions of the writing task to explore the third question.

Self‑efficacy in writing

As mentioned previously, a person’s self-efficacy, or beliefs about his or her abil-
ity to succeed in a specific domain (Bandura, 1997, 2006), influences how anxious 
people feel, the goals that they set for themselves, and the strategies that they adopt 
when working towards those goals. A greater sense of self-efficacy tends to correlate 
with lower levels of anxiety, the use of more effective learning strategies, greater 
enjoyment of the task, a greater willingness to seek help when needed, and better 
overall performance (Bong, 2006; Sanders-Reio et  al., 2014; Williams & Takaku, 
2011).

Pajares and colleagues (2007) explored Bandura’s (1997) four hypothesized 
sources of self-efficacy beliefs—mastery experiences, social persuasion, vicarious 
experiences, and anxiety—Pajares and colleagues found that, while all four fac-
tors were significantly correlated with students’ self-efficacy in writing, perceived 
mastery experiences were the greatest predictor of writing self-efficacy regardless 
of gender or grade level. In other words, how students interpret the results of their 
own past performance, such as how successful they believe they were at completing 
a similar task, makes a key contribution to their sense of self-efficacy. Although this 
has led to some interventions that focus on giving praise and encouraging students 
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to evaluate themselves in positive ways as a method of improving self-efficacy, theo-
rists and researchers have increasingly emphasized the importance of concrete skill 
development and the opportunities that it provides for genuine success experiences 
(Pajares et  al., 2007). Such experiences provide powerful support for increasing 
students’ self-efficacy and equip students with the tools they can use to succeed in 
future writing tasks.

Self‑assessment

Studies which focus on the relationship of students’ self-efficacy on past perfor-
mance and its impact on future performance have explored a variety of activities 
and their potential for increasing student self-efficacy in writing. One of the most 
notable of these is self-assessment, which occurs when people evaluate their own 
work, identify disparities between their current and desired performance, and reflect 
upon ways in which they can improve (McMillan & Hearn, 2008). Guiding students 
through this self-reflective process and supporting their development of self-assess-
ment skills gives students a sense of agency and control over their own learning, 
which, in turn, can heighten student motivation and self-efficacy (Panadero et  al., 
2016). Self-assessment can be conducted and expressed in both spoken (e.g., self-
explanation) and/or written form (e.g., reflection); it is conjectured that students who 
are able to articulate their declarative knowledge around task concepts are better 
able to convert this knowledge to more tacit, procedural knowledge and skills. Not 
only does this process influence what students are able to do given a task, but it also 
influences their experiences and identity work around such tasks, in this case writing 
(Chi et al., 1989). The process of self-assessment also contributes to students’ sense 
of self-efficacy and conditional knowledge as they engage in reflecting on their own 
learning, and improvement of their own work. However, it is important to note that 
student self-assessment is more effective when combined with teacher feedback, 
especially in domains where students lack expertise (Logan, 2015; Panadero et al., 
2016).

Self‑assessment, self‑efficacy, and revision

The original Flower-Hayes (1981) model of the composing process focused on three 
cognitive processes in writing—planning, translating, and revision–-and discussed 
them within the context of how an individual writer responds to the task environ-
ment, all those factors influencing the writing task, and the writer’s long term mem-
ory, including the knowledge of the topic, audience, and stored writing plans. Over 
fifteen years later, in “A New Framework for Understanding Cognition and Affect in 
Writing” (Hayes, 1996), Hayes reorganized his model to include a social component 
in the task environment to acknowledge that writing is “a communicative act that 
requires a social context and a medium” (p. 5). Further, within the individual com-
ponent of his model, he added motivation/affect under which he lists goals, predis-
positions, beliefs and attitudes, and cost–benefit analyses because “motivation and 
affect play central roles in writing processes” (p. 5). He specifically links positive 
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and negative dispositions toward writing to self-assessment and self-efficacy, citing 
Dweck (1986) and Palmquist and Young (1992).

Hayes’ (2012) new framework also posits an evaluation function responsible 
for the detection and diagnosis of text problems during revision. He further postu-
lates that to understand revision, it is necessary for writers to draw upon a control 
structure or task schema that enables them to access a “package of knowledge” that 
includes: “(i) A goal: to improve the text; (ii) An expected set of activities to per-
form; (iii) Attentional subgoals; (iv) Templates and criteria for quality; and (v) Strat-
egies for fixing specific text problems” (p. 17). The addition of the control level to 
Hayes’ composing model indicates that motivation, self-assessment, detection and 
diagnosis, planning and goal setting, reflection, and writing task schemas all play 
an important role in students’ self-efficacy as writers. Hayes points out that students 
who believe writing is a gift rather than a craft one can work at and improve have 
higher levels of writing anxiety and lower self-assessments of their ability as writers.

In light of Hayes’ new framework, we hypothesize that engaging students in 
activities that prompt them to detect and diagnose areas for revision, plan and set 
goals for making both local and, more importantly, global changes (Hayes, 1996), 
and to reflect upon and assess their growth after revising will enhance their self-
efficacy as writers and potentially impact their writing outcomes.

Teacher impacts on self‑efficacy in writing

Studies have indicated that teachers can play an important role in developing stu-
dent self-efficacy in writing. Corkett et al. (2011) found that teachers’ perceptions 
of students’ self-efficacy in writing are highly correlated with their students’ actual 
writing performance– indicating that teachers enact different instructional practices 
based on their perceptions of how prepared their students are for tackling different 
writing assignments. Their study also found that students’ perceptions of their own 
abilities are not predictive of their actual abilities, indicating that students still need 
specific instructional supports to develop their own perceptions of how they can 
improve their writing.

The nature of how teachers structure a writing task can also impact how certain 
students develop their self-efficacy in writing. In a study of gifted elementary school 
children, the treatment group that received formative feedback as they learned and 
practiced specific writing skills (e.g., topic sentences) and created assigned written 
products (e.g., a paragraph), better learned these skills and were more proficient at 
producing certain written products than the comparison group (Schunk & Swartz, 
1993). However, goal setting and teacher feedback did not improve student self-effi-
cacy with students with learning disabilities (LD) (Sawyer et al., 1992). It is conjec-
tured that students with LD tend to overestimate their abilities, as is true for students 
with general low writing abilities, further necessitating classroom interventions or 
processes that will help students recognize areas of improvement in their writing 
and how to improve such skills.

Teachers’ own self-efficacy can also be impacted by teacher professional 
development (Locke et  al., 2013) which provides them with more effective and 
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“transformative” ways of teaching writing that can lead to improved student learning 
and student self-efficacy in writing. However, Locke and colleagues also indicate 
that teachers’ self-efficacy is moderated by the type of writing their students produce 
in their classrooms. This feedback loop of student data, teacher interpretation, and 
reflection on next steps demonstrates the importance of developing both teacher and 
student self-efficacy in writing.

In sum, studies on teacher self-efficacy and how it interacts with student self-
efficacy demonstrate the influence the former has on the latter. Though self-efficacy 
is often an individual activity, when it comes to writing, input from a teacher  influ-
ences how well students will approach their own writing tasks. Moreover, teacher 
self-efficacy beliefs also influence how positive and/or confident teachers themselves 
feel about teaching writing to students, which again impacts how positive students 
approach these tasks (Troia & Graham, 2016).

Contributing factors to self‑efficacy in writing

Beyond teachers, other factors that may impact students’ self-efficacy in writing are 
their motivation, their prior knowledge around the topic they are writing about, and 
the conditions under which they are being asked to write. Students who are highly 
motivated to receive feedback (e.g., help-seeking) on their performance are more 
likely to do well on writing tasks, indicating that students who are more motivated 
to improve will produce better writing (Williams & Takaku, 2011). Similarly, stu-
dents are also motivated if they have past success with writing, have been exposed 
to positive writing habits, have been praised by their peers for their writing, and 
have associated positive feelings with their writing (Bruning & Kauffman, 2016). 
Students who study for mastery and depth have higher self-efficacy than students 
who only have surface-level knowledge and have lower self-efficacy because of their 
motivations and success with past learning experiences (Prat-Sala & Redford, 2010). 
Students also benefit from seeing how other people write and approach writing and 
self-calibrating to these examples (Schunk & Zimmerman, 2007). Moreover, the 
feedback that they receive around their writing, from both teachers and peers, can 
impact their self-efficacy. Students tend to internalize the feedback they receive and 
associate this feedback with whether they are good or bad at writing, along with 
the emotions that come with these self-assessments (e.g., guilt, confusion, anxiety, 
or fear) (Smith, 2010). Hidi and Boscolo (2006), for instance, noted that emotions 
(negative or positive) can serve as a mediating variable between self-efficacy and 
writing quality. In other words, feeling good while writing is its own reward, and 
encourages one to see oneself as a good writer and to engage in more writing.

Finally, the context or situation in which students are asked to write can also 
impact their perceptions of their own self-efficacy. Elementary school students tend 
to have higher self-efficacy in writing than middle and high school students, and 
these effects are also stronger for female students across grade levels that report hav-
ing lower anxiety when it comes to writing tasks (Pajares et al., 2007). As expecta-
tions increase, the more potential there is for students to feel challenged by these 
expectations.
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Contributions of this study

This study explores the relationship between self-assessment, planning and goal 
setting, and reflection on self-efficacy in student writing by having students use a 
revision planner as part of their writing process during a strategy-based reading and 
writing intervention. The revision planner encourages students to analyze what they 
did well on a selected piece of writing, with feedback from an experienced reader, 
quite similar to the mastery experiences Pajares and colleagues (2007) identified 
as promoting student self-efficacy in writing. Additionally, beyond identifying the 
strengths and needs of their writing assignment, students also plan and create achiev-
able goals before revising their essay as well as reflect upon how well they met those 
goals after revising (McMillan & Hearn, 2008). Like a rubric (Andrade et al., 2010), 
a planner can serve as a tool to support students in revising and improving their 
work. Unlike a rubric, a planner focuses students’ attention on actionable steps that 
they can take to reach specific goals that they can set for themselves—based upon 
what they have learned throughout the intervention—to help them manage their 
revision process and revise their writing successfully. We are particularly interested 
in the impact that goal setting, supported by the use of a planner, might have on stu-
dent writing performance, self-assessment, and self-efficacy in writing.

Method

Study context

This sequential mixed methods study took place during the last year of a five-year 
grant awarded to our institution to validate the effectiveness of a cognitive-strate-
gies approach to writing instruction in partnership with Norwalk La Mirada Unified 
School District (NLMUSD) and three other school districts in California. The previ-
ous four years were spent on designing and conducting a randomized control trial 
involving the districts’ grade 7 to 12 grade students. During the year we conducted 
this study (2017–2018), NLMUSD exclusively requested that grade 6 teachers be 
provided with the same professional development in an effort to institutionalize and 
scale-up the intervention (Olson et  al., 2019). NLMUSD is a large, urban school 
district that serves 80% Hispanic  students, 8% White students, 7% Asian students, 
3% African American students, and 2% are Other Ethnicities. Additionally, 61% of 
their students are English Only students, 17% of their students are English Learners, 
16% are Reclassified Fluent English Proficient students, and 6% of their students 
are Initially English Proficient. About 75% of the district’s students participate in 
the Federal Reduced Price Lunch program. Participating teachers and students were 
recruited from NLMUSD specifically as the other three school districts institutional-
ized the intervention in other ways. Teachers in this grade 6 cohort all received the 
same intervention as previous cohorts of teachers. However, in addition to testing 
the efficacy of the teacher intervention with all teachers and students, we were also 
interested in testing a student intervention, that we hypothesized would have impli-
cations on their self-efficacy as writers. The focus of our student intervention, thus, 
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was at a different level and with a different grade level than that of the larger RCT 
study. We collected quantitative data on students first, then followed by a qualitative 
component to understand what may have contributed to students’ self-efficacy while 
revising.

Teacher and student participants

This cohort of participating grade 6 teachers consisted of 13 teachers. Each teacher 
had one focal class. Approximately 401 students were part of this cohort. All teach-
ers participated in our professional development intervention. The student interven-
tion component differed between randomly assigned groups. Of these students, 131 
students were in the treatment group and 83 were in the comparison group, as one 
teacher declined to participate in the random assignment, representing an 8% attri-
tion rate of teachers (leaving 12 teachers to be randomized). Across both groups, 
52% of the students were female, 76% were Hispanic, and 62% of the students are 
Redesignated English Learners, a percentage that is much higher than the overall 
district demographics, since focal classes with higher percentages of ELs and RFEPs 
for all teachers’ classes (treatment and comparison) were selected for the study. The 
Self-Efficacy in Writing (SEW) means at baseline for both groups were not statisti-
cally different  (mtx = 3.61;  mc = 3.56).

Professional development intervention for teachers

In order to distinguish between the grade 7 to 12 study and this sub study of grade 
6 teachers, we are providing a description of the professional development program 
since all teachers in this study were in the same PD and were trained together. We 
will subsequently explain what the “treatment” teachers in our self-efficacy inter-
vention did that was above and beyond the PD all teachers attended to account for 
differences in student outcomes. Participating teachers attended 46 h of professional 
development throughout the school year, consisting of six full-day meetings and five 
after-school meetings.

The professional development intervention is informed by cognitive, sociocogni-
tive, and sociocultural theory. In their cognitive process theory of writing, Flower 
and Hayes (1981) posit that writing is best understood “as a set of distinct thinking 
processes which writers orchestrate and organize during the act of composing” (p. 
375), including planning, organizing, goal setting, translating, monitoring, review-
ing, evaluating, and revising. They liken these processes to a “writer’s tool kit” (p. 
385), which is not constrained by any fixed order or series of stages.

In describing the difficulty of composing written texts, Flower and Hayes (1980) 
aptly conceptualized writers as simultaneously juggling “a number of demands 
being made on conscious attention” (p. 32). While all learners face similar cogni-
tive, linguistic, communicative, contextual, and textual constraints when learning to 
write (Frederiksen & Dominic, 1981), the difficulties younger, inexperienced, and 
underprepared students face are magnified. For these students, juggling constraints 
can cause cognitive overload. For example, ELs are often cognitively overloaded, 
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especially in mainstreamed classrooms where they are held to the same performance 
standards as native English speakers (Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007).

Graham (2018) has pointed out that “available cognitive models mostly ignore 
cultural, social, political, and historical influences on writing development” (p. 272). 
He asserts that writing is “inherently a social activity, situated within a specific con-
text” (p. 273). This view echoes Langer (1991) who, drawing on Vygotsky (1986), 
suggests that literacy is the ability to think and reason like a literate person within a 
particular society. In other words, literacy is culture specific and meaning is socially 
constructed. From a sociocognitive perspective, teachers should pay more attention 
to the social purposes to which literacy skills are applied, and should go beyond 
delivering lessons on content to impart strategies for thinking necessary to complete 
literacy tasks, first with guidance and, ultimately, independently.

Finally, sociocultural theory views meaning as being “negotiated at the intersec-
tion of individuals, culture, and activity” (Englert et al., 2006, p. 208). Three ten-
ets of sociocultural theory are applicable to the intervention (Adapted from Englert 
et al., 2006): (1) Cognitive apprenticeships: in which novices learn literate behav-
iors through the repeated modeling of more mature, experienced adults or peers 
to provide access to strategies and tools demonstrated by successful readers and 
writers (Vygotsky, 1986). (2) Procedural facilitators and tools: where teachers are 
most effective when they lead cognitive development in advance of what students 
can accomplish alone by presenting challenging material along with procedural 
and facilitative tools to help readers and writers address those cognitive challenges. 
(3) Community of practice: the establishment of communities of practice in which 
teachers actively encourage students to collaborate and provide ongoing opportuni-
ties and thoughtful activities that invite students to engage in shared inquiry.

The central core of the PD is the use of cognitive strategies to support all students 
in reading and writing about complex text. Cognitive strategies are conceptual tools 
and processes that can help students become more meta-cognitive about their work. 
The following are the cognitive strategies introduced in the PD:

Planning and Goal Setting, Tapping Prior Knowledge, Asking Questions and 
Making Predictions, Constructing the Gist, Monitoring, Revising Meaning, 
Reflecting and Relating, and Evaluating. Some sub-components are: Visual-
izing, Making Connections, Summarizing, Adopting an Alignment, Form-
ing Interpretations, Analyzing Author’s Craft, and Clarifying Understanding 
(Olson, 2011, p. 23)

The primary intent of the professional development is to provide teachers with 
lessons and materials to introduce the cognitive strategies to students toward the 
intended goal of improving students’ analytical essays about either fiction or non-
fiction texts.

Teachers also learned specific writing strategies to help students revise their writ-
ing. To avoid “teaching to the test,” teachers use a different text, but similar in topic 
as the text used for the writing assessment as a training tool in order to model how 
to revise the pre-test into a multiple draft essay. Throughout a series of mini-lessons, 
students are taught a variety of skills through examining a mentor text/essay based 
on the training text. Students first read the training text using the aforementioned 15 
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cognitive strategies. Then, they are given a writing prompt similar to the one they 
used on the writing assessment. This writing prompt is dissected by having students 
fill out a Do/What Chart which instructs students to circle all of the verbs (Do) and 
underline all of the task words (What) in the prompt and transfer the verbs and tasks 
words onto a T-chart to help them understand what they are being asked to do (for 
example, “Select one important theme and create a theme statement.”) Then, stu-
dents are given a mentor text/essay addressing the prompt they just dissected. This 
mentor text/essay is analyzed for the moves the writer makes, particularly in how he 
or she constructed the introduction, body paragraphs, and conclusion.

When working with the introduction, students are taught the HoT S-C Team 
(Hook/TAG/Story-Conflict/Thesis) acronym. The students are to identify that a 
writer often starts with an engaging hook that could be a quote, question or state-
ment to make people think, fact, or even anecdote; then identifies the title-author-
genre (TAG) of the text being written about to set the context for writing; adds pur-
poseful summary of the story or conflict, and includes a thesis (claim).

Each component of the mentor text is color-coded using yellow (for summary 
sentences), green (for textual evidence), and blue (for student commentary) to help 
the students understand that a balance of purposeful summary, textual evidence, 
and commentary is important when constructing an analytical essay. Additionally, 
students are also taught about grammar brushstrokes (Noden, 2011) such as add-
ing adjectives out of order, appositives, or using active verbs and are encouraged to 
revise some of their sentences with these brushstrokes to enhance sentence variety.

One of the essential activities in this intervention is to have teachers help students 
revise their on-demand writing samples into a more polished analytical essay, after 
these writing samples have been read and commented on by trained readers. It is 
during this part of the main study that our team decided to conduct the sub study 
on student self-efficacy. Given that all teachers experienced and received the same 
professional development and, in turn, taught the same revision strategies to their 
students, the only difference that we tested rested solely on asking the treatment 
students to use the Pre-Test Essay Revision Planner and Revised Pre-Test Reflec-
tion form. This self-assessment, planning and goal setting, and reflection strategy is 
aligned to Hayes’ (2012) control level of writing, which involves student self-effi-
cacy. A more detailed explanation of this new intervention strategy follows.

Student intervention: pre‑test revision planner and revised pre‑test reflection 
form

In prior studies of our intervention, we have routinely asked teachers to analyze 
their students’ pre-tests as a formative assessment and to fill out their own reflec-
tion planner regarding their students’ strengths and areas needing growth as a tool 
to help with instruction. After reading about how much student self-efficacy influ-
ences writing outcomes (Bruning et  al., 2013), we wondered if having students 
participate in assessing their own strengths and areas for improvement as writers 
and fill out a reflection similar to the one their teachers created would lead to better 
writing outcomes. With the consent of teachers participating in the intervention, we 
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randomized the teachers’ classes into two groups. The comparison group received 
instruction from their teacher on how to revise their pre-test essays and were pro-
vided with comments from a trained reader. The treatment group not only received 
instruction from the teacher and comments from a trained reader, but also conducted 
a self-assessment of their work and filled out the Pre-Test Essay Revision Planner 
and Revised Pre-Test Reflection form to describe their process and assess the qual-
ity of their product after revising. Since all the students, treatment and comparison 
groups, participated in the same intervention and were taught the same strategies, 
this study tests the impact of the Pre-Test Essay Revision Planner and Revised Pre-
Test Reflection form on students’ self-efficacy and writing quality. To promote treat-
ment fidelity, all teachers, treatment and comparison, were required to submit their 
students’ revised pre-tests to the intervention developers in order to receive their sti-
pend for participating in the year-long study. Treatment teachers were also required 
to submit the Pre-Test Essay Revision Planner planner.

To elaborate, the process we took treatment students involved two steps. The first 
part of the Pre-Test Essay Revision Planner (see Appendix 1) asked students to self-
assess what they did effectively as writers on their essay and what they might have 
struggled with on the writing task. They were then asked to decide on goals for revi-
sions in bulleted form, weighing suggestions by trained readers who commented on 
their papers. These were action steps the student proposed to take when revising his 
or her essay. After they have completed their revision, students reflected on what 
changes they made, what they were most proud of, and what their teacher did to help 
them reach their revision goals using the Revised Pre-Test Reflection form. In the 
comparison condition, students revised their pretests, but without the use of a plan-
ner, keeping everything else equal.

Sample student pre‑test, revision planner, and revised pre‑test

This section illustrates the multi-faceted components of the intervention. We start 
by examining a student’s pre-test with commentary from an experienced reader, 
then her revision planner, next her revised pre-test, and finally her self-assess-
ment and reflection and consider how these components affect a student’s self-
efficacy in writing.

The prompt the student responded to was an analysis of Virginia Driving Hawk 
Sneve’s short story “The Medicine Bag” for its theme as exhibited through the 
evolving relationship between the narrator and his great-grandfather as he visits 
him unexpectedly and the symbolism behind the gift he leaves the narrator prior 
to his passing (Fig. 1): 

The student’s attempt at the on-demand essay consists almost exclusively of 
summary, indicating that her command of analytical writing is still developing. 
The student starts the analysis with “In the beginning of the story…” followed 
by a long summary of the plot and puts forth the claim “this proves that Martin 
is embaress [sic] of his grandpa…” While this is not a theme statement it does 
indicate the writer’s understanding of the text. The trained reader also notes the 
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writer’s recognition that the character changes over time and encourages her to 
focus on the author’s message or lesson when she revises (Fig. 2). 

The comments the student received from the trained reader focused revision on 
connecting commentary to textual evidence, developing a theme statement, and 
the role symbols play in the story. These types of comments are quite typical of 
the responses many students in this study received from our trained readers. After 
teachers received these comments and reviewed them, they passed these papers 
back to their students and treatment teachers had students fill out the Pre-Test 
Essay Revision Planner (see Fig. 3). We conjecture that this opportunity to self-
assess may contribute to her persistence through the revision process better than 

Fig. 1  Student’s Pre-test with some commentary

Fig. 2  Trained reader’s letter to the student
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her comparison peers who may only rely on given feedback, but no reflection nor 
goal setting (Bruning & Kauffman, 2016).

In her Pre-Test Essay Revision Planner, the student first focused on the 
strengths of her essay—what she did well. Then she addressed what she strug-
gled with or didn’t do as well in her essay. Next, she set a goal to revise the intro-
duction, by including a hook and TAG which indicates Title, Author, and Genre, 
and especially to “talk more about the message.” Much of what the student plans 
to do is quite specific to revising the introduction; revising an introduction and 
knowing what is expected can help students produce more focused papers that are 
organized with a clear direction in terms of analysis. Below is her revision of the 
writing assessment (Fig. 4): 

The student’s revision is a noticeable improvement over her original pre-test. 
The revision has included a hook (e.g., an anecdote around traditions), attempts 
a theme statement (e.g., the importance of traditions), addresses the changing the 
relationship between the narrator and his grand-father, and also focuses on the 
medicine bag as a symbol. Notice how the student meets her revision goals, but 
also takes up the suggestion to focus on symbolism. The moves the student makes 

Fig. 3  Student’s Pre-test essay revision planner
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from pre-test to revision are akin to a student that makes a transition from knowl-
edge-telling (e.g., summary) to knowledge-transformation (e.g., commentary) in 
their writing (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987). For example, in the students’ pre-
test, she summarized how Martin exaggerates about his grandfather but did not 
explain how this exaggeration relates to his embarrassment. In the revision of 
this paper, the student explains, in detail, why Martin was embarrassed by his 
grandfather and why he felt compelled to make him seem more “glamorous” and 

Fig. 4  Student’s revised Pre-test
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larger than life. Moreover, the reflection on the revisions she made (below) dem-
onstrates ownership over her revision process, with her teacher’s help (Fig. 5): 

The student recognizes the changes she made from her pre-test to the revised ver-
sion, particularly the inclusion of a message or theme statement and the improve-
ments she made. She also emphasized how helpful her teacher was in helping her 
revise her body paragraphs, which was a goal that was not particularly emphasized 
on her revision planner, but proved to be a writing move that was successfully exe-
cuted. The student exhibited a strong sense of self-efficacy. Note, her expression of 
pride in working on and completing the assignment).

Fig. 5  Student’s Revised Pre-Test Reflection
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Data collection and measures

Self‑efficacy for writing scale

To examine student growth in self-efficacy, particularly in writing, we adapted a 
pre-existing self-efficacy in writing measure called the Self-Efficacy for Writing 
Scale (SEWS), reliably measured by another research team (Bruning et al., 2013), 
by adding additional questions regarding revision practices. After cleaning the data 
for complete entries at pre and post-survey, our sample size consisted of 214 stu-
dents who had completely filled out a pre and post-survey. The SEW survey had 
22 Likert-scale questions on a scale from 1 to 5 in terms of how much they agree 
with each statement. To further analyze the SEW survey, but to also simplify the 
analytical process, we also conducted a factor analysis to reduce the number of com-
ponents and created four composites, for specific areas of self-efficacy, as a result. 
The four composites used in our analysis, the questions that pertained to each one, 
and the factor loadings after applying orthogonal varimax rotations (Abdi, 2003) are 
in Table 1 below:

Ideation groups questions regarding students’ ideas and content in their essays 
together; Syntax pertains to students’ focus on grammar, spelling, and paragraph for-
mation; Volition pertains to students’ abilities to follow-through with their assign-
ment and complete it; and Revision questions pertain to students’ abilities to revise 
their paper for specific skills.

Academic writing assessment

In order to test the impact of an increase in self-efficacy in writing on students’ 
analytical writing, we used students’ scores on the Academic Writing Assessment, 
a writing assessment created for our intervention, that is administered to students 
prior to the intervention and after revision of the pre-test. Two prompts (one on “The 
Medicine Bag” and one on “Ribbons”) were created regarding two texts where the 
main character’s relationship with a grandparent changes throughout the story. The 
students stated a claim or theme statement about relationships and use textual evi-
dence to support this theme. To control for prompt effects half of the students wrote 
to one of these prompts at pre-test and wrote to the other prompt at post-test, and 
vice versa.

Approximately twenty papers were randomly selected for scoring per teacher. 
Assessments were scored in a double blind process over four hours where the 
scorer neither knew if the paper they were scoring was written by a treatment or 
comparison student nor whether they were scoring a pre-test or post-test. Each 
paper was read twice and given a score from a range of 1 to 6, with possible score 
points from 2 to 12. If the two readers differed by more than two points (e.g., 
a 2 and 4) then a third, more experienced reader also gave the paper a score. If 
the third reader’s score matches either the first or the second reader, the third 
reader’s score was added to the score it matched. If the third reader’s score fell in 
between the first and second reader’s score, the third reader’s score was kept and 
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the average of the first and second reader’s score was added to the kept score. All 
papers were scored in such a manner during a scoring event held over four hours. 
Raters agreed within a score point or better for 95% of the papers; 5% required 
a third reading, and 49% of the papers had exact agreements between the two 
scorers.

Pre‑test essay revision planner and revised pre‑test reflection form

To reiterate, the form asked students to self-assess, plan and goal set during 
revision, and reflect on the process after finishing their revisions. The reflection 
side of the planner was inspired by Daniel et al. (2015) who found that students 
who wrote a cover letter to their instructors detailing the changes they made to 
a revised paper, based on instructor feedback, submitted higher-quality revised 
papers than their control peers. The theory of change behind this planner is that 
it encourages students to identify problem areas, set goals, and remind them of 
these goals as they revise their pretest, encouraging them to accomplish these 
goals (see Daniel et al., 2015).

Student interviews

A sub-set of students from both the comparison and treatment classrooms were 
selected for interview purposes. Without knowing students’ AWA scores, teachers 
were asked to nominate one developing writer and one more proficient writer for 
the interviews. Selected students were provided with their pre-test, their revised 
pre-test, and their post-test; treatment students also were provided with their Pre-
Test Essay Revision Planner and Revised Pre-Test Reflection form. Students were 
interviewed in the same room, but sat far away enough from each other so that 
ambient noise from the other interview being conducted would not be captured. 
Students were asked a series of open-ended questions (see Appendix  2) about 
their identities as writers (e.g., From a scale of 1 to 10, how would you rate your-
self as a writer?); about their revision process; and what helped them to revise 
their papers/to meet their goals.

Research procedures

Randomly selected teachers chose one focal class with which to conduct these 
research activities:

1. Students in the selected classes were asked to take two timed on-demand writing 
assessments–one at the beginning of the school year and one at the end of the 
school year. These essays were scored during a double-blind session based on 
the Academic Writing Assessment (AWA) rubric that we created and validated 
in other studies (see Olson et al., 2017).
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2. The students also took two self-efficacy in writing (SEW) surveys, one at the 
beginning of the school year and one at the end of the school year.

3. In between the two SEW surveys students’ teachers either were randomly assigned 
to have students reflect on their writing or not to reflect on their writing using 
the Pre-Test Essay Revision Planner and Revised Pre-Test Reflection form while 
revising their pretests.

4. Afterwards, two students from each class were randomly interviewed on their 
writing process with questions that focused on their identity as a writer and what 
helped them as writers.

Data analysis

To analyze growth on our SEW measure, we ran t-tests to measure change from 
pre to post on each of our aforementioned components from our factor analysis 
(ideation, syntax, volition, and revision). We then also ran t-tests to measure change 
from pre to post on the AWA differentiating between the treatment and comparison 
groups in order to test the impact of self-efficacy in writing on timed on-demand 
writing tasks.

Students’ revision-planners and post-revision reflections were analyzed for the 
types of goals students created for themselves by looking at idea units. Student 
interviews were transcribed by the first and second author, divided into idea units, 
and coded for students’ revision processes and what strategies/resources might have 
assisted them in doing so. Codes were independently generated and then verified 
between the two coders until they were agreed upon (Miles & Huberman, 2008).

Results

Students with higher self‑efficacy have better writing outcomes

When analyzing AWA scores, treatment students grew 1.90 points and the control 
students grew 1.33 points from pre to posttest. Both gains were statistically signifi-
cant (p < 0.001), indicating that the intervention had a positive impact on all par-
ticipating students. However, differences in differences confirm that the treatment 
students had statistically significant greater gains than their control peers (△ = 0.57; 
p < 0.001).

Students’ reflections have positive impact on students’ self‑efficacy 
in writing

At post-survey, the treatment SEW mean increased to 3.63 (p < 0.76) and the con-
trol mean decreased to 3.47 (p < 0.37). Differences in differences analysis revealed 
a slight statistical difference (p < 0.10; △ = 0.11). The alpha level reported for the 
SEW items was 0.90.
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Table 2 displays the pre to post means for the four composites from our factor 
analysis of the SEW questions: Ideation (idea formation); Syntax (grammar); Voli-
tion (persistence), and Revision (revision for clarity and content).

Based on these results, treatment students grew more than their comparison peers 
in the area of Revision strategies by 0.21 points; whereas, they both decreased in 
their Volition scores. However, the treatment students had less of a decline (e.g., 
-0.05 rather than -0.28 points). It is possible that both treatment and comparison 
students, who are in sixth grade, do not yet feel confident in producing high quality-
writing samples during on-demand timed conditions; yet both groups managed to do 
so.

Students cite teacher instruction as most helpful in revising their writing

Qualitative analysis of the student interviews revealed that treatment students 
perceived the planner as being helpful as it provided them with a road map and 
check list as to what to focus on in the revision of their pre-test essay. For exam-
ple, one student explained that her revision planner helped her “to know what I 
was supposed to do to my new revision.” She was able to reference her planner 
as she wrote and notice things that she forgot to include, which she then went 
back to add into the appropriate part of her essay. Additionally, for this student, 
filling out the planner was a process scaffolded by the written feedback she had 
received from the aforementioned trained reader as well as from her classroom 
teacher. It was the feedback and concrete suggestions she received, such as the 
reader comment that told her “I should add an author name, TAG line, and a 
title” and her teacher who suggested she “put it [my writing] in paragraphs and 
organize them,” that she used to set goals for herself in terms of what changes 
to make in order to improve her pretest. These comments were reflected in the 
list that the student wrote for herself on her revision planner, which included 
notes like “add a title,” “add a hook,” “organize paragraphs,” and “add the 

Table 2  Results of comparison and treatment student means on the SEW by factors

*** p < .001
** p < .01
* p < .05
†p < .10

SEW Factors Comparison (n = 83) Treatment (n = 131) t(212) p d

Pre Post Pre Post

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Ideation 3.59 .74 3.61 .68 3.62 .68 3.61 .63 −0.202 0.840 0.286
Syntax 3.74 .77 3.72 .78 3.87 .63 3.92 .59 0.924 0.357 1.330
Volition 3.53 .85 3.24 .87 3.47 .76 3.41 .73 2.240 0.026* 3.236
Revision 3.58 .78 3.50 .78 3.59 .69 3.71 .70 2.201 0.029* 3.112
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author’s name.” In her interview, when comparing her drafts, she pointed out 
these details like the hook and title she added as proof that she had made suc-
cessful revisions. Other students who found the planner helpful reported simi-
lar experiences, such as working on the planner as a class with the guidance of 
the teacher, focusing on the different elements of essay writing they had learned 
about through the school year such as the parts of a strong introduction. One 
student even wrote down “reread the writing prompt” in her planner as part of 
her list of things to do, highlighting the use of her planner as a list of actionable 
steps for revising.

Moreover, it was particularly important that teachers taught or modeled spe-
cific strategies to address the revisions students needed to make, like showing 
them examples of how essay writers organize information into multiple para-
graphs. One student said, for instance, that one thing that really helped her in her 
revisions was all the review and practice that her teacher had them do over the 
course of the year. These included reviewing specific aspects of “what to do in 
an essay, like how to start it and how to end it and when we should put the body 
paragraphs.” The fact that her teacher returned to these concepts more than once 
helped her remember what to consider when it came time to revise her pretest.

Many students felt their teachers modeled helpful strategies to develop a 
claim and to write a strong introduction. Writing hooks and including impor-
tant information about the texts they were analyzing like the title, author, and 
genre, for example, came up frequently. However, students did not provide the 
same evidence for the development of their body paragraphs, particularly when 
it came down to providing their own commentary around the evidence they used 
to back up their claims. Although one student noted that she added details about 
the story’s characters to her draft to make it better and another stated that she 
learned that she had to add her own thoughts or opinions into her summary in 
order to make it a proper essay, there was little mention of specific things to 
consider or of tying these details or opinions to specific arguments or evidence 
presented in their papers.

Both treatment and comparison students credited their teachers’ instruction as 
being most helpful in revising their essay. Some students went so far as to state 
that before participating in the intervention this year, they had only a vague idea 
of what an essay was, let alone what parts it was supposed to have. For instance, 
one student explained that what helped him most in revising was “my teacher” 
who “was telling us… teaching us basically about theme, the hook, the intro-
duction and the conclusion.” However, treatment students used more self-effi-
cacious words such as the use of the first-person pronoun, “I,” “plans,” “knew 
what to do,” and were quick to point out exactly which parts of their papers were 
improved. In contrast, comparison students more often used the more global sec-
ond-person pronoun, “we” or third-person pronoun “she/he [the teacher,” “told 
us what to do,” and “lesson” when describing their revision process. Addition-
ally, they were less specific about where and how they improved their papers, 
explaining that they had improved their papers because they “got an order” or 
added “more details.” The distinction between the use of pronouns is also a hall-
mark of self-efficacious individuals who centralize the locus of control around 
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writing to what they can do, rather than external sources such as an author-
ity figure or more knowledgeable other. Though feedback in any form is use-
ful. Individuals who take an active role in their own writing also exhibit better 
reflective skills (Shantz & Latham, 2011), particularly on the items we found on 
our SEW survey (Parisi, 1994).

Discussion

Our study confirms that the higher a student’s self-efficacy in writing, the higher 
quality of writing will be produced, even on timed on-demand writing tasks. We 
also confirmed that teachers’ instructional practices have an impact on students’ 
self-efficacy in writing (Corkett et  al., 2011; Schunk & Swartz, 1993). Most 
importantly, our findings suggest that a planned revision process that includes 
student self-assessment, planning and goal setting, and reflection (McMillan & 
Hearn, 2008) positively impacts self-efficacy. Prompting students to take owner-
ship of their own learning, enabling them to assess their strengths and areas for 
improvement, providing direction in terms of accomplishing complicated writ-
ing tasks, and encouraging them to reflect upon their writing performance are 
what Hayes’ (2012) advocated for in his new framework. Students have a goal 
to improve their pre-test and outline the revision activities that need to be com-
pleted, while their teachers provide them with the success criteria and strategies 
to complete these goals.

Moreover, the process of revising their pre-tests provides students with the 
opportunities to develop positive affect towards the revision process as they are 
given opportunities to: (i) reflect on what they did well on their pre-tests and 
capitalize on their existing knowledge; (ii) observe, learn, and analyze success-
ful writing moves during the revision tutorial by comparing non-examples with 
examples; (iii) receive constructive written feedback from trained readers on how 
to revise their pre-test; and (iv) experience and learn explicit writing skills that 
reduce anxiety as they deconstruct what a prompt is asking for and/or how to 
provide effective commentary on textual evidence (Bruning & Kauffman, 2016; 
Pajares et al., 2007).

The field is looking for interventions that can metaphorically move the needle 
for students from almost empty to full, particularly in literacy development. In 
the case of our study, the planner moved the needle for our treatment students 
because it gave students concrete direction on how to improve their pre-tests 
and this, in turn, impacted their performance on the post-tests. Our intervention 
contributes to the knowledge base on the impact reflection and goal setting can 
have on student writing. All students can benefit from explicit self-regulation and 
strategy development instruction (Graham & Harris, 1989; Harris et  al., 2006), 
particularly if they support student reflection, goal setting, and self-monitoring 
strategies. Similar to Blake et  al.’s recommendations (2016), embedding micro-
goals that students can feel are accessible, feasible, and accomplishable can help 
students feel more in control of the revision process. Having a revision planner 
makes this process more scaffolded, explicit, and visible to students.
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This work also demonstrates the importance of teacher instruction on student 
writing. As both treatment and comparison students cited their teachers’ instruc-
tions as most influential, these findings provide further support that writing 
instruction requires a teacher who is confident and well-equipped to provide stu-
dents with guidance on how they can improve their writing. Engaging students 
in assessing their own strengths and areas for growth and then reflecting on their 
progress can enhance students’ motivation and commitment. However, a student 
may not be able to fully meet the goals they have set without explicit (or scaf-
folded) instruction by the teacher and classroom practice. Such instruction can 
contribute not only to a student’s self-confidence but also to their sense of compe-
tence. Hence, these findings provide further support that students’ self-efficacy is 
connected to teacher expertise.

Limitations

Though this study has promising results, it is not without limitations. We acknowl-
edge that the sample was small and any findings need to be validated with a larger 
sample size; however, the fact that statistical significance was achieved demonstrates 
the potential of the revision planner in helping students develop stronger self-effi-
cacy in writing skills. Additionally, more qualitative studies to triangulate the use-
fulness of the revision planner are needed to understand how the planner directly 
translated to results on the post-test.

Implications

Implications from this study demonstrate how important it is to provide students 
with the skills, strategies, and opportunity to engage in self-assessment and revision 
processes. This development of their declarative (what), procedural (how), and con-
ditional (why) knowledge of how to compose text-based analytical essays and the 
pivotal role self-assessment can play in successful revision that can cultivate inde-
pendent, self-efficacious learners who have the confidence and competence to suc-
ceed as analytical writers in secondary school and beyond.

Appendix 1

Pretest Essay Revision Planner and Revised Pretest Reflection.
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Pre‑Test essay revision planner

Please review the pre-test essay you received with comments from a UCI graduate 
student and then fill out this form.

What I did effectively on my pre-test What I didn’t do, struggled with, or didn’t do as well as I wanted 
to on my pre-test

When I revise my pre-test, I will do the following:

Revised pre‑test reflection

Before you hand your revised pre-test in to your teacher, please respond to these 
questions:

What changes or additions did you make to your pre-test essay in order to 
improve it (i.e. strengthened your claim, added brushstrokes, embedded more 
quotes, etc.)? Give specific examples of what you did. You can even quote from 
your own essay to demonstrate the improvements you made.

What are you most proud of in this draft?
Do you feel you met the goals you set for yourself when you filled out the Pre-

Test Revision Planner?
What did your teacher do that helped you the most to revise your essay?

Appendix 2

Post-Test Semi-Structured Interview Protocol (Students).

1. In what ways has your view of your ability as a writer changed since the beginning 
of the year? (Feel free to rank yourself on a scale of 1 to 10)

2. What do you feel most confident about in writing? What are you most proud of 
accomplishing this year as a writer?

Revision:

3. How did you feel when you read the comments you received on your pre-test 
essay from the UCI Graduate Student?

4. Can you explain the revisions you made to your pre-test? What goals did you have 
in re-writing your paper? What did you do to change your essay and why did you 
change it the way that you did?

5. What helped you the most to revise your paper? (Tx only: To what degree id you 
use this planner when you revised? How helpful was it?)

6. What do you feel are the strengths of your revised essay? Do you feel like you 
met your goals? (Tx only: Show list on Revision Planner) Why or Why not?
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7. What do you feel you struggled with in revising your essay?

Post-Test:
(Have students physically look at pre-test and post-test)

 8. As you compare your pre-test and post-test, do you notice any improvement? If 
so, in which areas do you think you improved the most from the pre-test to the 
post-test?

 9. What strategies did you learn and use in writing your essay (and where/when 
did you first learn these strategies)?

 10. What did the teacher do over the course of the year that you feel was most help-
ful to you developing as a writer?

 11. In what areas do you think your writing still has the most room for improve-
ment?
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