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USTBILISSEL BILGI VE STRATEJILERIN INGILIiZCEYI YABANCI DIL OLARAK
OGRENEN TURK OGRENCILERIN YAZMA BASARILARINDAKI ROLU

Yazma Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6grenenler igin énemli fakat zor bir beceridir.
Cagdas modellerde, biligsel ve iistbiligsel siirecleri igeren 6zyinemeli, stratejik ve ¢cok boyutlu bir
siire¢ olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Gegtigimiz yillarda, Ingilizce yazmada iistbilisin rolii iizerine
artan sayida arastirmalar olmustur; ancak iistbilisin Tiirkiye’de Ingilizce yazma alaninda
yeterince ilgi ¢cekmedigi goriilmektedir.

Tiirkiye’deki Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6grenen ogrencilerin {istbilissel bilgi ve
stratejileri kullanimlarimin kapsamini ve bunlarin yazma basarisindaki roliinii inceleyen bu
calisma bu eksikligi gidermeyi amaclamaktadir. Katilimeilar Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak
O0grenen B2 diizeyindeki 120 6grencidir. Karma arastirma yontemi kullanilmistir. Katilimcilarin
istbiligsel bilgi ve stratejileri kullanimlarimi 6lgmek i¢in anketler uygulanmis ve bulgular
giiclendirmek ve detaylandirmak icin goriismeler yapilmistir. Ustbilissel bilgi ve stratejilerin
kullanimina dair benzerlikler ve farkliliklar1 tespit etmek i¢in katilimcilar ayrica yazma
puanlaria gore yiiksek, orta ve diisiik performans gosterenler olarak gruplandirilmislardir.

Ustbilissel bilgi ile ilgili olarak, katilimcilarm ortalama diizeyde bir kisi ve strateji
bilgisine, ancak yiiksek diizeyde bir ddev bilgisine sahip olduklari bulunmustur. Ustbilissel
stratejilerin kullanimina yo6nelik nicel verilerin analizi, orta diizeyde bir 6z-diizenleme seviyesine
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isaret etmistir. Ogrencilerin yazma basarisi ve iistbilis arasindaki iliskiyi gdz oniinde bulunduran
korelasyon analizi, 6grencilerin yazma basarisi ile kisi ve strateji bilgileri ile planlama, izleme ve
degerlendirme stratejilerinin  kullanimi arasinda zayif pozitif bir iliski oldugunu ortaya
koymustur. Odev bilgisi ile yazma basaris1 arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir iliski
bulunamamustir. Igerik analizlerinin bulgular1 nicel veri sonuglarini desteklemis ve gruplar
arasinda Ustbiligsel bilgi ve lstbiligsel stratejilerin uygulanmasi noktalarinda énemli farkliliklar
ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Yazma performanslarina paralel olarak, yiiksek performansl yazarlar tim alt
Olceklerde daha iyi performans gostermistir.

Bu sonuglara bagli olarak, s6z konusu ¢alisma 6grencilerin iistbilissel bilgilerinin ve 6z
diizenlemelerinin gelistirilmesine odaklanan bir yazma gretiminin dnemini vurgulamaktadir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Ustbilis, iistbiligsel bilgi, iistbilissel stratejiler, Ingilizce yazma,
yazma becerisi
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THE ROLE OF METACOGNITIVE KNOWLEDGE AND STRATEGIES IN TURKISH
EFL LEARNERS' WRITING ACHIEVEMENT

Writing is a significant but challenging skill for EFL writers. In contemporary models, it
is defined as a recursive, strategic and multi-dimensional process involving both cognitive and
metacognitive processes. There has been a growing body of research on the critical role of
metacognition in EFL writing in recent decades. However, metacognition seems to receive
insufficient attention in the field of EFL writing in Turkey.

Investigating the extent of Turkish EFL students’ metacognitive knowledge and strategy
use and their role in their writing achievement, this study addresses this gap. Participants were
120 B2 level Turkish EFL students. A mixed type research method was used. Questionnaires
were employed to measure participants’ metacognitive knowledge and strategy use, and
interviews were conducted to triangulate and elaborate on their findings. Besides, to identify the
similarities and differences in their metacognitive knowledge and strategy use, participants were
grouped as high-performing (HP), average-performing (AP) and low-performing (LP) according
to their writing scores.

Regarding their metacognitive knowledge, participants were found to have an average
level of person and strategy knowledge but a high level of task knowledge. Analysis of the
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quantitative data for their use of metacognitive strategies indicated an average level of self-
regulation. A correlation analysis, which took into account the relationship between students'
writing achievement and metacognition, revealed a weak positive relationship between students’
writing achievement and person and strategy knowledge as well as their use of planning,
monitoring, and evaluating strategies. There was no statistically significant relationship between
task knowledge and writing achievement. The findings of the content analysis supported the
quantitative data results and revealed significant differences among groups in their metacognitive
knowledge and the application of metacognitive strategies. Parallel to their writing performances,
HP writers performed better in all subscales.

Depending on these results, the present study highlights the importance of writing
instruction that focuses on the development of students’ metacognitive knowledge and self-
regulation.

Keywords: Metacognition, metacognitive knowledge, metacognitive strategies, EFL
writing, writing skill
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

This chapter mainly presents the background of the study, the statement of the problem,
and the purpose, significance and limitations of the study. First of all, the influence of cognitive
and constructivist learning models on the emergence of metacognition and the role of
metacognition on English as a foreign language (EFL) learning process in general and EFL
writing process in specific are addressed. Problems related to EFL learning and teaching, EFL
writing and metacognition in Turkey are briefly explained. Research questions are introduced and
the notable contributions of the present study to the literature in this field are noted. At the end of
the chapter, several limitations of the present study are mentioned, and some key terms are
introduced to the reader.
1.1. The Background of the Study

As an inevitable result of living in the information age, today we are exposed to more
information than ever on a usual day. This era has brought about a period in which individuals
can access information faster and more easily. All these have enforced us to review and change
our approaches to teaching and learning and to acquire some skills in order to cope up with so
much information at our fingertips. As a reaction to behaviouristic models of learning where
reception of the new knowledge was highly valued, and learning was perceived as conditioning
of behaviour, cognitive revolution emerged in the late 1950s and early 1960s. Unlike
behaviouristic view, in cognitive models of learning, the key was the construction of knowledge
by the individuals rather than its reception (Piaget, 1970; Vygotsky, 1962).

The cognitive revolution led to the emergence of several important learning theories such
as cognitive information-processing theory (Atkinson & Shiffrin, 1968), cognitive-constructivism

(Bruner, 1960; 1966; Piaget, 1970, 1976) and social constructivism (Vygotsky, 1962; 1978).



These theoretical approaches to learning and development not only provided us with valuable
insight into how individuals construct information but also shaped our understanding of
education today. The global trend from teacher-centred towards student-centred education
motivated scholars to reconsider students and teachers’ roles in the learning process and the
purpose of instruction. Learners are no longer viewed as blank slates waiting to be filled with
extensive knowledge. They are expected to develop new understandings based on their prior
knowledge or past experiences, verify and investigate them through various sources, and modify
or change them to accommodate new learning situations (Piaget, 1969; 1976). Teachers, on the
other hand, have turned into the guides on the side rather than the sage on the stage (Piaget, 1973;
Vygotsky, 1978). Finally, instruction has changed into an intervention in the ongoing process of
knowledge construction (Resnick, 1989) from a passive transmission of information from more
knowledgeable to the less knowledgeable. Its primary purpose is to encourage learners to think
over their thinking, take responsibility of their own learning and use appropriate strategies to
learn more autonomously (Brooks & Brooks, 1999; Piaget, 1973).

This new understanding of education has paved the way for the emergence of new notions
in the educational field over the past few decades. One of the most significant of them is
metacognition. The term, metacognition, was proposed by American developmental psychologist
John Flavell in the late 1970s (Flavell, 1976, 1979). Flavell’s pioneering work on children’s
knowledge and control of memory processes played a key role in initiating a series of important
research on metacognition. However, even before Flavell, some basic terms that we use today to
define and describe metacognitive processes (i.e. monitoring and control, self-regulation) had
already appeared in the literature. The theory of metacognition is loosely based on the theoretical

foundation of Jean Piaget’s theory of cognitive development, Lev Vygotsky’s sociocultural



theory of cognitive development and the writings of William James (see James, 1890/91, 1992)
(Fox & Riconscente, 2008).

According to Flavell (1976), metacognition involves individuals’ knowledge or thinking
about their own cognitive processes and the strategies they use to regulate these processes. To put
it more explicitly, metacognition refers to one’s knowledge or awareness about his/her thinking
or learning, and it involves active control over the cognitive processes engaged in learning
(Brown 1978; Flavell, 1979). Flavell (1979) specifies the major role of metacognition in
academic instruction as “teaching children and adults to make wise and thoughtful life decisions
as well as to comprehend and learn better in formal educational settings” (p.910). Metacognition
is not only a major component for competent thinking (Pressley & Gaskins, 2006), but it is also
considered to be one of the most influential predictors of learning (Veenman, Hout-Wolters, &
Afflerbach, 2006).

A brief overview of language teaching history reveals that cognitive and constructivist
models of learning also have a significant influence on the second language (SL) and foreign
language (FL) teaching methodology (see Chomsky 1986; Krashen, 1977; Richards & Rodgers,
2001). We have been witnessing a paradigm shift from traditional language teaching approaches
that mainly focused on grammar teaching, translation and accuracy (i.e. grammar-translation
method and the direct method) towards a new understanding of SL/FL instruction that attaches
importance on communicative competence, functional and authentic use of the language for
meaningful purposes (i.e. communicative method). Since then, FL curriculums, which put learner
autonomy and self-regulation into the centre and give more freedom, but responsibility to the
learner in the language learning process, have been designed (Reinfried, 2000).

Wenden (1987) is the one who first applied the concept of metacognition into language

learning. According to her, the fundamental role of metacognition in language learning is



enhancing learner autonomy and differentiating cognitive processes among language learners.
Since her pioneering work, the role of metacognition in the development of language skills has
been widely examined by many researchers and scholars, and eventually metacognition gets the
attention that it has already deserved in the field of language learning. Furthermore, Anderson
(2002) suggests that, “strong metacognitive skills empower second language learners”, and by
metacognitive instruction, language learners can think about what happens while learning and
develop autonomy and, hence, stronger learning skills. He further claims, “The teaching of
metacognitive skills is a valuable use of instructional time for a second language teacher” (p.4).
(Anderson, 2002; 2012). These findings have encouraged researchers to investigate the probable
influence of metacognitive instruction on the academic success of language learners for the last
few decades.

Looking back at the literature on the teaching of EFL writing over the last 40 years, as a
natural consequence of its difficulty for students and inefficiency of previous approaches to
upskill EFL writers and expand their capabilities, we have been witnessing a dramatic change on
the emphasis and focus of writing instruction. The instructional practices heavily influenced by
the Behaviourist Theory (i.e. product approach to the teaching of writing) have been replaced
with the ones that focuses on constructing or communicating meaning through writing (i.e.
process and genre approaches). With developments in linguistics and cognitive psychology, the
role of strategy training and learner metacognition on writing skills has attracted the attention of
many scholars including the researcher of present study.

1.2. The Statement of the Problem

English is the most commonly spoken language in the world, and it is regarded as the

language of science, diplomacy, tourism, technology and media in today’s rapidly globalising

world (Genc & Bada, 2010). High English proficiency provides individuals with various



opportunities such as employment and career, travelling, higher education, access to latest
technological and scientific resources, cultural exchange, and better life conditions (Akbari,
2015; Crystal, 1997). Therefore, English is given a high priority in the curriculum as a foreign
language in Turkey, and learning and teaching of English have always been on the front burner
(Buyukkantarcioglu, 2004). For over 95 years, following the foundation of the Republic of
Turkey, various reforms regarding FL teaching and learning have been introduced. Opening
English medium high schools which offered instruction both in English and Turkish, establishing
English-medium state universities, opening English-medium programmes in certain disciplines
(Alptekin & Tatar, 2011), and introducing English instruction as early as the 2™ grade were the
most significant ones. Besides, English Language Teaching Program was revised, and a new
curriculum based on the constructivist approach was put into practice in 2005 by the Ministry of
National Education (MoNE) (MoNE Website, 2018).

Despite all the efforts and investments devoted to developing English proficiency among
Turkish learners, the eventual outcome is, however, not desirable. The curriculum, which is
claimed to take all aspects of communicative competence into consideration, address functions
and four skills of language in an integrated way, foster learner autonomy and include authentic
assessment tools, looks pretty good on paper. However, how successful it is in meeting the needs
and expectations of Turkish EFL learners and teachers is still debatable (Dogancay-Aktuna &
Kiziltepe, 2005). The new curriculum has been criticised because classroom practices, teaching
methods and materials, school and classroom structures, school administrators and teachers are
still traditional, and they are not compatible with the principles of constructivism (Aykac, 2007a;
2007b; Aykac & Ulubey, 2012). Furthermore, statistics show that Turkey ranks very low on
various measures of English language proficiency in the global arena. For example, the 2017

English Proficiency Index (EPI), which ranks countries by their English skills, puts Turkey 62"



out of 80 countries (26™ out of 27 countries in Europe) with a score of 47,79 (very low
proficiency).

In EFL contexts like Turkey, students’ limited exposure to English outside the classroom,
their lack of conscious effort, motivation and effective strategies to master a FL, their
preconceived beliefs about the nature of learning English and their inefficiency in achieving
autonomy are perceived to be the common reasons for the poor achievement of most EFL
students. Some external factors regarding teachers and their teaching methods, textbooks,
language assessment and evaluation procedures, and curriculum also have a significant impact on
their failure in the task of foreign language learning (Akbari, 2015).

In 2013, the British Council conducted a comprehensive study in partnership with
TEPAYV (Economic Policy Research Foundation of Turkey) to analyse the current state of
English language teaching and learning in state schools in Turkey. 19.380 students, 1.394 parents
and 78 teachers participated in the study. The study revealed several important findings, but one
was quite remarkable: “the competence level in English of most (90+ %) students across Turkey
was evidenced as rudimentary even after 1000+ hours (estimated at the end of the Grade 12) of
English classes” (British Council & TEPAV, 2013, p.15, 16). Five significant shortcomings of
the formal EFL programs at schools were also noted to be leading to the poor English proficiency
of Turkish students: emphasis on grammar teaching, teacher-centred/textbook-centred learning
and grammar based testing, class management, lack of differentiation regarding
needs/interests/levels of students, and teachers’ little voice in the process and practice of teaching
English.

When Turkish students’ competence in productive English skills, namely speaking and
writing, is considered, the situation may be even worse. Productive skills are greatly ignored in

EFL instruction and assessment in public schools in Turkey (Bozdogan & Karlidag, 2013).



Students are exposed to a teacher-centred/textbook-centred, rote memorisation-based and exam-
oriented FL instruction that neglects their actual needs for years (Alptekin & Tatar, 2011; British
Council & TEPAV, 2013; Oktay, 2015). As a result, most of them regard foreign language
learning as memorising a list of words and grammar rules and comprehending reading texts.
They expect to be the recipients of information even when they reach the tertiary level (Alptekin
& Tatar, 2011). Even though they manage to deal with receptive skills such as reading and
listening to some degree, they feel deeply concerned and even frustrated about coping up with
tasks that require production and communication in the target language.

A good writing ability, on the other hand, has become a vital requirement for students,
academicians and various professionals worldwide in the last three decades (Leki, 2001). Many
Turkish tertiary-level EFL learners feel a strong need to develop their academic writing skills to
complete their education in their English-medium departments and to succeed in the dynamic and
competitive global society afterwards. However, writing is possibly the most difficult skill that
SL/FL learners engage in (Richards & Renandya, 2003). Various external and internal factors
(i.e. having an education that does not support creativity and autonomy, failure in appreciating a
good read in childhood, insufficient linguistic proficiency, lack of writing practice, writing
anxiety, low motivation, and lack of ideas) complicate the EFL writing process for most Turkish
EFL students. They have little or no access to academic writing in English in the surrounding
environment. Very few of them have sufficient training or practice even in the native language
(L1) writing. In addition to these problems related to the students themselves, some external
factors such as crowded classroom environments, time constraints, examination system, and un-
qualified English teachers have also a great influence on this challenging process (Fareed, Ashraf,

& Bilal, 2016; Leki, 2001).



Writing, as a productive skill, not only requires the availability of certain linguistic
knowledge such as orthography, vocabulary and syntax of the target language but also the
successful implementation of this knowledge (Ruan, 2005). Effective writing in the target
language demands even more as it is an extremely complicated cognitive activity that requires the
writer to have control over many variables simultaneously (Flower & Hayes, 1980; Nunan,
1989). To produce a good piece of writing, EFL writers need to generate ideas and organise them
coherently, use appropriate level of formality for the audience, master writing conventions, meet
the requirements of the specific genre, adhere to the rhetorical conventions of the target language,
revise to communicate the intended meaning more accurately, and edit to correct the written
errors (Leki, 2001; Nunan; 1989). That is why ensuring the mastery of all these skills and
knowledge on the part of the students within a formal scheme of instruction does not seem to be a
realistic and attainable goal for teachers and institutions that provide writing instruction.

All these problems related to EFL teaching and learning in general and EFL writing in
particular in Turkey may seem to paint a hopeless picture. However, attempts to foster learner
autonomy, self-regulation and metacognition in EFL writing process may be a remedy to the ills
of EFL writing.

1.3. The Purpose of the Study

Writing was chosen as a research area in the current study for several reasons. First of all,
more EFL students feel a strong need to improve their academic writing skills in Turkey today.
However, they do not find themselves competent in writing; they have little or no experience in
L1 and L2 writing; and they are not motivated to engage in writing tasks. Second, most of the
teachers who are assigned to teach writing classes find themselves unqualified, and they
experience difficulties as to how to teach students about this skill that requires learners to control

a number of variables simultaneously. Finally, although prior reseyarch points at various



benefits of metacognition to the writing performance of EFL learners, there is not a single study
on the metacognition and EFL writing skill in Turkey so far.

Considering these, the current study basically aims to explain the theoretical rationale
behind metacognition and clarify the relationship between metacognition and EFL writing
achievement. To achieve this purpose, first of all, it explores the current state of Turkish EFL
students’ metacognitive knowledge about and regulation of writing. In a further attempt, it
identifies whether there is a link between their metacognition and writing achievement, and if
there exists, which certain aspects of metacognitive knowledge and regulation are more
significant than others in accounting for success. Finally, it investigates what components or
subcomponents these students’ metacognition involve. In the light of its findings, the study also
aims to provide EFL teachers with an insight about some possible ways to revise their teaching
methodologies and approaches to writing instruction.

1.4. Research Questions

The present study addresses the following six research questions:

1. What is the extent of Turkish EFL learners’ metacognitive knowledge about writing regarding
person, task and strategy variables?

2. While writing, to what extent do Turkish EFL learners use metacognitive strategies of writing
regarding planning, monitoring and evaluating?

3. Is there a significant correlation between EFL learners’ writing achievement and their
metacognitive knowledge about writing?

4. Is there a significant correlation between EFL learners’ writing achievement and their use of
metacognitive strategies of writing?

5. What do Turkish EFL learners think about their metacognitive knowledge about writing?
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6. What do Turkish EFL learners think about the metacognitive strategies they used in a given
writing task?
1.5. The Significance of the Study

Research on metacognition in the area of education is quite new in the Turkish context,
and the first study carried out dates only back to early 2000s (see Cetinkaya & Ertekin, 2002).
Bas and Sagirli (2017)’s meta-analysis study revealed that educational surveys on metacognition
in Turkey increased in number for the past several years. However, nearly half of these studies
examined their participants’ awareness about metacognitive knowledge or strategy use
independently of a specific domain. Turkish, Mathematics and Science were the most common
domains, respectively to draw Turkish researchers’ attention.

The surveys examining metacognition in relation to EFL learning and teaching, on the
other hand, constitute only 4 % of the whole research carried out in this field (Bas & Sagirli,
2017), and the majority of these limited number of studies were conducted on receptive skills
focusing mainly on reading skill. EFL writing has been a significant academic field recently,
especially for tertiary-level students. Though there exists a large population of EFL learners for
whom writing is of great importance but a tough challenge, to the extent of the researcher’s
knowledge, there is not a single study examining the relationship between metacognition and
EFL writing in Turkey. Accordingly, the present study aims to fill this gap and to add to the body
of literature about EFL writing and metacognition in Turkey. Besides, it serves a starting point
for further educational studies that will examine metacognition in relation to EFL writing skill.
1.6. The Limitations of the Study

The findings of the current study should be considered in light of its several limitations
that may have unintentionally influenced its findingd. First, the study was carried out only with

B2 level students studying at the School of Foreign Languages of Yalova University. There was
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only one L1 (Turkish) within the study group. This imposes limitations on the degree to which
generalization is possible to EFL groups with many different first languages.

Secondly, data collection tools were limited to two questionnaires measuring the
participants’ writing metacognitive knowledge (MKWS) and strategy use (MSWS), retrospective
interviews, and argumentative essays. As both questionnaires and interviews serve as self-reports,
measuring metacognitive knowledge and self-regulation through them might be insufficient to
provide us with full access to the participants’ complete metacognitive knowledge and
behaviours during a writing task.

Third, students who participated in the surveys had four hours of classes in the morning
and a writing task in the afternoon (which most of them described as challenging) immediately
before they responded to the questionnaire items. Getting tired and demoralized may have
affected their performances on the surveys negatively. However, it is important to note that this
weakness stemmed from the fact that writing tasks were pop-up, and they had to be carried out at
the same time (i.e. at an hour when all students had writing classes).

Fourth, students’ writing performances were measured only through their argumentative
writings and a strict time-limit (an hour) was administered for students’ compositions. Relying on
the view that difficult tasks may work better to trigger the writers to use metacognitive strategies
in the writing process actively, the argumentative essay was chosen as the main task to measure
students’ writing achievement. Mainly because students were less familiar with it, they were
expected to perform it more metacognitively. However, as interview data revealed, a discrepancy
existed between students’ current and actual writing performances when they were assigned such
a challenging task (i.e. written argumentative).

Selection bias in the sample is also a possibility, especially for the students that

participated in the interviews. Interviewees were selected randomly among the volunteers, and it
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was clearly seen that these students’ were more motivated and interested than those students who
were not eager to take part in the interview sessions.

Lastly, participants of the study used a specific textbook, followed a specific syllabus and
were tested at the same exams. However, due to scheduling difficulties, each writing class was
taught by a different instructor, undoubtedly having unique teaching styles, expectations and
priorities, and presenting several different extra materials and classroom activities.

1.7. Definitions of Key Terms

Cognition: It refers to a variety of mental actions or processes relating to the acquiring,
perceiving, thinking, understanding, and remembering.

Metacognition: It involves the knowledge, skills and strategies about mental states and
processes. It acts like a “higher order agent overlooking and governing the cognitive system,
while simultaneously being part of it” (Veenman, Hout-Wolters, & Afflerbach, 2006).
Metacognitive Knowledge: It is one’s knowledge or beliefs about his/her own mental processes
(Brown, 1987; Flavell, 1979).

Metacognitive Strategies: These are the “higher order executive skills that may entail planning
for, monitoring or evaluating the success of a learning activity” (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990,
p.44).

Metacognitive Monitoring: It is one’s on-line self-observation and self-assessment of his/her
thought processes, existing state of knowledge or actual performance.

Metacognitive Control: It is voluntary direction of one's metacognitive monitoring processes to

achieve strategic control over cognitive processes (Nelson & Narens, 1994).
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CHAPTER TWO
The Review of Literature

This chapter is divided into four main sections. In the first section, writing skill, more
particularly second and foreign language (L2) writing skill, is addressed in detail. Similarities and
differences between L1 and L2 writing are explained. Research directions concerning L2 writing
are presented, and conventional approaches to writing instruction are summarised. In the second
part, the theoretical background of the study, including detailed information about metacognition,
and several models for metacognition are explained. In the third section, readers are provided
with a brief insight into the role of metacognitive knowledge and self-regulatory strategies in L2
learning. Also, a summary of the related literature on metacognition and EFL/ESL learning is
given. Next, the researcher focuses on metacognition and EFL/ESL writing urging upon
metacognitive writing knowledge and self-regulatory writing strategies. At the end of the chapter,
a brief overview of research on metacognition and EFL writing is presented.
2.1. Writing Skill

In line with the vastly expanding writing research in recent years, writing is no more
viewed “as a linear and somewhat simplistic activity” but rather “a recursive, strategic, and multi-
dimensional process central to (1) planning what to say and how to say it; (2) translating ideas
into written text; and (3) revising what has been written” (Harris, Santangelo, & Graham, 2010,
p.226). Writing requires absolute coordination and successful implementation of various factors
such as writing rules and mechanics, writing purpose, target audience, organisation,
communicative intent and several linguistic skills including semantics, syntax and spelling.
Therefore, in contemporary models, it has been described as “cognitive, linguistic, affective,
behavioural, and physical in nature and set within a larger socio-cultural context” (Harris et al.,

2010, p.132). That is the very reason for the common assumption that writing is the most
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challenging and problematic skill for most FL/SL learners, and meeting this challenge is very
significant to ensure the academic progress of these learners (Kasper, 1997).

2.1.1. Writing in the mother tongue and writing in an L2. Roca De Larios, Murphy,
and Marin (2002) divide studies that focus on similarities and differences between L1 and L2
writing into two groups: intra-subject studies and inter-subject studies. Intra-subject studies
examine the writing processes of the same individuals in both languages, whereas inter-subject
studies compare the data they collect from L2 writers with those of native speakers. A
considerable number of these studies indicate significant similarities and differences between L1
and L2 writing in the ways writers compose, in the processes they go through and in the skills
they need (Akyel & Kamisli, 1997; Cumming, 2001; Cumming, Rebuffot, & Ledwell, 1989).

To begin with, the writing skills students use or the writing behaviours they show while
writing in L2 are claimed to be related to the ones they adopt while writing in L1 (Akyel, 1994;
Cumming, 1990; 2001; Myles, 2002; Victori & Lockhart, 1995). Students’ overall writing
patterns, certain high-level writing processes (i.e. planning, monitoring and revising), and their
efficient and inefficient use of these have been reported to be similar across languages (Roca De
Larios et al., 2002). Thus, when students acquire these processes and become more skilled in
their L1, they do not need to reacquire them in L2 (Myles, 2002). They can transfer these writing
skills and strategies, which are already available, to L2 writing situations (Ransdell & Barbier,
2002; Roca De Larios et al., 2002).

However, the tendency to regard L1 and L2 composing as the same processes and
grounding on L1 composition models (i.e. Bereiter and Scardamalia, 1987; Flower & Hayes,
1981) to teach L2 writing may cause us to overlook the factors that are unique to L2 writing
situations. According to Myles (2002), writing in L2 imposes a number of constraints upon

students, and there are a number of educational, social and contextual factors that complicate L2
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writing process for language learners or operate to hinder effective writing. Roca de Larios et al.
(2002) further mention that “the L2 writing population cannot be regarded as homogeneous at
all” (p.15). Although the acronym L2 has been commonly used to refer to both SL and FL in the
literature, these two writing contexts provide students with “qualitatively different kinds of
interaction, input and affective relations, as well as quantitatively different proportions of them”
(Roca de Larios et al., 2002, p.15). Therefore, the skills or knowledge that writers need or the
challenges they face in their writing process differ depending on the language they write in.

Silva (1993) further states, “L2 writing is strategically, rhetorically, and linguistically
different in important ways from L1 writing” (p. 669). One potential challenge to effective L2
writing is students’ lack of language proficiency. Writing requires generating and coordinating
complex ideas, but the expression of these is closely related to lexical and syntactic knowledge.
Therefore, many scholars consider linguistic competence as a significant factor which predicts
learners’ writing performance (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 1992; Sasaki & Hirose, 1996). If L2 writers
cannot reach a certain level of proficiency in the target language, they also cannot transfer their
L1 literacy skills, overall writing patterns, certain high-level writing strategies into L2 writing
situations (Roca De Larios et al., 2002). Even if they can generate enough number of ideas to
write about or goals to achieve, because of the constraints imposed by writing in an L2, they may
have to reduce them in accordance with their linguistic competence.

Secondly, although L1 and L2 writers show some similarities in certain planning
behaviours such as text length, genre choice or audience awareness, L2 writers seem to set fewer
goals (Roca de Larios et al., 2002). Significant differences have also been found about revising
behaviours of L1 and L2 writers; however, regarding research presents contradictory findings.
While some studies reveal that L2 writers revise their work more frequently (Roca De Larios et

al., 2002), others suggest that due to their limited proficiency in the target language, L2 writers
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reread, revise and edit less when compared to their L1 counterparts (Raimes, 1985; Silva, 1993).
Even when they revise, they devote more attention to micro-level elements of writing (i.e. lexical
resources and grammatical accuracy) at the cost of macro-level elements (i.e. text structure,
coherence and cohesion, planning, revising) (Cumming, 2001), and their revisions are superficial
and mainly focus on mechanical errors.

Another challenge that disrupts formulation processes of L2 writers is their tendency to
translate the writing goals they generate in their native language into L2. As they need to both
retain these goals in working memory and concentrate on appropriate language use concurrently,
it is harder for them to sustain the formulation process fluently. As a result, interruptions are
more common, and pauses are longer in L2 writing (Roca De Larios et al., 2002).

Last but not the least, “the quantity and quality of previous literacy experiences” and “the
hidden L1 literacy assumptions that writers carry over the acquisition of L2 literacy” play a
significant role in L2 writing performance (Roca De Larios et al., 2002, p.34). Students’
perceptions about writing change depending on whether they write in L1 or L2. What is more, L2
writers regard composing in the target language as more form-focused, laborious and time-
consuming (Silva, 1992).

In light of these studies, one can conclude that students’ overall writing patterns, certain
high-level writing processes and strategies are similar across languages. Once they are acquired
in L1 writing, they can be activated and used in L2 writing. However, writing in L2 is has its own
challenges and differs strategically, rhetorically, and linguistically from L1 writing. Learners’
prior schooling experiences regarding their literacy both in their native language and the target
language ( Mohan & Lo, 1985), the cultural contexts they grow up (Matalene, 1985) and the
perceptions and attitudes they bring in their writing classes (Rose, 1985) should also be

considered to draw conclusions about how to teach writing.
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2.1.2. Research on L2 writing acquisition. Research on learning to write in L2 has
centred upon three fundamental dimensions: features of the texts that learners produce, the
processes that underlie learners’ writing performance, and the socio-cultural contexts that they
write in (Cumming, 2001). More importantly, it establishes foundations for the three main
approaches to the teaching of writing: the product approach, the process approach and the genre
approach (which will be explained in the next sections in detail).

First of all, when examining the writing improvement of L2 learners, considerable
research has focused on the quality and features of the text they produce. While L2 learners write
in the target language, they are expected not only to develop their overall language proficiency,
expand their vocabulary knowledge and sophisticate their grammar but also to master the skill of
writing in terms of organisation, coherence, cohesion, rhetorical styles, and strategies for writing
(Cumming, 2001; Myles, 2002). Thanks to the research on text features, we have a greater insight
about the micro and macro elements of a well-written text such as syntax, morphology, lexis,
cohesive devices, and text structure today. However, text analysis research alone fails to address
to the individual writer (i.e. his/her characteristics, intentions and perceptions, prior educational
experiences and knowledge base, and writing processes) and the discourse community s/he
belongs to (Zamel, 1987).

Another currently investigated dimension in the relevant research concerns the processes
that learners go through while composing in a target language. Studies that examine the learners’
writing processes are significant in that they provide us with a better understanding of the
complex nature of the writing skill, students” common writing behaviours, the challenges they
face and the strategies they use while composing. They also urge us, teachers, to think over our
role in their writing process and examine our teaching practices. As Roca De Larios et al. (2002)

suggest, the more we know about what writers do while they are composing, the more effective
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our teaching procedures will be. The problem with process studies, on the other hand, is that they
are heavily influenced by L1 writing models that examine the writing processes of monolingual
learners (i.e. Bereiter and Scardamalia, 1987; Flower & Hayes, 1981), and the studies conducted
to investigate L2 writing process is limited in number (Ransdell & Barbier, 2002). In addition,
despite their previously stated advantages, process studies are less likely to take into
consideration the contextual factors affecting L2 writing such as “the quantity and quality of
previous literacy experiences, the role played by genre, and the hidden L1 literacy assumptions
that writers carry over to the acquisition of L2 literacy” (Roca De Larios et al., 2002, p. 34).
Therefore, they are heavily criticised for failing to inform and transform L2 writing pedagogy.
Finally, because “writing is produced not merely in context, but through it” (Zamel, 1987,
p.704), the educational or social contexts that L2 writing occurs are worth investigating for many
scholars. Cumming (2001) describes the learning of L2 writing “as a process of individual
development in particular social contexts” as well as “acculturation into particular discourse
communities” (p.7). Although the contextual factors including “the conditions under which
students write; the methods and styles of teachers; the personalities, attitudes and learning
processes of students and the many interactions among these variables” have a great influence on
learners’ writing achievement, writing research fails to address them adequately (Kantor, 1984, p.
72). Therefore, studies examining the diverse situations and challenges that a group of
individuals in a certain context face provide us with some insights into their common coping and
learning strategies and how they change their identities to address the target language community
(Zamel, 1987). Classroom and context-based research helps us understand the relationship
between learners’ writing behaviours and L2 writing pedagogy, and bring about the desired

changes in L2 writing instruction.
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To conclude, such analyses of the text features, composing process and the contexts of
writing do not just help us to conceptualise what the learning and teaching of L2 writing entail
but also provide us with useful implications for the teaching of L2 writing.

2.1.3. Teaching writing. The teaching of writing as a discipline dates only back to 1970s
(Raimes, 1991). Although writing research provides us with important insights into learners’
writing processes, the features of the text they produce and the role of context they write in,
recent studies of the teaching of L2 writing reveal that research findings usually do not
correspond to the classroom practices. In most writing classes, writing instruction is still based on
traditional and mechanistic models and teacher-dominated routines. Students engage in various
mechanical activities and drills or are assigned low-level writing tasks which are not meaningful
for them and in which they have very few opportunities actually to write. According to Zamel
(1987), this is either because it is difficult for teachers to incorporate changes in their classrooms
or because relevant studies fail to examine writing in its naturalistic contexts. Teachers, who are
not competent about the requirements of the teaching of writing skill but are assigned to teach it,
find it easier to reduce writing into discrete steps and prescribe some basic rules and principles to
their students. Constraints of educational systems, curricular or administrative goals and the
inefficiency of writing textbooks are the other reasons for this tendency (Zamel, 1987).

Writing behaviours and processes are unique to each learner and vary with each
individual. Traditional approaches to writing instruction centre mostly on the teacher’s
expectations and priories (i.e. proper use of mechanical aspects, adhesion to conventions of target
language discourse), but fail to address learners’ needs (i.e. communicating ideas with target
audience through writing) and the contextual factors that affect their writing behaviours. About
the teaching of writing, how teachers respond to students’ written texts is another critical issue.

Studies that investigate responding behaviours of teachers demonstrate that teachers cling to the
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traditional approaches while they respond to student writings. They tend to evaluate students’
final products based on their “preconceived and fixed notions about good writing”. What is more,
their feedbacks centre mostly upon “rhetorical forms and uniform standards” and local, language
related-problems at the sentence or clause level rather than meaning-related problems regarding
the whole text. (Zamel, 1987, p.700).

In writing classes where the form and accuracy take priority over meaning and
communication of ideas, students are restricted with rules and limitations that the teacher sets
about how to write or how not to write. They write in response to exams or assignments to be
evaluated by teachers (Applebee, 1984; Zamel, 1987). As a result, they feel upset, anxious,
frustrated and even in danger. They have negative perceptions about and attitudes towards
writing and writing instruction. Instead of struggling, they get lost in their self-defeating
thoughts. In her case study with an apprehensive writer, Selfe (1985) argues that anxiety, which
most students suffer from in writing classes, stems from students’ limited writing experiences at
school and the particular importance that teachers attach to the perfectionism in writing. Besides,
negative attitudes and perceptions that L2 writers bring to the writing classes are strengthened or
reinforced when their efforts result in failure (McGroarty, 1996).

Considering the critical role of affective factors on students’ writing performance, a
writing pedagogy which puts the students at the centre, provides them with a supportive
environment, makes them feel successful and encourages them to take responsibility of their
learning serve a useful purpose (McGroarty, 1996; Zamel, 1987). Diaz (1985) reveals that when
L2 learners are provided with a student-centred, nonevaluative and encouraging classroom
environment and plenty of opportunities for meaningful writing practices, they write better, feel
more competent but less anxious about writing in L2. On the other hand, if the writing

environment “is perceived to be stressful or threatening...., learners’ affective states can influence
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cognition..., so emotional influences along with cognitive factors can account for achievement
and performance in L2, to a certain extent” (Myles, 2002).

Numerous studies were carried out to find an ideal approach to writing instruction until
now. However, as Zamel (1987) states:

These past efforts to establish the best method were based on the faulty assumptions that

there was a best method and one just had to find it, that teaching writing was a matter of

prescribing a logically ordered set of written tasks and exercises, and that good writing

conformed to a predetermined and ideal model. (p.697)

Obviously, there is not a sure recipe for the teachers or instructors to follow to make this
continuous and complicated process more straightforward. The characteristics, expectations, and
educational, social and cultural experiences of the target learner group and priorities, cultural
beliefs, ideologies, pedagogical content knowledge and goals of the writing teachers shape the
focus of writing instruction and compel the class dynamics to function in certain ways. One thing
is sure that writing is not a skill acquired naturally, so writing instruction should provide L2
writers with a considerable amount of input and experience in formal instructional settings
(Myles, 2002). The more writers practice in the task of L2 writing, the greater control they have
over the “abilities to plan, revise and edit their texts, to search for appropriate words or
phrases..., and to attend more often or intently to their ideas in respect to the forms of the second
language” (Cumming, 2001, p.6).

An increasing amount of research on writing has delineated a variety of approaches to
writing instruction, but three stands out from the rest: the product approach, the process
approach and the genre approach. These approaches will be explained in the next section in

detail.
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2.1.3.1. Product approach. In line with the popularity of audio-lingual method and
form-focused instruction in L2 classrooms where learners’ attention is drawn on the lexical,
grammatical and pragmalinguistic features of the target language, product-based writing
approach emerged and enjoyed a vogue from 1950s to 1970s. Product approach is commonly
referred as “a traditional approach in which students are encouraged to mimic a model text,
usually is presented and analysed at an early stage” (Gabrielatos, 2002, p.5). They are expected
to follow the standard to construct their texts considering the language items in the model text
and copying, imitating, or transforming them. Writing activities and tasks are usually controlled
and guided, and constructing an error-free composition as the final product is highly valued.
Whether a composition is high-quality or not depends both on the accuracy of mechanical
aspects such as grammar, syntax, spelling and punctuation and on the extent that it corresponds
to the model text studied previously.

According to Steele (2004), the product approach consists of four stages. In the first
stage, a standard sample of a text that belongs to a specific genre is presented to students. They
analyse the model text and study the language and the highlighted features of that genre. In the
second stage, students practice the important features in the model text through controlled
activities and usually in isolation. In stage three, students organise their ideas mimicking the
model text they have studied previously. In this approach, the control of the language and
organisation of the ideas are more important than the ideas themselves. In the last stage, students
are expected to generate a final written product using the skills, structures and vocabulary they
have learnt.

In the product approach, teachers act as an authority in the classroom, transmitting the
lexical and grammatical knowledge that students need to write accurately. They are responsible

for supplying good model texts, teaching the language items specific to the genres, organising the
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environment and giving feedback based particularly on grammatical and lexical errors rather than
meaning-oriented exploration. An ideal student, on the other hand, is the one who adheres to and
duplicates the models and uses the target language fluently, correctly and competently.

Although it is still a common approach to teach L2 writing, product-based writing
instruction is heavily criticised for two main reasons: it ignores the role of audience and context,
and it overvalues the error-free final piece of writing rather than the skills and processes that
students use to produce it.

2.1.3.2. Process approach. With the dominance of cognitive theory in the 1970s in the
psychology of learning, the focus of writing instruction shifted from the teaching of language
itself to the cognitive processes of language learners. Not surprisingly, this shift sparked a
change in approaches to writing instruction. Mental and cognitive processes of learners and the
cognitive and metacognitive strategies they use to handle the writing tasks attracted L2
researchers’ attention. Process approach emerged in the mid-1970s. Unlike the product approach
where using language accurately to develop a written-product is the major priority, the process
approach puts the writer and the processes that he or she goes through to compose in the centre
of writing instruction. In the process approach, language is a means to write skillfully and create
meaning rather than being the main priority in writing instruction.

Scholars that put the writers and their cognitive processes to the centre of writing
instruction offer some stages to be followed to write more skillfully. Graves (1983) mentions five
stages, including pre-writing, drafting, revising, editing and publishing. Similarly, Steele
(2004)’s categorisation consists of eight basic stages which are brainstorming,
planning/structuring, mind mapping, writing the first draft, peer feedback, editing, final draft,

and evaluation and teachers’ feedback.
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Among the several cognitive writing models in the literature that view writing as a unique
process of development, the writing model of Flower and Hayes (1981) is quite popular and
commonly referred by the scholars in the field of writing and particularly in the field of writing
metacognition. In their model, Flower and Hayes (1981) examine what writers do and what
potential rhetorical problems they face when they write. They divide the writing process into
three main stages: planning, translating and reviewing. These stages also well represent the
mechanisms of metacognitive regulation, which are planning, monitoring and evaluating. In the
first stage, planning, L2 writers go through various sub-stages such as setting goals, defining the
target audience, producing ideas through brainstorming, organising the ideas to select the most
appropriate ones, and making an outline to develop the structure of their writing task. The next
stage, translating, refers to the process of putting ideas into words. In the last stage, reviewing, L2
writers are expected to evaluate and revise their written products.

In process approach, the teacher’s role is more like a facilitator or guide who provides
students with ample opportunities to generate ideas and organise them, to write drafts and revise
their works in the light of the teacher’s feedback. Unlike product approach, the main concern of
the teacher is not correct language use or a final written paper, but the writing process that is
managed by students.

Although cognitive writing models have provided scholars and writing instructors with
profound insights into the cognitive processes of writers, so how to teach them more effectively,
the process approach to writing has come under some criticism. Primarily, process approach is
theoretically based on the ground of L1 writing models that fail to recognise the socio-cultural
factors affecting L2 composing (Kern, 2000). It also does not take into consideration the
linguistic competence of the writer (Myles, 2002). Many L2 writers do not have the necessary

linguistic competence to benefit from process approach. Therefore, Myles (2002) claims that
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process approach is favourable only if L2 learners are provided with sufficient feedback and if
they are proficient enough in L2 to apply the higher order writing strategies (i.e. revision) they
have already gained in their L1. As a result, few L2 teachers favour this approach for students
with low language proficiency, and they are mostly inclined to teach some basic skills such as
grammar, vocabulary and spelling and detect and correct errors (Ammon, 1985; Zamel, 1987).
Finally, the process approach comes under criticism for putting the writer into the centre of
writing instruction and ignoring the purpose of writing, the role of the reader and cross-cultural
differences in the writing process.

2.1.3.3. Genre approach. Genre approach was introduced by British scholar Michael

Halliday towards the end of the 1970s as a reaction to the drawbacks of the process approach.
This relatively current approach to writing instruction mainly focuses on the context where
writing occurs, the expectations of the intended audience and conventions of a particular
discourse community.

Hyland (2004) defines the genre approach as “explicit, systematic, needs-based,
supportive, empowering, critical and consciousness-raising” (p.11). In genre approach, writing is
viewed as a social and cultural activity; therefore, to interact with the other members of the
society through writing, writers are expected to identify and fulfil their potential readers’
expectations and provide them with good content, language, and appropriate tone. In this
approach, students are explicitly taught about specific genres, their linguistic and discourse
features, the context they are used in and the conventions accepted by its readership. As they both
attach importance to the linguistic knowledge and a final product and suggest similar stages, the
genre and product approaches are claimed to share some similarities. However, in genre

approach, the linguistic forms to be used in a particular text are determined according to the
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social context that it is written for, the anticipation and needs of the target audience, and the
primary purpose of writing.

More importantly, the recent shift away from cognitive towards socio-cultural approaches
to the writing makes it necessary to explore writing within the context that it takes place. The
insights that we gain from theoretical or pedagogical research on L1 or SL writing fail to satisfy
FL students’ needs because each of these learning environments has unique characteristics and
different contextual variables that significantly affect the pedagogical practices (Bhowmik,
2009). Hence, research on L2 writing that takes the context-specific variables and the personal
and cultural traits that FL students bring into their classes into consideration helps us develop
more comprehensive approaches to FL writing instruction.

To conclude, the best approach to L2 writing instruction in any situation depends on
various factors such as students’ proficiency level, the curriculum, the text types being studied.
“Institutional constraints, various logistical problems, such as large class sizes, unique teaching
and learning approaches and ideologies”, the potential dominant role of central or institutional
education authorities, “an exam-dominated educational culture”, “teachers’ heavy workloads” are
among the factors that greatly affect the approaches to writing instruction in various FL contexts
(Bhowmik, 2009, pp.338-359). Therefore, claiming one of these three approaches as the ideal is
an unrealistic approach. Factors that are exclusive to a specific writing environment usually lead
teachers to make individual decisions regarding their classroom practices.

2.2. Metacognition

American developmental psychologist John Flavell coined the term metacognition for the
first time to refer to one’s “knowledge and cognition about cognitive phenomena” (Flavell, 1979,
p. 906). Although the term metacognition does not have a long history, the subject matter of

metacognition roots back to the 6™ century to the saying carved into the Temple of Apollo at
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Delphi, “Know Thyself” or the famous saying of Socrates “To know thyself is the beginning of
wisdom”. In his famous poem, Knowledge Should Mean a Full Grasp of Knowledge, Yunus
Emre highlights the significance of knowing oneself in Turkish culture with these lines:

Knowledge should mean a full grasp of knowledge:

Knowledge means to know yourself, heart and soul.

If you have failed to understand yourself,

Then all of your reading has missed its call. (Halman, 1993)

Flavell (1976) defines metacognition simply as “one’s knowledge concerning one’s own
cognitive processes and products or anything related to them” and he adds, “metacognition refers,
among many other things, to the active monitoring and consequent regulation and orchestration
of these processes in relation to the cognitive objects or data which they bear, usually in the
service of some concrete goal or objective” (p.232). In plain terms, metacognition refers to both
one’s knowledge about what he/she knows and does not know, and it involves the higher order
thinking skills that he/she employs to monitor and control cognitive processes in an attempt to
achieve certain goals (Livingston, 2003).

To define metacognition, many scholars in the field of cognitive psychology suggest
slightly different definitions referring to its various aspects. Hennessey (1999)’s definition of
metacognition is one of the most comprehensive ones. She defines metacognition as

...awareness of one’s thinking, awareness of the content of one’s conceptions, an active

monitoring of one’s cognitive processes, an attempt to regulate one’s cognitive processes

in relationship to further learning, and an application of a set of heuristics as an effective

device for helping people organise their methods of attack on problems in general. (p.3)

For over 40 years, metacognition has been widely studied in basic and applied

psychological research. According to Schoenfeld (1992), along with problem-solving,

metacognition was the most commonly referred to and studied concept in the 1980s in this field.



28

Theoretical and basic research focuses mainly on the conceptualisation of metacognition and
gives insights into the nature, components or functioning mechanisms of metacognition.
Developmental and educational research, on the other hand, addresses itself to investigate and
explain the development of metacognition and teachability of metacognitive skills and strategies
(Efklides & Misailidi, 2010).

For the first time, Flavell (1979) mentioned a relationship between metacognition and
learning. A lot of research has been carried out in various contexts about various subject areas for
almost 40 years to verify this proposition of Flavell. Research on metacognition is of great
importance for educational psychology because it provides us with insights about the complex
cognitive processes that individuals go through while learning (Devine, 1993) and about its
various benefits for the learning process of individuals. According to Wang, Haertel, and
Walberg (1990), metacognition is one of the most reliable predictors of learning. It promotes
successful learning, higher academic performance and greater problem-solving ability of
individuals (Davidson & Sternberg, 1998; Kramarski, 2004; Kramarski, Mevarech & Arami,
2002; Kramarski, Mevarech & Lieberman, 2001; Mevarech & Kramarski, 1997; Schraw and
Dennison, 1994; Vandergrift, 2002). Metacognitive skills can potentially develop one’s thinking
capacity (Anderson, 2002), increase the achievement in new learning tasks (Vann & Abraham,
1990), enhance learning outcomes (Anderson, 2002; Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994) and
compensates for some cognitive limitations or deficits in general intelligence and prior
knowledge on a subject (Veenman, Wilhelm, & Beishuizen, 2004).

Considering all these benefits, we can conclude that metacognition carries successful
implications for instructional interventions (Livingston, 2003), and any efforts to improve
learners’ metacognition may promote the achievement in foreign language skills to a

considerable degree. Before examining the relationship between metacognition and FL/SL
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learning, in this section of the study, the concept of metacognition will be addressed
comprehensively.

2.2.1. Distinguishing between cognition and metacognition. The imprecision of the
term ‘metacognition’ is a much-debated issue in the literature. Metacognition includes various
dimensions related to cognition, knowledge and learning process (Brown, Bransford, Ferrera, &
Campione, 1983). While some notions we use to describe metacognition “are purely
metacognitive by nature” (Veenman et al., 2006, p. 4), others are both metacognitive and
cognitive. This causes a complex relationship between cognition and metacognition and makes it
difficult to distinguish between the two systems. Therefore, it is important to draw a distinction
between what is meta and what is cognitive to understand the nature of metacognition properly
(Brown, 1987; Graham, 1997; Nelson, 1999; Nelson & Narens, 1994).

Flavell (1979) argues that metacognition and cognition are similar in their form and
quality so both can be acquired and forgotten, are stored in the memory, and can be correct or
incorrect. On the other hand, the significant difference between them lies in their content and
function. Cognition involves the states and processes involved in knowing, which in their
completeness include perception and judgment. It includes all conscious and unconscious
processes by which knowledge is accumulated, such as perceiving, recognising, conceiving,
and reasoning. Put differently, cognition “is a state or experience of knowing that can be
distinguished from an experience of feeling or willing” (Encyclopaedia Britannica Website,
2019).

Metacognition, on the other hand, involves the knowledge, skills and strategies about
mental states and processes. It acts like a “higher order agent overlooking and governing the
cognitive system, while simultaneously being part of it” (Veenman et al., 2006). Whereas

cognitive skills and strategies are vital for individuals to carry out a task or to solve a problem in
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order to reach their goals, metacognitive skills and strategies are needed to understand how to
carry out a task and to ensure that the goal has been achieved (Garner, 1987; Livingston, 2003).
To give an example, a student needs to use his/her cognition to read a text in the target language,
but he/she also needs to use metacognition to monitor his/her understanding of the text. In brief,
while cognitive skills are needed to make cognitive progress, metacognitive skills are more
commonly used to monitor the cognitive process (Flavell, 1979).

However, Flavell (1979) emphasises the close and reciprocal relationship between
cognition and metacognition. Whereas cognition is a prerequisite for metacognition,
metacognition is a requisite for cognition (Gourgey, 1998; Veenman et al., 2006). Therefore, it is
not easy for one to have metacognitive knowledge if he/she does not have cognitive knowledge in
a specific domain. On the other hand, one needs metacognitive knowledge or strategies to
monitor, control and evaluate his/her own cognitive processes.

2.2.2. The framework of metacognition. Despite being widely researched in various
fields, “including psychology, education, learning sciences, neuroscience, and clinical
psychology” (Scott & Levy, 2013), metacognition is still considered to be a fuzzy and mysterious
concept by many scholars (Akturk and Sahin, 2011; Flavell, 1981). Veenman et al. (2006) define
metacognition as an umbrella term involving

...(m)etacognitive beliefs, metacognitive awareness, metacognition experiences,

metacognitive knowledge, feeling of knowing, judgement of learning, theory of mind,

metamemory, metacognitive skills, executive skills, higher order skills, metacomponents,

comprehension, monitoring, learning strategies, heuristic strategies, and self-regulation.

(p. 4)
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Some of these terms refer to “more general knowledge and skills in metacognition”, while
“others address rather specific ones for certain age groups or types of tasks” (Veenman et al.,
2006, p. 4).

All these terms and different definitions help us to understand this phenomenon better,
but that much diversity has accompanied a variety of alternative or different perspectives on the
construct of metacognition. As a result, several frameworks have been developed by scholars to
conceptualise metacognition and identify its components. In the next subsections, three
prominent models of metacognition developed by Flavell (1979), Brown (1987), and Schraw and
Moshman (1995) will be introduced to the reader.

2.2.2.1. Flavell’s Model of Cognitive Monitoring. Flavell’s Model of Cognitive
Monitoring is important as it lays the foundations of the metacognition theory. In his model,
Flavell (1979) makes the first attempt to define the components of metacognition and the
interactions among these components. He states that the monitoring of various cognitive
enterprises emerges via “actions or interactions” among (1) metacognitive knowledge, (2)
metacognitive experiences, (3) goals (or tasks) and (4) actions (or strategies) (p.906).

Flavell (1979) defines metacognitive knowledge as “that segment of your stored
knowledge that has to do with people as cognitive creature and with their diverse cognitive tasks,
goals, actions, and experiences” (p.906). It involves the knowledge or beliefs concerning one’s
general cognitive processes. According to him, metacognitive knowledge is not different from
other kinds of knowledge stored in the long-term memory in form and quality; therefore, it can be
learned, enhanced, revised or deleted. He divides metacognitive knowledge into three distinct but
highly interactive and intertwined variables: person knowledge, task knowledge and strategy

knowledge. For successful learning, an individual needs to have deep knowledge about self as a
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learner, about the task at hand, and about effective strategies to attain predetermined cognitive
goals (Devine, 1993; Flavell, 1979; Kasper, 1997).

Person knowledge stands for individuals’ self-knowledge and beliefs about their abilities,
strengths and weaknesses to achieve a certain task as well as their general knowledge about
human learning and information processing (Flavell, 1979; Wenden, 1998). Later, Flavell
develops his model in 1987 and mentions that there are three dimensions of person knowledge:
intraindividual knowledge, interindividual knowledge and universals of cognition. Intraindividual
knowledge comprises individuals’ knowledge about their proficiency in a given domain and the
specific knowledge that they have about the factors affecting the quality of their learning. It also
refers to their beliefs about themselves as thinkers, learners, or task-doers. For example, learners’
judgements about their learning experiences or processes such as ‘I learn a subject better if I take
notes’ or ‘I communicate my ideas more successfully while [ am writing rather than speaking’.
Interindividual knowledge is more about the comparison of personal style or abilities of oneself
and others. ‘I am better than my siblings in mathematical calculations, whereas they are more
successful in understanding what they read’ can be an example for interindividual knowledge.
Universals of cognition, on the other hand, entail the knowledge of human attributes that
facilitate or hamper learning such as age, motivation, aptitude, and self-efficacy. One’s statement
as ‘language acquisition is a matter of exposure’ is an example for his or her knowledge about the
universals of cognition.

The second variable, task knowledge, refers to one’s awareness of the nature, complexity
and demands of a proposed task (Flavell, 1979; Wenden, 1991, 1998). Learners who can treat the
task at hand correctly are often more successful at defining their purposes and devoting the
correct amount of cognitive effort to accomplish that task. Learners with task knowledge can

more readily experience mental, affective and social processes involved in a task and analyse
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factors that influence their task performance. This type of knowledge also helps individuals
predict the degree of success that they are likely to achieve.

Lastly, the strategy variable is more about the knowledge of cognitive, metacognitive and
social-affective strategies that can be employed to perform a specific type of task efficiently.
Individuals who have strategy knowledge are better able to identify strategies that are appropriate
or inappropriate for certain tasks and use them accordingly. Similarly, learners who lack the
knowledge of certain strategies available to address a learning challenge cannot achieve their
goals or accomplish their tasks (Anderson, 2012).

The other major component in Flavell’s framework of metacognition is metacognitive
experiences. Flavell (1979) describes metacognitive experiences as “any conscious cognitive and
affective experiences that accompany... and pertain to any intellectual enterprise” (p.906). It
involves the actions a person takes to regulate and control his/her cognitive processing while
learning or doing a task. Metacognitive experiences show learners where they are in a task, what
kind of progress they are making or likely to make, and they guide them to set new goals or
regulate the previous ones. According to Flavell (1979), metacognitive experiences work as
‘quality control checks’ for learners to test and revise their goals. Knowledge gained through
metacognitive experiences helps individuals to develop, delete or reform their pre-existing
metacognitive knowledge and activate certain strategies to attain cognitive or metacognitive goals
(Duman, 2013). “Metacognitive experiences usually precede or follow a cognitive activity”, and
“they often occur when cognitions fail” (Livingston, 2003, p.4). A student’s negative feelings in
case of failure or inadequacy during a cognitive activity can be an example of metacognitive
experiences.

In Flavell’s model (1979), the goals or tasks refer to the actual objectives of a cognitive

endeavour that may activate the use of metacognitive knowledge and lead to metacognitive



34

experiences. Finally, actions or strategies are certain steps or behaviours employed to accomplish
these goals. According to Anderson (2012), greater awareness of these four key elements results
in greater control of the learning process by individuals.

2.2.2.2. Brown’s Model of Metacognition. Ann Leslie Brown is another famous name
that contributed to the theory of metacognition. According to Brown (1987), metacognition refers
to the “understanding of knowledge, an understanding that can be reflected in either effective use
or overt description of the knowledge in question” (p.65). Briefly, it involves learners’ conscious
reflection on and regulation of their cognitive activities.

In Brown’s (1987) model, metacognition encompasses two broad categories: knowledge
of cognition and regulation of cognition. She describes metacognitive knowledge as “stable,
statable but fallible, or late developing” information that learners have about their cognition and
cognitive processes and about the learning context (p.67). On the other hand, metacognitive
regulation, which involves the self-regulatory activities which are carried out to monitor and
control cognitive processes, is “relatively unstable, rarely stable, and age independent” (p.68).
According her, these two components of metacognition are closely related but readily
distinguishable.

In her framework, Brown (1987) renames Flavell’s metacognitive experiences as
regulation of cognition; thus, she emphasises the executive role of metacognition. Executive
control processes involve the integration of planning, monitoring and evaluating, and they direct
how one uses metacognitive knowledge to regulate cognition.

2.2.2.3. Schraw and Moshman’s Model of Metacognition. As previously mentioned
knowledge of cognition and regulation of cognition were defined as the two facets of
metacognition by Brown (1987). Schraw and Moshman (1995) elaborated Brown’s model

defining their subcomponents. In their model, knowledge of cognition refers to one’s knowledge
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about his/her cognition. Within this framework, knowledge of cognition has been comprised of
three distinct, but closely related components: declarative, procedural and conditional knowledge.
Declarative knowledge relates to one’s knowledge about self, strategies, and factors affecting
his/her cognitive processes. (i.e. an individuals’ awareness of his/her inefficiency in remembering
new words or his ideas about the complexity of a task). It is also referred as the knowledge about
things in the related literature (Hacker, 1998; Pressley & Harris, 2006). Procedural knowledge, on
the other hand, is related to one’s knowledge of how to employ strategies to make use of
declarative knowledge. Learners with procedural knowledge may use procedural skills more
readily and may employ correct strategies more effectively to accomplish tasks or to solve
problems. Finally, conditional knowledge is mostly connected with the knowledge of when,
where and why to use declarative and procedural knowledge (Garner, 1990; Harris et al., 2010).
It refers to one’s knowledge about both what he/she can do in a particular situation and how can
he/she does it. It is mentioned to be the most crucial and late developing one among all three
components of metacognitive knowledge as it requires the selection of the best strategies and
makes the controlling decision to accomplish a task correctly (Reynolds, 1992).

The second component of metacognition, regulation of cognition, refers to the self-
regulatory activities and strategies that learners use to monitor and control their learning and to
improve their performance in a variety of ways (Baker & Brown, 1984; Brown, 1987; Jacobs &
Paris, 1987; Schraw, 2001; Schraw & Denisson, 1994). According to Schraw and Moshman
(1995), regulation of cognition entails three self-regulatory strategies: planning, monitoring, and
evaluating. Primarily, planning refers to the decision of learning or task objectives, selection of
appropriate means and strategies and activation of previous knowledge to organise the learning
process or to accomplish a particular task (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Schraw, 1998).

Besides, planning involves the allocation of resources and the correct amount of time and effort.
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The second self-regulatory strategy, monitoring, refers to one’s on-line self-observation and self-
evaluation of his/her performance. Moreover, it involves the awareness of comprehension and
task performance and implementation of particular measures to handle the difficulties that
impede the learning process (Flavell, 1981). Lastly, evaluating relates to individuals’ assessment
of the effectiveness of their learning processes, task performances or strategy use. It also involves
revisiting and revising one’s pre-determined goals.

2.2.3. Teachability of metacognition and teachers’ role in metacognitive instruction.
Educational research provides us with considerable evidence for the positive influence of explicit
instructional interventions regarding metacognition on the learners’ effective learning and higher
academic achievement (Davidson & Sternberg, 1998; Kramarski, 2004; Kramarski et al., 2002;
Mevarech & Kramarski, 1997; Kramarski et al., 2001; Schraw & Dennison, 1994; Vandergrift,
2002). It is argued that metacognitive instruction strongly promotes learners with varying
learning types, and especially the ones who are academically weak benefit from it more
(Veenman, Elshout & Busato, 1994). Despite being a difficult target to attain, metacognition is
considered to be a teachable and learnable phenomenon by many scholars (Cross & Paris, 1988;
Gama, 2001; Kramarsky & Maverech, 2003; Schraw, 1998). Schraw (1998) claims, “even
younger students can acquire metacognitive skills via instruction” (p.114). However, there are
still important questions await answers about what components of metacognition to teach and
how to teach them.

First of all, whether metacognition is general by nature (crossing subject or task
domains) or domain specific (relating to a particular subject or task) is a controversial issue
among scholars. A number of studies approach metacognition as a constituent which concerns a
certain task or domain (i.e. reading, writing or math problem-solving) and has to be taught

domain separately. Although the research examining the metacognition across various tasks or
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domains presents inconclusive results, Veenman and Spaans (2005) argue that metacognitive
skills develop initially within certain separate domains, and later the skills learnt in one domain
may transfer and generalise across other domains or tasks. Arguing about the significant role of
metacognitive instruction on individuals’ learning processes, Veenman et al. (2006) mention
about four ways that teachers may follow: (1) embedding metacognitive instruction in the subject
matter to ensure connectivity; (2) informing learners about the usefulness of metacognitive
activities to make them exert the initial extra effort; and (3) the prolonged training to guarantee
the smooth and guaranteed maintenance of the metacognitive activity (p.9).

However, many others argue that metacognition is domain-general in nature (see Glaser,
Schauble, Raghavan, & Zeitz, 1992; Kelemen, Frost, & Weaver, 2000; Schraw, 1998; Schraw,
Dunkle, Bendixen, & Roedel, 1995; Schraw & Nietfeld, 1998; Veenman, Elshout, & Meijer,
1997; Veenman & Verheji, 2003; Veenman et al., 2004) because it is related to expertise and
cognitive abilities rather than domain-specific skills (Schraw, 1998). That is to say, when learners
are instructed about certain metacognitive skills and strategies, they can retrieve and utilise them
in specific subjects or domains. Also, emphasising its multidimensionality, Schraw (1998)
suggests four key principles that teachers should adhere to develop students” knowledge of
cognition and regulation of cognition in the classroom environment: “(1) promoting general
awareness of the importance of metacognition, (2) improving knowledge of cognition, (3)
improving regulation of cognition, and (4) fostering environments that promote metacognitive
awareness” (p.118).

Although metacognition refers to the inner processes allowing learners to monitor and
control their learning, as Vygotsky mentions in his theory of Zone of Proximal Development,
learners need scaffolding and guidance of an expert to learn. By employing certain instructional

strategies, teachers can promote their learners’ general metacognitive awareness (Cross & Paris,
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1988; Brown & Palincsar, 1989). There is further evidence in this regard to suggest that teachers
with their knowledge, attitudes and metacognitive awareness have an essential role in the
instructional process to facilitate and improve metacognitive constituents in their learners.
Extensive research and its concrete results on the vital role of metacognitive knowledge and
experiences on learning are valuable, but to guarantee better classroom practice, teachers who are
pedagogically knowledgeable, self-regulated, prepared and informed about implementing the
innovative research results to classroom practices are irreplaceable.

Hartman (2001a) refers to two complementary processes in teaching metacognition:
“teaching with metacognition” and “teaching for metacognition” (Hartman, 2001a, p. 149).
Teaching with metacognition requires teachers to think over their own thinking in regard to their
“goals, teaching strategies, sequence, materials, students’ characteristics and needs and other
issues related to curriculum, instruction and assessment before, during and after lessons in order
to maximize their instructional effectiveness” (p. 149). It also refers to teachers’ implementation
of their metacognitive knowledge and abilities in their teaching behaviours. Teaching for
metacognition, on the other hand, refers to teachers’ thoughts and actions regarding the ways they
get into to “develop and activate their students’ metacognition” (p. 149). It requires teachers to
provide their students with metacognitive knowledge and skills in an ideal environment through a
variety of strategies so that they can learn about, practice and make use of metacognition.

If teachers are well equipped with the knowledge of metacognition in addition to how
learners learn more efficiently, they will be better able to reappraise their role as effective
teachers and guide their learners in their efforts to succeed in learning. However, many teachers
who are supposed set good examples in guiding students to gain awareness of their learning
process, “lack sufficient knowledge about metacognition” (Veenman et al., 2006, p.10).

Veenman, Kok and Kuilenburg’s (2001) study reveals that teachers are eager to teach
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metacognition in their classes, yet they lack the useful tools, means, or activities to integrate
metacognition to their lessons. Therefore, teacher training programs, teacher educators and
school administrators have an exclusive responsibility for training prospective teachers about
metacognition, ensuring in-service teachers’ ongoing professional development in metacognition,
and bringing them together to share their practices and experiences.
2.3. Metacognition and L2 Learning

With the recognition of its significant role in learning, metacognition has received special
attention of SL/FL scholars (Anderson, 2012; Devine, 1993). Wenden (1987) is the first person to
draw attention to the great potential of metacognition to understand FL learning process.
Following her, research in recent decades on metacognition has also revealed positive results on
behalf of language use and acquisition. They demonstrate that metacognition promotes language
learning and academic achievement across a range of ages, cognitive abilities, diverse learning
areas or domains including oral communication of ideas, listening, reading and text
comprehension, and writing. (Devine, 1993; Kasper, 1997; Vandergrift, 2002). Graham (1997)
also regards metacognition as an essential skill that SL or FL learners should possess to plan,
control, and evaluate their learning. According to Wenden (1998), learners of different ages and
FL proficiency levels can acquire metacognitive knowledge, and this knowledge shapes their
approach to their language learning journeys and expectations about the outcome of their efforts.

However, there are currently only a small number of studies that examine metacognition
as an area of academic research within teaching English to speakers of other languages (TESOL)
and applied linguistics (Zhang, 2010), and more research is needed to investigate to what extent
metacognition contributes to the success of ESL/EFL learning. Besides, the majority of the

existing studies have examined the role of metacognition in L2 learners’ performance of
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receptive skills, namely reading and listening rather than productive skills such as writing and
speaking (Devine 1993; Vandergrift, 2002; 2007; Yang & Zhang, 2002).

Li and Larkin’s (2017) study with approximately 500 EFL students studying in different
educational, cultural and social contexts is valuable in this regard. They compared metacognitive
knowledge, awareness and strategy use of successful and less successful EFL learners coming
from different countries and areas. They limited language learning to reading and writing in
English, ignoring other dimensions of language since the two skills both required reflective
thinking and conscious decision making. The findings based on think-aloud protocols and
retrospective interviews gave evidence to a strong relationship between metacognitive awareness
and academic success in learning a FL. They found that proficient and less proficient EFL
learners employed different metacognitive strategies to complete L2 reading and writing tasks.
Their findings based on ‘Metacognitive Awareness Inventory (MAI)’ (an assessment instrument
developed by Schraw and Dennison in 1994) gave evidence for the significant contribution of
metacognition to FL reading and writing achievement in four dimensions: conditional
knowledge, planning, monitoring and evaluation.

Zhang (2010) also broadened our understanding of metacognition and EFL reading with
the study he conducted with 20 Chinese EFL learners. Right after his participants read two
expository texts of 5000 words, they were called to attend interviews which aimed to examine
their motivation, self-efficacy, feelings and attitudes while reading. He discussed the results of
his study considering his participants’ knowledge about self, knowledge about the cognitive task
and knowledge about the strategies for effective reading. The findings of the study revealed that
successful readers had more awareness about themselves as readers and their motivation,

confidence, self-efficacy and interest differed considerably from poor readers.
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Regarding studies on EFL and metacognition in Turkey, they predominantly focused on
reading skill, as well. They mainly investigated Turkish EFL learners’ awareness of
metacognitive reading strategies, the type and frequency of metacognitive strategies they used
while reading and the potential impact of these strategies on their reading comprehension skills
(see Dundar, 2016; Incecay, 2013; Kocaman & Beskardesler, 2016; Saricoban & Behjoo, 2017,
Temur & Bahar, 2011; Yuksel & Yuksel, 2012). There are also some studies which explored the
effects of metacognitive strategy training on Turkish EFL learners’ reading performance (see
Cubukcu, 2008; Razi, 2014). The findings of these studies concurringly indicated that
instructional training on metacognitive reading strategies benefited EFL learners’ reading
comprehension considerably.

One of the latest studies conducted in Turkish EFL context regarding the reading skill
belongs to Kocaman and Beskardesler (2016). They focused on EFL teacher trainees’
metacognitive awareness of reading strategy use and examined the types of reading strategies
they used. The participants were 122 English Language Teaching (ELT) students ranging from 1%
to 4™ grade. Data gathered through ‘the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies
Inventory (MARSI)’ (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002) revealed that 4™ grade students were more
aware of reading strategies when compared to other three groups, and global reading strategies
(rather than problem-solving or support reading strategies) were used the most by all participants
regardless of their grades. Mean scores of reading strategy use by male and female participants
also displayed a significant difference in favour of the females in both global and support reading
strategy use, but no statistically significant difference was noticed between both genders in their
use of problem-solving strategy.

In a similar study, Saricoban and Behjoo (2017) investigated the effects of metacognitive

awareness of reading strategies on Turkish EFL learners’ reading comprehension. Participants
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were 82 freshman students. Data were gathered through the ‘MARSI’. The findings of the study
revealed a significant relationship between participants’ metacognitive awareness of reading
strategies and their reading achievement. Saricoban and Behjoo (2017) found that students
frequently used global, problem solving and support reading strategies to varying degrees while
reading, but successful readers used problem-solving strategies more frequently than the other
two groups.

Although listening and speaking are the skills which are positively correlated with overall
L2 achievement, the number of studies investigating their relationship with metacognition is
quite limited. A small number of studies investigating metacognitive awareness and ESL/EFL
listening ability reported significant findings in this regard. They revealed that providing
language learners with metacognitive instruction increased their metacognitive knowledge and
improved their listening performance considerably (Goh, 2008; Liu & Goh, 2006; Mareschal,
2007; Vandergrift, 2007; Vandergrift and Goh, 2011). Vandergrift and Goh (2011) provided a
theoretical foundation for a metacognitive approach to ESL listening instruction and offered
several principles to develop learners’ self-regulation in listening. They presented a framework of
metacognition, which was based on three key components: experience, knowledge, and strategy.
Among these three components, metacognitive knowledge and strategy were the ones that should
be integrated into listening instruction as they facilitated effective listening, confidence, and
motivation.

In the context of EFL listening, a few Turkish researchers ave centred upon the
metacognitive strategies and their role in listening proficiency (see Balaban & Camlibel-Acar,
2017; Coskun, 2010; Harputlu & Ceylan, 2014). In their study, Harputlu and Ceylan (2014)
investigated the relationship among listening proficiency, motivation and metacognitive strategy

use. Data for the study were collected from 33 ELT students via two quantitative data collection
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instruments, Metacognitive Awareness Listening Questionnaire (MALQ) and Language Learning
Orientations Scale (LLOS), and the listening section of the TOEFL. In light of the findings, the
researchers revealed that there was not a significant correlation between the participants’
listening proficiency and metacognitive awareness.

Coskun (2010) investigated the potential effects of metacognitive listening strategy
training on Turkish EFL students’ listening performance. 40 beginner preparatory school students
were divided into two groups, a control group (n=20) and an experimental group (n=20). The
students in the experimental group were presented with instruction on metacognitive listening
strategies, which was integrated into their listening course book for five weeks. The control group
did not take any training on metacognitive strategies. The t-test scores indicated that participants
in the experimental group outperformed in listening tasks.

Besides studies investigating the role of metacognition on certain language skills such as
reading and listening, some others have focused on the role of metacognition on the overall
language proficiency of EFL learners. Adiguzel and Orhan (2017) carried out a study with 310
preparatory students to investigate if there was a significant correlation between their
metacognitive skills and academic achievement in English. The researchers additionally explored
whether various factors associated with participants' demographical features had any impact on
their metacognitive skills. Participants’ metacognitive skills were measured through
‘Metacognition Scale’ which was adapted from Schraw and Dennison (1994) by Turan (2009).
Students’ scores in an institutional exam determined their academic achievement in English. The
findings pointed out that the participants of the study possessed a high level of metacognitive
skills, yet these skills did not appear to provide any evidence for their academic success in
English. Besides, gender seemed to have an effect on metacognitive skills, in favour of the

female participants.
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Lastly, in their study, Alci and Yuksel (2012) investigated whether there was a significant
correlation among prospective English teachers’ academic performance, their sense of self-
efficacy and metacognitive awareness. They further examined if self-efficacy beliefs and
metacognitive awareness of prospective teachers varied by grades. One hundred forty-three
undergraduate students majoring in an ELT department participated in the study. The study was
based on the data collected through ‘Teachers’ Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale (TSES)’ (Capa,
Cakiroglu, & Sarikaya, 2005) and ‘MAI’. Findings revealed that there was a correlation among
participants’ self-efficacy, metacognition and academic achievement. The researchers found a
statistically significant correlation between students’ self-efficacy and metacognition, self-
efficacy and academic performance, and metacognition and academic performance, respectively.
However, according to the regression analysis conducted to identify to what extent participants’
self-efficacy and metacognition predicted their academic performance, only metacognitive
awareness seemed to predict academic performance. Finally, the researchers suggested that both
self-efficacy and metacognitive awareness of participants showed significant differences
according to their grades.

2.4. Metacognition and Writing SKill

The developments in the cognitive psychology have suggested possible research
directions for investigating the promising and critical role of metacognition in writing
performance (Harris et al., 2010) and facilitated scholars or writing instructors to put a relatively
different perspective on writing instruction to tackle composing challenges. Richards and
Renandya (2003) refer to the writing as “the most difficult skill for second language learners to
master” (p. 303). Similarly, Nunan (2000) stresses the great challenge of producing “a coherent,
fluent, extend piece of writing in L2” (p. 217). As any complex cognitive activity calling for

control over a number of variables simultaneously, writing requires a considerable amount of
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deliberate, conscious and reflective thinking, and the activation of metacognitive knowledge and
self-regulatory strategies. Flavell (1979) claims that:

Metacognitive experiences are especially likely to occur in situations that stimulate a lot

of careful, highly conscious thinking: in a job or school task that expressly demands that

kind of thinking; in novel roles or situations, where every major step you take requires
planning beforehand and evaluation afterwards; where decisions and actions are at once
weighty and risky; where high affective arousal or other inhibitors of reflective thinking
are absent (cf. Langer, 1978). Such situations provide many opportunities for thoughts
and feelings about your own thinking to arise and, in many cases, call for the kind of

quality control that metacognitive experiences can help supply. (p.908)

At this point, Flavell’s (1979) descriptions of the situations where metacognitive
experiences are likely to occur fit well with Flower and Hayes’ (1980, 1981) description of the
process of writing. They describe writing as a complex cognitive activity involving the three
main stages of planning, translating and reviewing. For this very reason, it is believed that that

the dramatic difference between struggling and skilful writers lies in their knowledge to control
and monitor their writing process, so in their writing metacognition (Bereiter, 1980; Flower &
Hayes 1980).

2.4.1. Metacognitive knowledge and self-regulatory strategies regarding writing
skill. Metacognitive knowledge, as explained broadly in the previous sections, involves three
basic components: person knowledge, task knowledge and strategy knowledge (Flavell, 1979).
In the context of writing, knowledge of person refers to all kinds of thoughts and feelings that
individuals have about themselves as writers in the cognitive process of writing. It also involves
the “perceptions of writing environment, writing self-efficacy, and motivation” (Ruan, 2005, p.

182). According to You & Joe (2001), having such an awareness of oneself as a writer and
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knowing own strengths and weaknesses help EFL writers monitor the writing process and
develop compensatory skills when necessary.

Concerning writing, knowledge of task involves one’s knowledge about the writing topic,
common writing conventions or rhetoric structures, coherence, audience and task purposes.
Having a heightened awareness about task requirements or various factors related to task
knowledge affects the quality and content of EFL learners’ written work considerably. According
to Ruan (2005), to write smoothly and proficiently, EFL learners require a good command of
vocabulary and grammar, topic knowledge about a particular task, textual information about how
to organise ideas logically and awareness about audience and task purposes.

For writing, knowledge of strategy involves the metacognitive knowledge of effective
writing strategies to achieve predetermined writing goals. Knowing about certain writing
strategies and both when and how to use them help EFL writers upskill and cope with writing
tasks more efficiently. Planning, pre-writing, monitoring of errors, post-writing, or rereading
one’s writing aloud as a reader to check its coherence are examples of strategic writing
behaviour.

Self-regulatory writing strategies, namely planning, monitoring and evaluating, on the
other hand, stand for the mental operations or procedures that learners use to regulate their
writing process and to complete a writing task effectively. Planning for writing is assumed to be
essential for EFL students to set up tangible goals before they start writing and to attain them
soon through their writing. It also involves the identification and organisation of how the goals
can be achieved. By engaging in planning, students can consider what they want to achieve by
the task at hand and why they need to achieve it. Hence, they can think about their audience and

select the appropriate strategies. For example, planning for writing may include brainstorming for
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generating ideas, organising their ideas, developing their content, preparing a simple or detailed
outline, and employing the effective techniques to preserve unity and coherence.

Following the planning, monitoring comes into play as a vital step to be actively engaged
in writing metacognition. To produce a good piece of writing, EFL writers need to monitor the
work they have done till that moment by pausing occasionally, question themselves in connection
with their purpose, audience and the relevant strategies available to them and check the
appropriateness and accuracy of their writing. It provides the students with the opportunity to
consider their progress of writing development in light of the goals they set and to assess the
chances of achieving them. Monitoring the strategies they use while composing, writers can
“keep themselves on track™ to meet their writing goals (Anderson, 2002, p.3).

Evaluating one’s writing performance as a whole is necessary for efficacy in EFL writing.
Learners, at this phase, judge the success of their writing after completing it and determine the
acceptability of it. They may check whether they have given the right amount of information for
their audience, made their writing unified and coherent, and used correct strategies. They are also
able to assess the appropriateness of their goals and the effectiveness of their overall plans and
writing strategies. In the light of their evaluation, writers can engage in some macro level
strategies such as revising and editing.

2.4.2. An overview of studies on metacognition and ESL/EFL writing. When Flavell

(1979) coined the term metacognition, he reported that it facilitated reading comprehension,
writing and language acquisition. To examine the relationship between metacognition and
language learning, most scholars have selected reading and writing as focused areas because they
are both complicated cognitive endeavours requiring a process of meaning-making or meaning-
discovery and an engagement of deliberate and conscious thinking (Gregg & Steinberg, 1980; Li

& Larkin, 2017; You & Joe, 2001). These two domains of language also require similar
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instructional conventions such as “pre-reading, reading, responding, exploring and applying” for
reading and “re-writing, drafting, revising, editing and publishing” for writing, and similar Kinds
of knowledge such as “knowledge about language, knowledge about genre conventions,
knowledge about organisation and structure, knowledge of pragmatics and extra-linguistic
knowledge” (Li & Larkin, 2017, p.6).

Much of the earlier research in metacognition and ESL/EFL reading and writing was
mostly descriptive examining the extent of learners’ metacognition and strategy use other than
focusing on their correlation with language learning achievement (Li & Larkin, 2017). Moreover,
studies exploring reading ability in relation to metacognition vastly outnumbered the studies
exploring writing ability, and the issue of integrating metacognition into writing was neglected
until the early 1990s. The findings of the research on metacognition and reading skill have
reported considerable benefits for L2 reading development, yet still more needs to be done to
investigate the role of metacognition on L2 writing.

Devine, Railey, & Boshoff’s (1993)’s study has an important place in the field as it was
one of the first few attempts made to investigate the cognitive models of L2 writers and to assess
the influence of these models on their writing achievement. The study was carried out with 20
first-year college students from various language backgrounds. 10 students were L1 basic writers
and 10 students were L2 writers. The researchers aimed to collect information concerning
subjects’ notions about person, task, and strategy variables in writing. Subjects' writing samples
were evaluated holistically, and further evaluation determined compositional and grammatical
proficiency. Findings of the study revealed that L1 basic and L2 writers hold different cognitive
models, and there was a potential link between the cognitive models that L’ learners had and their

actual writing performance.
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To clarify the relationship between metacognition and ESL writing performance, Kasper
(1997) surveyed 120 ESL students coming from diverse ethnic, cultural, and linguistic
backgrounds. Students were divided into two groups as advanced (n=53) and intermediate levels
(n=67) depending on their TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign Language) scores. Both
quantitative and qualitative data were collected over a period of six consecutive semesters.
Kasper (1997) noted that the findings of her study not only confirmed a significant positive
correlation between metacognitive variables (i.e. person, task, strategy) and actual writing
performance of ESL students but also shed light on the certain effects of these variables at
different levels of linguistic proficiency. In both groups, students who performed better on the
final assessment also received higher ratings on person, task and strategy variables. Based on the
findings of her study, Kasper (1997) claimed that students’ knowledge about person and task
variables did not create a fundamental change as they become linguistically more proficient.
However, their strategy knowledge showed a significant increase as they progressed from the
intermediate to the advanced level.

Ruan (2005) was another researcher who underlined the strong linkage between EFL
writers” metacognitive knowledge (person knowledge, task knowledge and strategic knowledge)
and their writing behaviours and performance. The study examined the role of an empirically
based instructional approach on the development of metacognitive knowledge and skills. He also
integrated self-regulatory mechanisms into a course framework on Chinese students’ English
writing performance so that they could “apply goal-setting, planning, self-monitoring, self-
evaluation and revising to their existing executive procedure of task performance” and had an
awareness of “their cognitive and affective aspects of learning to write”. In his study, Ruan
actively involved students in writing through “scaffolding the use of self-regulatory writing

strategies, applying a process approach to instruction with extensive adoption of peer evaluation
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and self-assessment, constructing writing portfolios, and keeping learning journals” (p. 178).
Findings of the study demonstrated that engaging EFL writers in self-regulated writing practices
facilitated their development of metacognitive knowledge and skills. In regard to person
knowledge, participants of Ruan’s study made encouraging progress including reflecting upon
their EFL writing experiences more positively, appreciating the shifting role of teachers from
“judgemental examiner” to “a source of feedback and encouragement”, having more positive
self-efficacy beliefs and gradual confidence in themselves as EFL writers, and showing greater
willingness to engage in writing tasks (p. 184). When task knowledge was considered, students’
initial perceptions about their limited vocabulary size and grammatical knowledge as major
constraints on high-quality L2 writing performance did not considerably change for better during
the instructional time. However, it was claimed that students developed a better awareness and
understanding about target audience, a variety of task purposes which pertained to English essays
and cross-language differences between their L1 and L2 writing. Moreover, metacognitive
instruction seemed to produce a particularly notable shift from the knowledge telling approach to
knowledge transforming approach in students’ L2 writing process. Regarding strategic
knowledge, engaging in such a writing program did not create a considerable change in
participants’ planning habits or perceptions, but it brought about considerable, positive change
with regard to evaluating and revising. In the beginning of instruction, students had tended to
treat writing process as “a first-and-final draft to be examined by the teacher”. The writing
instruction which aimed to foster self-regulation affected students’ perceptions in that “writing
was a self-regulated and recursive process that constituted idea generation, drafting, receiving
feedback, self-evaluating and revision, a process for which they needed to assume their own

responsibility” (p. 198).
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In another study with Iranian intermediate EFL learners, Panahandeh and Esfandiari Asl
(2014) investigated the effects of monitoring and planning skills as metacognitive strategies on
the argumentative writing performance. The researchers allocated eight weeks for instructional
time to employ certain metacognitive learning strategies and to teach students in the experimental
group about how to use these strategies while composing. The findings of the study showed that
instruction on metacognitive strategies utilised intermediate EFL learners greatly in their
argumentative writing skills.

Finally, Li and Larkin (2017) revealed that high proficient EFL learners differed from low
proficient EFL learners in their use of metacognitive strategies while writing, particularly in the
areas of planning, monitoring and evaluation. Less proficient writers in the study tended to rush
into writing when a task was assigned without a grand plan in their mind, or they used less
acceptable means such as composing in their L1 and translating it into the target language.
Proficient writers, on the other hand, devoted considerable time for each phase of their writing. In
regard to monitoring and evaluating, there was little or no evidence of the effective use of these
strategies in less proficient students’ writing processes whereas most of high proficient learners
seemed to monitor their task and the strategies that they had used. Some of them even engaged in
evaluating their task performances in line with their expectations and pre-determined goals.

To conclude, all these studies seem to agree in that there is a positive correlation between
learners’ both metacognitive knowledge and strategy use and their ESL/EFL writing
performances. Students who gain experiences with a certain task are expected to learn and use
particular strategies to write more proficiently in L2. As a result, metacognitive instruction is

claimed to enhance writing performance especially among poor or unskilled writers.
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CHAPTER THREE
Methodology

This chapter is mainly devoted to explaining the methodological procedures adopted for
the current study. First, the research methods are explained. Next, readers are provided with basic
information about the setting and participants of the study. Data collection instruments are
presented, followed by data collection procedure. Finally, data analysis procedures are explained.
3.1. Research Design of the Study

The primary purpose of the present study is to investigate the extent of Turkish EFL
students” metacognitive knowledge and use of metacognitive writing strategies and their role in
their writing achievement. For this purpose, the researcher investigated whether the independent
variables (metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive control) have an influence on the
dependent variable (writing achievement).

In the current study, mixed type research method was used. According to Creswell
(2003), using qualitative and quantitative data together, in a way that they support each other,
increases the validity and reliability of the studies. Thus, by integrating both quantitative and
qualitative data, the study aims to provide a more complete and comprehensive understanding of
the research problem and overcome the weaknesses or potential bias inherent to each approach.

Questionnaires were employed to collect quantitative data for the present study. As they
are easily applicable to large groups of participants, questionnaires are an increasingly attractive
method of data collection in the area of metacognition. However, they have their drawbacks.
Their greatest challenge is that the scores in the questionnaires may not be effective in predicting
actual behaviour or performance of an individual during a task (Veenman, 2005; Veenman, Prins,
& Verheij, 2003). They may also offer incomplete information about learners’ cognition for a

variety of reasons (i.e. misinterpretation of the items by respondents, social desirability and
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teacher/ researcher’s expectation issues, and students’ difficulty in eliciting required information
from long term memory). Therefore, in this study, interviews were also used to elaborate, clarify
and build on the large-scale quantitative data collected through questionnaires and to triangulate
them by compensating their potential weaknesses.

3.2. Setting of the Study

The current study was carried out at the School of Foreign Languages at Yalova
University in Turkey. The main reasons for the selection of this school for the study are the
researchers’ professional connections with academic and administrative staff and the ease to
access to the participants. The researcher has been working in this institution for nearly five
years.

The university provides educational opportunities to approximately 14.000 students and
comprises five faculties. Two out of five faculties, including the Faculty of Economics and
Administrative Sciences and the Faculty of Engineering offer English medium-instruction to their
students. Before they start their undergraduate studies at specific departments at these faculties,
students are required to have B2 level English proficiency described by the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR). Therefore, after their placement to the
departments where the medium of instruction is English, students have to either provide evidence
for their B2 level English proficiency through official test scores determined by Council of
Higher Education or score at least 60 on the proficiency exam administered by the School of
Foreign Languages. Students who cannot meet these requirements have to attend the Intensive
English Preparatory Program offered by the School of Foreign Languages and complete the
program successfully in minimum two years before pursuing their undergraduate studies at their

respective faculties.
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3.2.1. The Intensive English Preparatory Program. The Intensive English Preparatory
Program, which is run at the School of Foreign Languages, has been designed considering CEFR.
In line with the reference levels described in the guide book Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment (Council of Europe Website, 2018),
the modular system is implemented. One academic year consists of four modules and an optional
fifth module called summer school. Each module corresponds to one level: Al (elementary), A2
(pre-intermediate), B1 (intermediate), and B2 (upper-intermediate). To identify at which level
students will start the program, they are given a placement test administered by the School of
Foreign Languages at the beginning of the academic year. Each module takes eight weeks and
has its aims. Students are placed in the classes regardless of their majors, and class sizes consist
of approximately 20-25 students depending on the number of the enrolment in the current
module. Class hours differ based on the levels. Only in A1 module, courses are structured into
integrated skills classes (main course) and writing classes that are thought by two different
instructors. In the A2, B1 and B2 modules, each class is instructed on four basic English skills
(reading, writing, listening and speaking) and grammar by four different instructors.

During their eight-week-instruction in each module, students take a mid-term and a final
examination. Furthermore, portfolio scores that are comprised of a skills test (including reading
and listening comprehension question) and four in-class writing tasks form an essential part of
the whole assessment procedure. In both mid-term and final examinations, students are tested on
grammar and three language skills, including listening, reading, and writing. To move to an upper
level, students have to get at least 60 out of 100 as the average score of both their mid-term and
final examinations and portfolio results. The ones who score below 60 are placed in repeat
classes. They repeat the same level using different course books and classroom materials.

Students who fail once in one of the modules but complete the B1 level successfully at the end of
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the spring term can attend the summer school and complete the program successfully. The ones
who cannot complete B2 level in anyways can take the proficiency exams held for repeat students
at the end of the current academic year or at the beginning of the next academic year. The
students who fail to achieve a score of 60 or above in one of these proficiency exams need to
attend the English preparatory program for one more year.

3.2.2. Writing instruction for B2 level students. For the B2 module, 8 class hours are
allocated for each course, including Grammar, Reading and Writing and the remaining 8 hours
are allocated to the instruction of Listening and Speaking in an integrated way. In the specifically
designed Writing classes for B2 level students, each class is taught by a different instructor
following the same syllabus and textbook. The total time allocated for the Writing course in the
B2 module is 64 hours. The course content is mainly based on the Longman Academic Writing
Series 4 (5th ed.), Level 4, Essays by Alice Oshima and Ann Hogue (2013), Pearson Education.
In the B2 module, students are expected to learn about how to produce well-organised and
developed essays on 4 major essay types, including process, cause/effect, comparison/contrast,
and argumentative.

For each essay type, nearly 12 class hours (one and a half week) are allocated. First, in a
usual writing class, students are introduced with a model essay for guidance, and they examine

the text in detail. After they are provided with an explanation and extensive practice on a certain
genre, they get to the phase of controlled production. In a step-by-step approach, they decide on
their thesis statement for the writing topic given by the teacher, construct an introductory
paragraph, develop topic sentences for each body paragraph and write the body paragraphs, and
finally write a concluding paragraph. In each of these phases, students usually get immediate
feedback during the class hour. At the end of each chapter, students write an entire essay on their

own either at home or in class without any time limitation and get feedback from their teacher
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about their writing. This feedback usually centres on organisation (introduction, body paragraphs,
and conclusion), unity and coherence, and mechanics (i.e. grammar, vocabulary, spelling and
punctuation). In all B2 writing classes, before moving on to the next essay type, students take a
writing pop-quiz about the essay type they have studied recently. The essays are checked and
scored by their writing instructors according to a rubric developed by the testing office. All
student writings are completed in a single draft. As mentioned in the previous section, students’
writing scores in 4 writing pop-ups, quiz and final examination have a significant role in their
overall academic achievement in the English language.
3.3. Participants of the Study

Participants of the study were the B2 level university students attending the Intensive
English Preparatory Program at Yalova University at the fourth module of the 2017-2018
academic year. The total number of students who enrolled in the B2 level was 147. The majority
of these students were the ones who had completed the previous modules (Al, A2, and B1)
successfully and had acquired the right to study the B2 level. Only 10 of the students were the
ones who had already studied the B2 level but had to repeat it either because they had failed to
achieve a score of 60 or above in the exams or because they had not attended the classes
regularly. Of the total 147 B2 level students, 138 participants agreed to participate in the current
study. 18 out of 138 students were removed from the study as either they went off-topic in their
argumentative tasks (and their papers were not graded by the raters) or they did not complete the
questionnaires. As a result, data from 120 students received for consideration. Of the total
students who attended the study, 69 (57.5 %) were female, and 51(42.5 %) were male students
with an age range of 18 to 24. The mean age of these students at the time of the study was 19.36,
with a standard deviation of 1.17. Thirty-five volunteers who represented nearly 30% of the total

survey respondents were selected to be interviewed.
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Table 1

Frequency distribution for the gender and departments of the participants

Gender and Departments

Frequency %
Gender
Male 51 42,5
Female 69 57,5
Department
Computer Engineering 27 22,5
Industrial Engineering 23 19,2
Energy Systems Engineering 11 9,2
Chemistry and Process Engineering 5 4,2
Polymer Engineering 3 2,5
Transportation Engineering 26 21,6
Economics 8 6,7
Business Administration 15 12,5
Others 2 1,7

3.4. Data Collection Instruments

Data for the study were collected through four major sources: an argumentative essay
writing task, Metacognitive Knowledge about Writing Survey (MKWS) (Appendices 4 and 5),
Metacognitive Strategies of Writing Survey (MSWS) (Appendices 6 and 7) and retrospective
interviews (Appendices 8 and 9). MKWS, MSWS and interview questions were developed by
adapting Xiao’s (2016) instruments and then refining them through pilot testing.

The reliability analysis of Xiao (2016) for the three subscales of MKWS revealed that
Cronbach’s Alpha was .783 for person knowledge, .791 for task knowledge, and .742 for strategy
knowledge. Therefore, the items had high internal consistency within each subscale. The
reliability analysis for the three subscales of MSWS revealed that Cronbach’s Alpha was .845 for
the planning subscale, which was considered excellent, and .788 for the monitoring subscale, and
.756 for the self-evaluating subscale, both of which were considered good indicating relatively

high internal consistency within each subscale.
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Questionnaire items and interview questions in Xiao (2016) were translated from English
to Turkish for the present study by the researcher, whose L1 is Turkish. Three language
instructors, who had their degree on translation and interpreting, reviewed the translated versions
of the instruments in terms of language and comprehensibility of the items by the respondents.
Back translation was employed by the researcher and another instructor to check translation
accuracy, and some amendments were made.

At a later stage, to measure their reliability, translated versions of the original surveys
were piloted on 31 B2 level students. A reliability analysis was performed on the results of both
surveys via Cronbach’s Alpha after piloting. The Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency
reliability for the Turkish version of the MKWS was founded to be .87 and for MSWS .80. In the
pilot study, students were also asked to comment on any difficulties they had in answering the
questions. The researcher revised and modified some items slightly in the questionnaires based
on the data derived from the pilot study and the feedbacks of respondents regarding ambiguous
wording, difficult questions and format of the survey. Five items in MKWS (items 14, 21, 22, 29,
33) and two items in MKWS (items 32 and33) were amended to make the meaning more precise
and concise for respondents. As the two questions (Questions 1 and 2) in the interview sessions
seem inefficient to collect relevant and meaningful data, their wording was changed.

Five out of 31 students took the questionnaires also in English to assure the accuracy of
the translation. Students were asked about the different responses they had given to the same
items in Turkish and English versions of MKWS and MSWS. It was seen that the problems were
caused by the students not understanding some items in English. Revised questionnaires and
interview questions were administered to the participants for the main part of the study.

3.4.1. Argumentative writing tasks. Argumentative writing requires some basic

characteristics of the literate and educated individuals such as taking a position on a matter and



59

defending it strenuously to persuade the target audience to adopt a certain position or to take
similar action. Research on metacognition and writing process reveals that writing topic or text-
type are significant factors influencing writers’ implementation of metacognitive strategies
(Bacha, 2010; Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2008). When the task is too easy, it fails to encourage
writers to act metacognitively. As written argumentation requires the various cognitive
processes, it is considered to be more helpful to learn more about students’ developmental
cognitive processes (Panahandeh & Esfandiari Asl, 2014). Being a challenging genre for EFL
learners to master (Panahandeh & Esfandiari Asl, 2014), argumentative type of writing was
chosen to measure the writing achievement of participants in the current study.

The participants were asked to write an argumentative essay, including an introductory
paragraph, at least three body paragraphs and a concluding paragraph in response to one of the
following essay prompts within an hour (sixty minutes):

Essay prompt 1: Some people believe that studying at university or college is necessary
for a successful career while others believe that it is better to get a job straight after school.
Discuss both views and give your opinion.

Essay prompt 2: Some people believe that some jobs are undoubtedly suitable just for
men or women while others believe that both women and men can work at any job without any
discrimination. Discuss both views and give your opinion.

3.4.2. Metacognitive Knowledge about Writing Survey. MKWS was used to measure
respondents’ metacognitive knowledge about English writing. The instrument adapted from Xiao

(2016) was originally based on the studies of Devine (1993), Flavell (1985), Victori (1999),
Wenden (1998), H. Wu (2008) and Y. Wu (2008). It was designed as a 6-point-likert scale with
50 items and three sections. Each item was a statement about a certain aspect of students’

metacognitive knowledge described by Flavell (1979): person knowledge, task knowledge, and
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strategy knowledge. Among all items, items 1 to 12 were concerned with person knowledge,
items 13 to 24 with task knowledge and items 25 to 50 with strategy knowledge. 9 out of 50
items were reversed.

The reliability analysis performed for each of the three sections of the MKWS survey
revealed .767 for Person knowledge, .354 for Task Knowledge, and .756 for Strategy
Knowledge, indicating relatively high internal reliability for Person and Strategy Knowledge
subscales, but low reliability for Task Knowledge subcale. Two items were deleted in the task
section (items 23 and 24) to improve the reliability of the instrument. In the revised version of the
questionnaire, the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient reached .575 for the task knowledge. According
to Taber (2018), a threshold of acceptability for alpha values does not imply that lower values of
alpha indicates an unsatisfactory instrument because “slightly increasing the number of items
would lead to acceptable values for Cronbach’s alpha” (p.6). Accordingly, although the alpha
value mentioned here is not highly satisfactory, it is acceptable and sufficient (see Taber, 2018).

3.4.3. Metacognitive Strategies of Writing Survey. The MSWS, adapted from Xiao

(2016), was used to measure participants’ metacognitive strategy use while writing in English. It
was originally based on the studies of Brown et al., (1983), Flavell (1985), O’Maley and Chamot
(1990), and Wu, Li, and Xie (2008). The survey was designed as a 6-point-likert scale
comprising 38 items and three sections: Planning with 17 items, Monitoring with 13 items, and
Evaluating with 8 items. Items in each section reflected the second component of metacognition,
namely, metacognitive strategies involving planning, monitoring, and evaluating (Flavell, 1979;
Brown, 1987; Jacobs & Paris, 1987; Schraw & Moshman, 1995). Of the 38 statements in the
survey, 15 were reversed. In the revised version of the questionnaire, The Cronbach’s Alpha
coefficient was .836 (high reliability) for Planning, .884 (high reliability) for Monitoring, and

453 (low, but acceptable reliability) for Evaluating.
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3.4.4. Retrospective interviews. Interviews are considered as the most commonly used
qualitative research methods to clarify learners’ metacognitive knowledge and strategies. In the
current study, retrospective interviews were also carried out to elicit further information from
respondents on their perceptions about their L2 writing processes. Interview questions which
were adapted from Xiao (2016) were originally based on the study of Kasper (1997). Interview
questions were grouped in 2 sections: Metacognitive Knowledge about Writing and
Metacognitive Strategies of Writing.

The first section of the interview consisted of 9 questions and three subcategories, Self-
Knowledge as a Writer, Metacognitive Awareness of Writing Tasks and Metacognitive
Awareness of Strategies. Among all questions, questions 1 to 3 were concerned with person
knowledge, questions 4 to 6 with task knowledge, and questions 7 to 9 with strategy knowledge.
The researcher aimed to gather more in-depth information about interviewees regarding their
previous writing experiences, self-perceptions as a writer, awareness about both the task and
available strategies.

The second section of the interview, Metacognitive Strategies of Writing, consisted of 7
questions about the strategies that participants had used in the planning, monitoring, and
evaluating phases of their argumentative tasks. It aimed to elicit information from interviewees
about certain aspects of their argumentative writing process, such as describing the whole writing
process, outlining, writing the thesis statement and expanding it, using remedial strategies to
overcome difficulties while writing and revising.

Participants were interviewed in their native language, Turkish, so that they could express
themselves more easily and accurately; thus, the researcher also wanted to prevent participants’

English proficiency from becoming a confounding factor in the interview results.
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3.5. Data Collection Procedure

Ethics approval was obtained from the Ethics committee of the researcher’s university
before the implementation of the study. Data collection for the study was hold in four sessions. In
the first session of the study, all B2 level students from 7 classes were informed about the overall
goal and the data collection procedure of the study. Before they participated in the surveys and
interviews, respondents who agreed to attend the study signed an informed consent form and
responded to a question about whether they would like to attend retrospective interviews (see
Appendix 3).

In the second session, participants wrote an argumentative essay in an hour. For fear that
the questionnaires might have had an influence on the students’ writing process, argumentative
essay writing tasks were assigned first. Immediately after students had completed their writing
tasks, the questionnaires were administered. Participants were given 40 minutes to respond both
the MKWS and MSWS, respectively. It lasted less than 30 minutes for most students to submit
the papers.

After the survey data were gathered, in the last session, the researcher and another
instructor working in the same institution conducted interviews with each of the 35 students.
Each interview took approximately 10 minutes. In total, interviews with all 35 participants took
nearly two weeks.

3.6. Data Analysis Procedure

The current study focused on the relations between metacognition and Turkish EFL
learners’ writing achievement. Data collection instruments were employed, and data analyses
were conducted grounding on the purpose and research questions of the study.

3.6.1. Analysis of the quantitative data. In both surveys (MKWS and MSWS),

respondents were asked to read each statement and indicate the extent to which they agreed with
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it on a scale going from 1. ‘never true of me’, 2. ‘usually not true of me’, 3.”’somewhat not true of

me’, 4. ‘somewhat true of me’, 5. ‘usually true of me’ to 6. ‘always true of me’. Scoring of both

questionnaires (MKWS and MSWS) accounted for the responses that participants gave to each

item. All the data collected from questionnaires were typed into the computer.

Table 2

The relations between research questions and data collection instruments

Data Collection Instruments For Research Questions

Research Questions
RQ1. What is the extent of Turkish EFL

learners’ metacognitive knowledge about
writing regarding person, task and strategy
variables?

RQ2. While writing, to what extent do Turkish
EFL learners use metacognitive strategies of
writing regarding planning, monitoring and
evaluating?

RQ3. Is there a significant correlation between
EFL learners’ writing achievement and their
metacognitive knowledge about writing?

RQ4. Is there a significant correlation between
EFL learners’ writing achievement and their
use of metacognitive strategies of writing?

RQ5. What do Turkish EFL learners think
about their metacognitive knowledge about
writing?

RQ6. What do Turkish EFL learners think
about the metacognitive strategies they used in
a given writing task?

Data Collection Instruments

Metacognitive Knowledge about
Writing Survey (MKWS)

Metacognitive Strategies of
Writing Survey (MSWS)

Argumentative essay writing tasks

Metacognitive Knowledge about
Writing Survey (MKWS)

Argumentative essay writing tasks

Metacognitive Strategies of
Writing Survey (MSWS)

Retrospective interviews

Retrospective interviews

Data Analyses
A descriptive analysis of each of

the variables concerning
metacognitive knowledge about
writing

Correlation analyses of all three
subscales

A descriptive analysis of each of
the components concerning
metacognitive strategies of
writing

Correlation analysis of all three
subscales

A correlation analysis

A correlation analysis

A content analysis

A content analysis
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The data gathered were analysed by using SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Science)
25.0 software package programme. In order to answer the first research question, ‘What is the
extent of Turkish EFL learners’ metacognitive knowledge about writing regarding person, task
and strategy variables?’, and second research question, ‘While writing, to what extent do Turkish
EFL learners use metacognitive strategies of writing regarding planning, monitoring and
evaluating?’, descriptive analyses were employed. Mean scores of the three MKWS subscales
(person, task, and strategy variables) and three MSWS subscales (planning, monitoring, and
evaluating) were examined, and findings were reported for all participants together. Furthermore,
students were grouped as high-performing (HP), average-performing (AP) and low-performing
(LP) writers according to their argumentative writing task scores. Students scoring 18 and higher
were placed in the HP group (n=36), students scoring between 14 and 17.5 in the AP group
(n=44) and students scoring 13.5 and lower in the LP group (n=40) (See Table 3 for the grading
criteria of EFL learners’ writing proficiency).
Table 3

Grading criteria of EFL learners” writing proficiency

Writing Competence Level

Level Mean
High 18-25
Average 14-17,5
Low 0-13,5

Mean scores of the three MKWS subscales and three MSWS subscales were also
examined for each group individually to see if the extent of students’ metacognitive knowledge
and regulation varied across groups. The criteria adopted for judging the level of participants’

metacognitive knowledge and their use of metacognitive strategies are presented in Table 4.
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Correlational analyses of three subscales in both questionnaires were also performed to see the
effect size of the association between variables.
Table 4

Grading criteria of metacognitive knowledge and the use of metacognitive strategies

The Level of Participants” Metacognitive Knowledge and Their Use Of Metacognitive Strategies

Level Mean Options
High 4,40-6 Always true of me

Usually true of me

Average 2,70 - 4,39 Somewhat true of me
Somewhat not true of me

Low 1-2,69 Usually not true of me
Never true of me

Research questions 3 and 4 examined whether there was a significant relationship among
Turkish EFL learners’ writing achievement and both their metacognitive knowledge about
writing and metacognitive strategy use. Both questions were addressed by appealing to
correlation analyses.

For rating students’ writing tasks, a scoring rubric was developed by the researcher (see
Appendix 10). It was an analytic scoring rubric in which the evaluation process was broken down
into three parts: organisation, unity and coherence, and mechanics. For each component in the
rubric, numbers were assigned, and the scores for each component were totalled, generating a
total writing score. The highest possible score for the argumentative essay tasks was 25 points,
and the lowest was 0. Half points were allowed.

Two experienced English instructors (the researcher and another instructor working in the
same institution) graded each component in participants’ essays independently according to the
rubric. Before they started the rating process, raters came together and held a rater norming

session to negotiate on behalf of the use of the rubric and to achieve inter-rater reliability. The
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mean of the two scores for each essay was adopted as the final grade and were used in the
analyses. Whenever the two scores of an essay disagreed by three points or above, the two raters
reexamined that paper and reached a final agreement. The inter-rater reliability between the two
raters was calculated via Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (.967), and a strong positive
relationship was found between the two raters (see Table 5).

Table 5

Inter-rater reliability

Correlation Coefficient %95 Confidence interval p

Raters 0,9 67 0,953-0,977 <0,001**

**Correlation is significant at 0.001.

Participants’ performances on the argumentative writing task and their responses to each
item in MKWS and MSWS were scored and entered in SPSS programme for the correlation
analyses.

3.6.2. Analysis of the qualitative data. The last two research questions were concerned
with Turkish EFL learners’ thoughts about their metacognitive knowledge about English writing
and the strategies they had used when they engaged in an argumentative writing task. To gain

more insight into the extent of students’ metacognition and to support and enhance the findings
from quantitative data, qualitative data were collected through retrospective interviews. The
recorded interviews were first transcribed in Turkish and then translated into English.

In order to analyse and explain qualitative data, a content analysis was adopted. In a
content analysis, similar data are organised and interpreted clearly within the framework of
certain concepts and themes (Yildirim & Simsek, 2005). Yildirim and Simsek (2005) suggest

four stages for a content analysis: coding data, creating themes, organising data according to the

codes and themes, and interpreting data.
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These four stages were followed in the present study. Interviewees were classified as HP,
AP and LP writers according to their scores in argumentative writing tasks. Firstly, the data
collected from each interview were examined closely with a bottom-up approach. Transcriptions
were coded for each group in relation with predetermined categories which were mainly based on
the metacognitive framework suggested by previous researchers (Flavell, 1985; Brown, 1987,
Schraw & Moshman, 1995). Afterwards, a list including the whole coded data was compiled.
Sections in the list were studied in detail and consistency of the data with the codes was ensured.
Codes with similar meanings in the list were examined and coding was revised. In the next stage,
codes showing similar characteristics were categorised into more comprehensive units, and so
main themes were created. Lastly, the themes were interpreted in relation to two core categories,
metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive strategy use. The first core category, metacognitive
knowledge, included references to the categories - person knowledge, task knowledge, and
strategy knowledge. The second core category, metacognitive strategy use, subsumed references
to the categories of planning, monitoring, and evaluating. Same procedures were repeated for
each group separately.

To test the reliability of the content analysis of placing codes into themes and categories,
another experienced EFL instructor working in the same institution analysed the codes in 4
randomly selected student transcriptions independently. There was 94% agreement on the
classification of references for the categories of metacognitive knowledge and 91% agreement on
the classification of references for the categories of metacognitive strategy use between the two
raters. They re-examined the lists again to remove the divergences in the classification and

reached a final agreement.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Results

In this chapter, the findings of the study are presented by direct reference to the research
questions raised in the study:
1. What is the extent of Turkish EFL learners’ metacognitive knowledge about writing regarding
person, task and strategy variables?
2. While writing, to what extent do Turkish EFL learners use metacognitive strategies of writing
regarding planning, monitoring and evaluating?
3. Is there a significant correlation between EFL learners’ writing achievement and their
metacognitive knowledge about writing?
4. Is there a significant correlation between EFL learners’ writing achievement and their use of
metacognitive strategies of writing?
5. What do Turkish EFL learners think about their metacognitive knowledge about writing?
6. What do Turkish EFL learners think about the metacognitive strategies they used in a given
writing task?
4.1. Quantitative Results of the Study
In order to answer the first four research questions, quantitative data were gathered
through MKWS and MSWS (Xiao, 2016). 8 out of 48 items in the MKWS and 15 out of 38 items
in MSWS were reversed. Both questionnaire were designed as 6-point-likert scales.
4.1.1. Research question I. RQ 1: What is the extent of Turkish EFL learners’

metacognitive knowledge about writing regarding person, task and strategy variables?
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In order to answer the first research question, a descriptive analysis was employed. Table
6 presents the participants’ metacognitive knowledge status concerning its three dimensions:
person knowledge, task knowledge and strategy knowledge.
Table 6

Descriptive statistics of mean scores of MKWS subscales

MKWS Subscales

N Mean Std. Median Minimum Maximum Grouped
Deviation Median

High-performing group
Person Knowledge 36 4,1667 ,53080 4,2083 2,58 5,33 4,1944
Task Knowledge 36 4,6068 ,4589 4,6000 3,70 5,40 4,600
Strategy Knowledge 36 4,0866 ,46010 4,0192 2,96 5,27 4,0192
Average-Performing Group
Person Knowledge 44 3,7361 , 77190 3,8333 1,67 5,42 3,8333
Task Knowledge 44 4,3576 ,4956 4,3667 3,40 5,20 4,3667
Strategy Knowledge 44 3,8471 ,48900 3,8189 2,68 4,88 3,8098
Low-Performing Group
Person Knowledge 40 3,6905 ,63176 3,7083 2,33 5,00 3,7083
Task Knowledge 40 4,4123 ,6041 4,4500 3,00 6,00 4,4667
Strategy Knowledge 40 3,6031 ,47858 3,5769 2,62 4,65 3,5769
Total
Person Knowledge 120 3,8501 ,68750 3,9167 1,67 5,42 3,9524
Task Knowledge 120 4,4506 ,5304 4,5000 3,00 6,00 4,5056
Strategy Knowledge 120 3,8376 ,51088 3,8462 2,62 5,27 3,8654

First, to see the overall status of the participants’ metacognitive knowledge, mean scores
of the three MKWS subscales were examined for all participants together. It was found that
participants had an average level of metacognitive knowledge for the person variable subscale
(M=3.8501, SD=.68750) and strategy variables subscale (M=3.8376, SD=.51088) while they had
a high level of metacognitive knowledge for the task variables subscale (M=4.4506, SD=.5304).
For the grading criteria used to evaluate metacognitive knowledge of the participants, see Table
4,

In order to investigate if the extent of participants’ metacognitive knowledge varied

across writing proficiency groups (based on their writing achievement scores), mean scores of the
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three MKWS subscales were also examined for HP writers, AP writers and LP writers separately.
The mean scores of three subscales for each group indicated that HP writers had a higher level of
metacognitive knowledge in all three subscales (M=4.1667, SD=.53080 for person variables,
M=4.6068, SD=.4589 for task variables, and M=4.0866, SD=.46010 for strategy variables).
Mean scores of three subscales for the AP group (M=3.73.61, SD=.77190 for person variables,
M=4.3576, SD=.4956 for task variables, and M=3.8471, SD=.48900 for strategy variables) and
the LP group (M=3.6905, SD=.63176 for person variables, M=4.4123, SD=.6041 for task
variables, and M=3.6031, SD=.47858 for strategy variables) were found close to each other.
However, it is worth pointing out that mean scores for task variables were found to be relatively
high in all three groups (M=4.6068, M=4.3576, and M=4.4123 for HP, AP, and LP groups,
respectively).

Table 7 presents the mean and standard deviation of each intended aspect concerning
metacognitive knowledge together with its corresponding item number in the questionnaire. The
descriptive statistics results of the participants’ person knowledge revealed an average level of
awareness for all items in the subscale except for the item 12. To be more specific, participants
seemed to have a heightened awareness only about their weaknesses in English writing
(M=4.479).

Regarding the task variable, students’ responses to most items, again, indicated an
average level of awareness. However, it was a promising finding that they had a fairly high
awareness about the importance of understanding the requirements of a writing task (item 13,
M=4.449). They could write according to the genre (item 16, M=5.084) and use their knowledge
of English discourse (item 17, M=4.840). Moreover, they knew that they needed to develop the

content of an essay (item 19, M=5.205) and organise their ideas (item 20, M=5.127).
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Descriptive statistics of each MKWS subscale

Metacognitive Knowledge about Writing

Person Knowledge

1. I am very interested in English writing.

R2. I find English writing very challenging.

R3. My purpose of learning English writing is to pass English exams.

4. 1 am quite aware of my English writing competence.

5. I am quite aware of how much | know about English writing.

6. I know a lot about English writing.

7. 1 am well aware of some grading rubrics that my writing instructor uses to grade my English
argumentative essays.

8. When writing, | am able to use various writing techniques (i.e. using synonyms and transitional words).
9. When writing, | am able to use appropriate writing strategies (i.e. outlining and drafting).

10. I am able to predict the writing problems that | may have during writing before | start writing an essay.
11. | am well aware of my strengths in English writing.

12. | am well aware of my weaknesses in English writing.

Task Knowledge

13. I think it is very important to understand the requirements of a writing task.

14. It is easy for me to understand the requirements of a writing task.

15. 1 usually set up my writing goals based on the requirements of a writing task.

16. | write according to the genre (i.e. , argumentative, cause-effect, compare-contrast, process) of an essay.
17. 1 use my knowledge of English discourse (i.e. , thesis statement, topic sentences, coherence, transitional
words) to complete a writing task.

18. I have a strong awareness of my readers and my communication with them.

19. I know | need to develop the content of an essay.

20. I know | need to organize my ideas.

21. My challenge in completing a writing task is generating ideas.

22. My challenge in completing a writing task is my lack of finding examples to support my ideas.

*R23. My challenges in completing a writing task are grammar, vocabulary, and spelling.

*24. My challenge in completing a writing task is my lack of writing strategies.

Strategy Knowledge

R25. | usually come up with ideas in Turkish before I translate them into English.

26. | usually think in English when | write English essays.

27. | tackle the problems that | encounter during the writing process with appropriate remedial strategies.
28. When writing an argumentative essay, | consider the views from both sides of the argument.

29. My composing process is usually like this: analyzing the writing prompt, generating ideas, planning,
outlining, drafting, and revising.

30. Based on the situation, | would repeat one or more of the above writing steps to revise my essay.
31. When writing, | pay more attention to the content development of my essay.

32. When writing, | pay more attention to the organisation of my essay.

R33. When writing, | pay more attention to the grammar, vocabulary, and spelling.

34. | highly value the planning before writing.

35. I think outlining and drafting are very helpful.

36. | think after finishing writing, revising is necessary.

37. 1 mainly revise the content of my essay.

38. | mainly revise the organisation of my essay.

R39. I mainly revise the grammar, vocabulary, and spelling of my essays.

40. When revising, | check if my viewpoints are convincing enough.

41. When revising, | check if the meaning of the sentences and the whole essay are clear enough.
42. When revising, | check if my examples are specific enough.

43. When revising, | check if my language is concise enough.

44. 1 think | am able to monitor the whole process of my writing effectively.

R45. To improve my writing, | think the key is to improve my grammar.

R46. To improve my writing, | think the key is to memorize more vocabulary.

47. To improve my writing, | think the key is to read more English essays (including model essays).
48. To improve my writing, | think the key is to write as many English essays as possible.

R49. Previously, | knew very little about the English writing knowledge mentioned in this survey.
50. I think the English writing knowledge mentioned in this survey is very helpful.
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The results of the strategy variable revealed that strategic knowledge was the poorest
among the three components of metacognitive knowledge. Considering their responses to item
46, which was a reversed item, a significant number of students regarded memorising more
vocabulary as the key to improving their writing (M=2.483). Nevertheless, when the items
indicating a higher awareness of participants about strategy variables were examined, four stood
out. Participants regarded revising as necessary after they finished writing (item 36, M=4.625).
They considered reading more English essays (item 47, M=4.925) and writing as many English
essays as possible (item 48, M=5.100) as keys to improving their writing. They generally found
the English writing knowledge mentioned in the survey beneficial (item 50, M=4.731.)

Table 8

Correlations of MKWS subscales

Person Knowledge Task Knowledge
R 0,458
Task Knowledge P <0,001**
N 120
R 0,637 0,371
Strategy Knowledge P <0,001** <0,001**
N 120 120

** Correlation is significant at the 0.001 level.

A correlation analysis of all three subscales was also performed to see the effect size of
association between two variables (see Table 8). The following guidelines were used for
interpretation: .00 < | r | <.19 = very weak correlation; .20 < | r | < .39 = weak correlation; .40 < |
r | <.59 = moderate correlation; .60 < | r | <.79 = strong correlation; and .80 < |r | < 1.0 = very
strong correlation (Evans, 1996). Results revealed the correlation between the person and task

variables as .458 (p<0,001), between the person and the strategy variables as .637 (p<0,001) and
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between the task and strategy variables as .371 (p<0,001). Accordingly, there was a moderate
positive correlation between the person and task variables, a strong positive correlation between
the person and the strategy variables, and a weak positive correlation between the task and the
strategy variables.

4.1.2. Research question Il. RQ 2: While writing, to what extent do Turkish EFL
learners use metacognitive strategies of writing regarding planning, monitoring and evaluating?
Table 9 presents the overall status of participants’ use of metacognitive strategies
including planning, monitoring and evaluating. The results of descriptive statistics demonstrated
that participants had an average level of metacognitive awareness for planning, monitoring and

evaluating strategies (M= 4.1333, SD=.67551; M= 4.12224, SD= .80259; M= 3. 9719, SD=
59816, respectively).

To investigate whether the use of metacognitive strategies of writing regarding planning,
monitoring and evaluating varied across the HP, AP and LP groups, mean scores of the three
MSWS subscales were also examined individually. It was found that HP writers (M = 4.4103, SD
=.59953 for planning, M = 4.3202, SD = .74103 for monitoring, and M = 4.1819, SD = .58726
for evaluating) and AP writers (M = 4.1297, SD = .69222 for planning, M = 4.2443, SD = .78810
for monitoring, and M = 4.0303, SD = .62602 for evaluating) scored relatively higher in all three
subscales than LP writers (M = 3.8880, SD = .63946 for planning, M = 3.8104, SD = .79698 for

monitoring, and M = 3.7188, SD = .48973 for evaluating).
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Table 9

Descriptive statistics of mean scores of MSWS subscales

MSWS Subscales

N Mean Std. Median Minimum Maximum Grouped

Deviation Median

High-performing group
Planning 36 4,4103 ,59953 4,4706 3,06 5,53 4,4706
Monitoring 36 4,3202 ,74103 4,5385 2,31 5,69 4,5000
Evaluating 36 4,1819 ,58726 4,2250 2,88 5,50 4,2071
Average-Performing Group
Planning 44 4,1297 ,69222 4,0294 2,59 5,65 4,0235
Monitoring 44 4,2443 ,78810 4,3173 2,69 5,54 4,2949
Evaluating 44 4,0303 ,62602 3,9375 3,13 5,50 3,9531
Low-Performing Group
Planning 40 3,8880 ,63946 3,7353 2,59 5,29 3,7353
Monitoring 40 3,8104 ,79698 3,6795 2,31 5,85 3,6709
Evaluating 40 3,7188 ,48973 3,6250 2,63 5,00 3,7000
Total
Planning 120 4,1333 ,67551 4,0588 2,59 5,65 4,0924
Monitoring 120 4,1224 ,80259 4,1186 2,31 5,85 4,1303
Evaluating 120 3,9719 ,59816 4,0000 2,63 5,50 3,9625

The descriptive statistics of each intended aspect regarding metacognitive strategies of
writing are presented in Table 10 with its corresponding item number in the MSWS
questionnaire. The mean scores of items in each subscale proved that participants’
implementation of metacognitive strategies regarding planning, monitoring and evaluating was
neither satisfactory nor very poor, belonging to the average level in general. However, hopefully,
participants paid attention to the genre (item 1, M=5.358) and the purpose of a writing task (item
2, M=5.167) when planning. The descriptive statistics of the results of monitoring subscale
indicated that participants checked to see if the content of their essay was relevant to the topic.
Finally, regarding evaluating, they considered the English writing strategies mentioned in the

MSWS as helpful (M=4.879).
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Descriptive statistics of each MSWS subscale

Metacognitive Strategies of Writing Survey

Planning

1. Before writing, | pay attention to the genre (i.e. , argumentative, cause-effect, compare- contrast, process) of
a writing task.

2. Before writing, | pay attention to the purpose (i.e. , to express opinion, to inform, etc.) of a writing task.

3. Before writing, | pay attention to the audience (i.e. , my instructor or advisor, my classmates, general
public...etc.) of a writing task.

4. Before writing, | pay attention to specific parts of the language (i.e. , the wording and grammar) of a writing
task.

5. Before writing, | set up my goals based on the requirement of a writing task.

6. Before writing, | make plans for achieving my goals.

7. Before writing, | consciously recall the model essays related to the writing prompt

8. Before writing, | consciously recall the template pertaining to the writing prompt.

R9. Before writing, | seldom recall the knowledge pertaining to the writing prompt.

R10. Before writing, | seldom recall the contexts pertaining to the writing prompt.

11. Before writing, | consciously recall the words and sentences relevant to the writing prompt.

12. Before writing, | consciously generate new ideas for writing.

R13. Before writing, | seldom make plans for organizing and arranging the content of my essay.

14. Before writing an argumentative essay, | first decide upon the thesis statement of the essay.

R15. Before writing, | seldom consider my thesis statement from both sides of an argument (critical thinking).
16. Before writing, | outline the topic sentence of each paragraph.

17. Before writing, | come up with examples to support each one of my viewpoints.

Monitoring

18. When writing, | check to see if my essay meets the requirements of the writing task.
19. When writing, | monitor my awareness of the audience.

20. When writing, | check to see if the content of my essay is relevant to the topic.

R21. When writing, | seldom check to see if the organisation of my essay is logical.
R22. When writing, | seldom check to see if the language of my essay is clear enough.
23. When writing, | check to see if my word usage is accurate enough.

24. When writing, | check to see if my grammar is correct.

R25. When writing, | seldom check to see if my sentence structures vary a lot.

R26. When writing, | seldom adjust my writing plan.

27. When writing, | try to identify my problems and my deficits during the process of writing.
R28. When writing, | seldom check to see if my writing strategies are effective enough.
R29. When writing, | seldom think about what writing strategies | should employ.

R30. When writing, | seldom think about when or where to employ writing strategies.

Evaluating

R31. After finishing writing, | seldom self-evaluate the content of my essay to see if any addition or deletion is
needed.

R32. 32. After finishing writing, | mainly focus on self-evaluating the accuracy of my grammar.

33. After finishing writing, | self-evaluate my use of words to see if they vary a lot.

R34. After finishing writing, | seldom self-evaluate the organisation of my essay to see if it is clear enough.
35. After finishing writing, | self-evaluate my essay holistically to see if it achieves the goals of the writing
task.

36. Based on the results of self-evaluation, I repeat the recursive composing process of “compose and revise,
revise and compose”.

R37. Previously, | knew very little about the English writing strategies mentioned in this survey.

38. | think the English writing strategies mentioned in this survey is very helpful.
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A correlation analysis was also performed to measure the strength and direction of the
linear relationship of each subscale with other subscales in MSWS (see Table 11). It was found
that the three subscales correlated with each other. The Pearson correlation coefficient value for
planning and monitoring was .657 (p<0,001), which confirmed a strong positive relationship
between the two variables. On the other hand, the Pearson correlation coefficient value for
planning and evaluating was .521 (p<0,001) and for monitoring and evaluating was .542
(p<0,001) indicating a moderate positive relationship between the two variables.

Table 11

Correlations of MSWS subscales

Planning Monitoring
R 0,657
Monitoring P <0,001
N 120
R 0,521 0,542
Evaluating P <0,001** <0,001**
N 120 120

** Correlation is significant at the 0.001 level.

4.1.3. Research question I11. RQ 3: Is there a significant correlation between EFL
learners’ writing achievement and their metacognitive knowledge about writing?

A correlation analysis was used to answer the third research question. The strength of the
relationship between students’ writing achievement and their metacognitive knowledge about
writing was examined based on the scores they got in their argumentative tasks and the responses
they gave to the MKWS. Students’ writing achievements were evaluated by taking the average of
the grades given by two independent raters. Table 12 summarizes the results of the participants’

overall writing achievement.



77

Table 12

Participants’ English writing achievement

English Writing Achievement

N Mean Std. Deviation  Median Minimum Maximum Grouped
- Median
120 15,1479 4,04199 15,0000 5,00 23,50 15,0385
Table 13

Correlations between writing achievement and MKWS subscales

Writing Achievement

r p N
Person Knowledge 0,307 >0,05* 120
Task Knowledge 0,157 >0,05* 120
Strategy Knowledge 0,373 >0,05* 120

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.

As regards to the results of the correlation analysis (see Table 13), there was a weak
positive correlation between students’ writing achievement (argumentative writing task average
scores) and both their person knowledge (r=.307, p>0,05) and strategy knowledge (r=.373,
p>0,05). The Pearson correlation coefficient value of .157 (p>0,05) indicated that there was no
statistically significant relationship between students’ task knowledge and writing achievement.

4.1.4. Research question IV.RQ 4: Is there a significant correlation between EFL
learners’ writing achievement and their use of metacognitive strategies of writing?

A correlation analysis was used to examine the strength of the relationship between
students’ writing achievement and their use of metacognitive strategies of writing, as well. As
regards to the results of the correlation analysis (see Table 14), there was a weak positive

correlation between students’ writing achievement (argumentative writing task average scores)
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and their use of planning (r=.300, p>0,05), monitoring (r=.278, p>0,05) and evaluating (r=.279,
p>0,05) strategies.
Table 14

Correlations between writing achievement and MSWS subscales

Writing Achievement

r p N
Planning 0,300 >0,05* 120
Monitoring 0,278 >0,05* 120
Evaluating 0,279 >0,05* 120

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.

4.2. Qualitative Results of the Study

To support the findings of the quantitative data and to elicit further information from
respondents on their perceptions about their English writing achievement and processes,
retrospective interviews were carried out. By using a content analysis, the study aimed to
interpret the findings of qualitative data and answer the fifth and sixth research questions. First,
the data collected from three groups of writers through interviews were coded. Then the main
themes were created for each group of writers with regard to six categories which were
commonly addressed in the literature: person knowledge, task knowledge, strategy knowledge
(Devine, 1993; Flavell, 1985; Kasper, 1997) as well as planning, monitoring and evaluating
(Brown, 1987; Jacobs & Paris; 1987; Schraw and Moshman, 1995). The reason why a content
analysis was employed for each group separately was to identify the similarities and differences
among the three groups’ metacognitive knowledge about English writing and their use of

metacognitive strategies.
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4.2.1. Research question V. RQ 5: What do Turkish EFL learners think about their

metacognitive knowledge about writing?

A close examination of students’ perceptions regarding themselves as writers, the tasks
they engage in and the strategies they know may be a useful attempt to highlight what can be
done to improve their writing processes and to fulfil their needs as EFL writers. Table 15
illustrates the themes created under the categories of person knowledge, task knowledge and
strategy knowledge for HP, AP and LP writers.

From a recursive analysis of the interview data collected from HP and AP writers and the
codes emerged, seven themes under the category of person knowledge, four themes under the
category of task knowledge and six themes under the category of strategy knowledge were
created (see Table 15). The themes derived from LP group data were the same as the ones from
HP and AP groups’ data concerning task and strategy variables. Regarding the person variable,
six themes were common in all groups, but the theme person-related factors affecting writing

performance positively did not occur in LP writers’ data.
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Themes for the core category of metacognitive knowledge about writing

Categories  Themes for HP writers Themes for AP writers Themes for LP writers
(n=11) (n=15) (n=9)
Person = Person-related factors = Person-related factors = Person-related factors
Knowledge affecting writing affecting writing affecting writing
performance negatively performance negatively performance negatively
= Person-related factors = Person-related factors
affecting writing affecting writing -
performance positively performance positively
= Self- efficacy beliefs = Self- efficacy beliefs = Self- efficacy beliefs
regarding writing regarding writing regarding writing
performance performance performance
= Awareness of strengths = Awareness of strengths = Awareness of strengths
= Awareness of = Awareness of = Awareness of
weaknesses weaknesses weaknesses
= Endeavours to improve = Endeavours to improve = Endeavours to improve
English writing English writing English writing
= Goals to learn English = Goals to learn English = Goals to learn English
writing writing writing
Task = Task-related factors = Task-related factors = Task-related factors
Knowledge affecting writing affecting writing affecting writing
performance performance performance
= Challenges in = Challenges in = Challenges in
completing a writing completing a writing completing a writing
task task task
= Awareness of task = Awareness of task = Awareness of task
requirements requirements requirements
= Features of a good = Features of a good = Features of a good
writing writing writing
Strategy = Objectives of writing = Objectives of writing = Objectives of writing
Knowledge goals goals goals
= Planning ahead of = Planning ahead of = Planning ahead of
writing writing writing
= Monitoring while = Monitoring while = Monitoring while
writing writing writing
= Revising = Revising = Revising
= Editing = Editing = Editing
= Criteria for self- = Criteria for self- = Criteria for self-
evaluation evaluation evaluation
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4.2.1.1. Results of the analysis of the data on person knowledge. The codes that
emerged under the category of person knowledge in HP, AP and LP groups’ interview data are
presented in Tables 16, 17, and 18, respectively. Findings showed that person related factors
affecting writing performance, self- efficacy beliefs, awareness of strengths and weaknesses,
endeavours and goals to learn English writing constituted students’ awareness of person variable.

4.2.1.1.1. Person-related factors affecting writing performance negatively. When asked
about the experiences they felt unsuccessful as EFL writers, participants mentioned about some
person related factors affecting their writing performance negatively. Although ‘exam anxiety’
and ‘writing anxiety’ emerged as recurrent codes in all groups, students in the LP group were
more likely to complain about anxiety. One of these students remarked, “I feel very nervous
before I start writing, especially if I write for an exam” (LPS-66).

20% of the AP group and 22% of the LP group mentioned their ‘lack of efforts to
improve writing’ as another factor preventing them from performing better in English writing
tasks. One student in the AP group reported that she was getting worse at writing each day
because she did not do anything to improve it (APS-57). ‘Being in a negative mood’ (APS-7,
LPS-58, APS-115) on the day of the writing task’ and ‘lack of interest in reading (APS-12, APS-
32)” were noted as the other factors leading to failure in English writing by a couple of students
in the AP and HP groups.

4.2.1.1.2. Person-related factors affecting writing performance positively. Unlike their LP
counterparts, students in the HP and AP groups mentioned some person-related factors affecting
their English writing performance positively. First of all, ‘having learned about or practised in a
certain genre’ was a recurrent code detected in HP and AP groups’ data (45.45 % and 26.67%,

respectively). One of the HP students (HPS-13) expressed that when she had sufficient
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knowledge about the writing topic or the type of writing she carried out, she could write more
easily and effectively.

The other factors uttered by a limited number of students in the HP and AP groups
commonly were ‘experience in L1 writing’ (HPS-24, APS-7, APS-12), ‘interest in English
writing’ (HPS-24, APS-113) ‘interest in L2 reading’ (HPS-24) and ‘interest in learning a
FL’(APS-57, APS-113).

4.2.1.1.3. Self-efficacy beliefs regarding writing performance. Under the theme of self-
efficacy beliefs regarding writing performance, students mentioned both their positive and

negative self-efficacy beliefs. As Table 18 demonstrates, 44.44 % of the LP writers felt
incompetent at EFL writing. When compared to their HP and AP counterparts, they were more
inclined to complain about their inabilities and weaknesses in EFL writing. Showing a low self-
concept toward her writing skill, one student in the LP group noted: “I find none of my writing
tasks successful. They are either bad or average” (LPS-28).

4.2.1.1.4. Awareness of strengths. Awareness of strengths and awareness of weaknesses
were the two most prominent themes that emerged from the analysis of interviewees’ utterances.
Regardless of their writing achievement, each participant had some weaknesses and strengths in
English writing. When students were asked specifically about their strengths as EFL writers, the
most common response in the HP and AP groups was ‘generating ideas’. 54.55% of HP writers
and 46.67% of AP writers were sure about their ability to produce ideas. One student in the AP
group said, “I'm creative. I don't have any excitement or stress while writing because I don't have
a problem producing ideas” (APS-57). Another student in the HP group further mentioned that
he was quite good at generating ideas and organising his essays; thus, he could produce a

cohesive and coherent piece of writing.
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Differently from AP and HP writers, in the LP group’s data ‘grammatical competence’
emerged as a recurrent code under the theme awareness of strengths, and it was expressed by 6
out of 9 students (66.67%). Like LPS-54, majority of the students in this group mentioned being
good at using English grammar while writing.

‘Using discourse markers appropriately’ (HPS-30, APS-32, LPS-71), ‘writing a good
introductory paragraph’ (APS-11, HPS-30, LPS-87) ‘conveying ideas to the audience
effectively’ (APS-7, HPS-24, APS-26, HPS-114), ‘controlling writing anxiety and stress’ (APS-
57, HPS-80) ‘lexical competence’ (LPS-52, LPS-54, APS-57, LPS-58), ‘time management’
(HPS-80), ‘being good at essay organisation’ (HPS- 24, HPS- 74, HPS-80) and ‘writing
coherently and in unity’ (HPS-24) were the other codes emerged under the theme of awareness of
strengths.

4.2.1.1.5. Awareness of weaknesses. Participants’ responses to the question regarding
their weaknesses in EFL writing pointed up their widely-held perceptions about their limited
vocabulary size and lack of ideas. First of all, 8 out of 11 students (72.73%) in the HP group, 10
out of 15 students (66.67%) in the AP group and 4 out of 9 students (44.44%) in the LP group
articulated ‘limited repertoire of English vocabulary’ as their major weakness in English writing.
Underlining her limited lexical knowledge, a student in the LP group expressed writing with the
same simple words all the time and having a lack of knowledge about synonyms (LPS-87).
Complaining about the same problem, another student in the AP group mentioned, “Sometimes I
change what I'm going to write because I don't know a word or can’t remember it. If I think I
can't get anywhere with the words I know, I may even change the topic I will write about” (APS-
82).

Secondly, 63.64% of HP writers, 46.67% of AP writers, and 66.67% of LP writers cited

‘lack of ideas’ as another severe weakness that prevented them from succeeding in English
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writing tasks. A student in the AP group expressed her concerns about this issue thus: “I am good
at using grammar and discourse markers. However, because | have great trouble producing ideas,
it doesn't do much good for me to be good at them” (APS-32).

Furthermore, while a considerable number of students in the HP (54.55%) and AP (60%)
groups complained about their poor grammatical knowledge as a weakness, only two students
(22.22%) in the LP group mentioned ‘poor grammar’ as a constraint upon their high-quality
English writing performance. A student in the HP group noted that it was easy for her to produce
original ideas in her mother tongue, but because of her lack of grammar competence, she could
not put her ideas into the paper as effectively as she wanted (HPS-24). Similarly, ‘lack of English
proficiency’ was cited as a weakness by more students in the HP and LP groups (27.27% and
33.33%, respectively). Only one student in the LP (LPS-66) group found herself incompetent in
English.

Students in all groups articulated ‘mental translation’ as the other significant barrier to
EFL writing. However, when compared to HP and LP writers, more students in the AP group
(46.67%) complained about translating from their mother tongue while writing in English. A
student in this group stated that when she thought like a Turk but wrote in English, she could
never be sure about whether she could give what she meant or not (APS-57). Another student in
the LP group described the situation with these sentences:

I think in Turkish and try to write in English. It seems like an advantage at first because |

can find profound ideas. However, my English is so poor that when | try to write my

ideas out, they sound silly, and my teachers usually don’t understand what I mean. (LPS-

28)

4.2.1.1.6. Endeavours to improve English writing. The codes identified under the theme

of endeavours to improve English writing and their frequencies of occurrence in interview
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transcriptions indicated that AP writers tended to engage in more diverse activities to improve
their EFL writing performance (see Table 17). The most common activity in all groups to
improve writing skill was ‘studying the structures and vocabulary in the thesis statements of
model texts to write an appropriate thesis statement’. 36.36% of HP writers, 46.67% of AP
writers and 44.44% of LP writers mentioned writing their statements by using the formulaic
expressions they had seen in model texts. The other common practices that some participants in
each group engaged in were ‘studying model essays on the Internet’ (APS-12, LPS-28, HPS-49,
LPS-52, LPS-54, HPS-79) and ‘doing extra reading’ (HPS-49, LPS-54, APS-57, APS-104, HPS-
114).

4.2.1.1.7. Goals to learn English writing. Goal setting is considered to be a significant
characteristic of metacognitive learners. When the goals that the participants of this study set to
learn English writing were examined, it was seen that high achievers tended to set more diverse
goals.

Whereas passing their English exams was stated as the ultimate goal to learn English
writing by most students in the HP (54.55%) and AP groups (53.33%), only two students in the
LP group (22.22%) mentioned it as a goal. One student in the HP group said, “... | have no other
goal than making good grades and satisfying my teachers’ expectations” (HPS-30).

The other goal to learn English writing articulated recurrently by respondents in three
groups was ‘learning writing to transfer ideas’. 18.18% of HP writers, 40% of AP writers and
55.45% of LP writers regarded writing as a means to share their thoughts with or pass their
experiences on others. Unlike their LP counterparts, HP and AP writers also aimed at learning
English writing for academic and professional purposes. An HP group writer expressed that
getting a high score had never been her ultimate goal because she was more concerned about how

she could use what she learned in writing classes in her academic or professional life (HPS-53).



Only HPS-24 in the HP group aimed at learning writing to improve her overall English
proficiency.
Table 16

Themes and codes under the category of person knowledge for HP writers (n=11)

Themes Codes F p
Person-related factors affecting writing Exam anxiety 1 9,09
performance negatively Writing anxiety 1 9,09
Being in a negative mood 1 9,09
Person-related factors affecting writing Experience in L1 writing 1 9,09
performance positively Interest in English writing 1 9,09
Text-type familiarity 5 45,45
Interest in L2 reading 1 9,09
Self- efficacy beliefs regarding writing Positive self-efficacy beliefs 2 18,18
performance Negative self-efficacy beliefs 2 18,18
Awareness of strengths Generating ideas 6 54,55
Grammatical competence 3 27,27
Using discourse markers appropriately 1 9,09
Writing a good introductory paragraph 4 36,36
Conveying ideas to the audience effectively 2 18,18
Controlling writing stress and anxiety 3 27,27
Writing coherently and in unity 1 9,09
Time management 1 9,09
Being good at essay organisation 3 27,27
Awareness of weaknesses Limited repertoire of English vocabulary 8 72,73
Poor grammar 6 54,55
Lack of ideas 7 63,64
Lack of English proficiency 3 27,27
Mental translation 4 36,36
Having difficulty in writing the introductory paragraph 1 9,09
Having difficulty in writing the body paragraphs 2 18,18
Having difficulty in using discourse markers 1 9,09
Writing long and meaningless sentences 2 18,18
Writing short paragraphs 2 18,18
Making capitalisation, spelling and punctuation mistakes 2 18,18
Endeavours to improve English writing Studying model essays on the Internet 2 18,18
Studying the structures and vocabulary in the thesis
statements of model texts to write an appropriate thesis
statement 4 36,36
Doing extra reading 2 18,18
Reading classmates’ writing tasks as models 1 9,09
Keeping a writing notebook and revising prior writing tasks
at intervals 1 9,09
Goals to learn English writing Learning writing to pass exams 6 54,55
Learning writing to transfer ideas 2 18,18
Learning writing for academic or professional purposes 3 27,27
Learning writing to improve overall English proficiency 1 9,09




Table 17

Themes and codes under the category of person knowledge for AP writers (n=15)

Themes Codes F p
Person-related factors affecting writing Exam anxiety 2 13,33
performance negatively Writing anxiety 2 13,33
Lack of efforts to improve writing 3 20
Being in a negative mood 2 13,33
Lack of interest in reading 2 13,33
Person-related factors affecting writing Experience in L1writing 2 13,33
performance positively Interest in English writing 1 6,67
Text-type familiarity 4 26,67
Interest in learning a FL 2 13,33
Self- efficacy beliefs regarding writing Positive self-efficacy beliefs 3 20
performance Negative self-efficacy beliefs 1 6,67
Awareness of strengths Generating ideas 7 46,67
Grammatical competence 3 20
Using discourse markers appropriately 1 6,67
Writing a good introductory paragraph 1 6,67
Conveying ideas to the audience effectively 2 13,33
Controlling writing anxiety and stress 1 6,67
Lexical competence 1 6,67
Awareness of weaknesses Limited repertoire of English vocabulary 10 66,67
Poor grammar 9 60
Lack of ideas 7 46,67
Lack of English proficiency 5 33,33
Mental translation 7 46,67
Having difficulty in writing the introductory paragraph 3 20
Having difficulty in writing the body paragraphs 1 6,67
Having difficulty in writing the thesis statement 1 6,67
Having difficulty in using discourse markers 1 6,67
Writing too simply 1 6,67
Lack of writing fluency 3 20
Endeavours to improve English writing Studying model essays on the Internet 1 6,67
Studying the structures and vocabulary in the thesis
statements of model texts to write an appropriate thesis
statement 7 46,67
Doing extra reading 2 13,33
Reading classmates’ writing tasks as models 1 6,67
Writing in English as much as possible 1 6,67
Keeping a journal 1 6,67
Watching videos on the Internet that teach writing 1 6,67
Goals to learn English writing Learning writing to pass exams 8 53,33
Learning writing to transfer ideas 6 40
Learning writing for academic or professional purposes 3 20




Table 18

Themes and codes under the category of person knowledge for LP writers (n=9)
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Themes Codes F p
Person-related factors affecting writing Exam Anxiety 2 22,22
performance negatively Writing anxiety 3 33,33
Lack of efforts to improve writing 2 22,22
Self- efficacy beliefs regarding writing Positive self-efficacy beliefs 2 22,22
performance Negative self-efficacy beliefs 4 44,44
Awareness of strengths Generating ideas 2 22,22
Grammatical competence 6 66,67
Using discourse markers appropriately 1 11,11
Writing a good introductory paragraph 1 11,11
Lexical competence 3 33,33
Awareness of weaknesses Limited repertoire of English vocabulary 4 44,44
Poor grammar 2 22,22
Lack of ideas 6 66,67
Lack of English proficiency 1 11,11
Mental translation 3 33,33
Having difficulty in writing the introductory paragraph 2 22,22
Having difficulty in writing the thesis statement 1 11,11
Writing too simply 1 11,11
Lack of writing fluency 1 11,11
Failure in following the organisational rules and
conventions of English discourse 2 22,22
Having difficulty in organising ideas in a logical order 1 11,11
Endeavours to improve English writing Studying model essays on the Internet 3 33,33
Studying the structures and vocabulary in the thesis
statements of model texts to write an appropriate thesis
statement 4 44,44
Doing extra reading 1 11,11
Learning new vocabulary 1 11,11
Goals to learn English writing Learning writing to pass exams 2 22,22
Learning writing to transfer ideas 5 55,56

4.2.1.2. Results of the analysis of the data on task knowledge. Tables 19, 20, and 21

illustrate the codes emerged for task knowledge and their frequencies observed across the data

collected from HP, AP, and LP groups, respectively. Findings revealed that students’ task

knowledge involved their awareness of task-related factors affecting their writing performance,

challenges they faced in completing a task, and requirements and basic features of well-written

text.
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4.2.1.2.1. Task-related factors affecting writing performance. Eliciting the factors that
Turkish EFL writers encounter while engaging in a writing task is important to scrutinise their
existing problems. While commenting on their previous writing experiences, students in all
groups commonly mentioned about three main task-related factors involved in their writing
process: ‘writing topic’, ‘genre’, and ‘writing environment’.

All students in the AP group (100%) and 10 out of 11 students in the HP group (90.91%)
referred to ‘writing topic’ as the most significant factor affecting the quality of their English
writing. However, only two students in the LP group (22.22%) highlighted it as an essential
factor. Interview discussions revealed that students generally performed better and were more
motivated to write when a writing topic attracted their attention, when they were familiar with the
writing topic, when they wrote about themselves or their experiences, when they chose their
writing topics, or when the writing topic did not restrict their creativity. A student in the AP
group stated his opinion on the subject as follows:

My performance is affected dramatically by the writing topic given. When | write on a

topic I don’t like, it is a kind of torture. For example, they want us to write about the

effects of alcoholism or smoking on human health. Such dull topics do not encourage me
to be creative or bring a new perspective. (APS-104)

Following the ‘writing topic’, ‘genre’ was the second most commonly mentioned factor
by respondents in all three groups. 54.55% of HP writers, 80% of AP writers and 55.56% of LP
writers regarded ‘genre’ as a significant factor affecting their writing performance. It also seemed
to affect the level of their self-efficacy. A student from the AP group reported that she could
write cause and effect essays more easily than argumentative essays. Because telling the causes
and effects of something was less complicated than developing arguments and counter-

arguments, writing in that genre made her feel more comfortable (APS-32.) For the majority of
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participants, the argumentative essay was the most challenging in all genres they had studied.
Another student in the HP group described the difficulty that she had while writing in this genre
with her following comments:

| have great difficulty in writing an argumentative essay. It is already my major weakness

to generate ideas. In this genre, | have to find original ideas to defend my arguments.

What is more, | have to find some counter-arguments and rebut them. (HPS-68)

Finally, the writing environment was the other factor that some students in the HP
(18.18%), AP (40%) and LP (11.11%) groups emphasized. LPS-7 described the possible impacts
of the writing environment on his writing performance as follows:

When | write at home, | feel more comfortable and stress-free, so more productive. I can

spare time for planning and revising. However, when | have to write in the classroom in

a limited time, | get nervous; thus, I lose the train of thought and wander off easily.

4.2.1.2.2. Challenges in completing a writing task. There are many challenges facing EFL
writers in completing a writing task and influencing their performance negatively. The greatest

challenge mentioned by the participants of this study was the time-limit on a particular task.
72.73% of HP writers, 86.67% of AP writers and 55.56% of LP writers addressed to it to explain
their performance failures. Referring to her poor performance in the final exam of B1 module,
LPS-28 explained, “While writing, time goes too fast, and this makes me so stressed, nervous or
even frustrated that I cannot concentrate at all”.

Another challenge mentioned commonly by writers in all groups was the fear of ‘going
off-topic’. As shown in Tables 19, 20, and 21, interview discussions revealed that HP writers
(54.55%) were more worried about deviating from the topic or losing coherence in their writings.
The percentages of students who were concerned about being off-topic in the AP and LP groups

were 26.67% and 22.22%, respectively. Describing it as the biggest challenge to his writing
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performance, APS-7 noted that while re-reading his writings, he was always in doubt whether he
had gone off-topic or not.

4.2.1.2.3. Awareness of task requirements. L2 writers’ conscious awareness about the

requirements of the writing tasks they undertake is influential in the quality of their writing, and
the absence of it affects their writing performance negatively. Regarding the participants of the
present study, in all three groups, students seemed to have some awareness about genre
conventions, target audience and English discourse and organisational rules, but frequencies of
occurrence of each code varied among groups (see Tables 19, 20, and 21).

First of all, in their responses to interview questions, 72.73% of HP writers, 86.67 of AP
writers and 77.78 of LP writers gave some clues about their heightened awareness of English
discourse and organisational rules. A student in the LP group explained how she organised her
essays thus:

I try to follow the organisational rules while I’m writing in English. I elaborate on the

topic in the introductory paragraph. In the thesis statement, | summarise my main points

for my body paragraphs. | think of the examples or supporting details I can give in my
body paragraphs. In the concluding paragraph, | summarise what I have mentioned in my
topic sentences and give my personal opinion. (LPS-28)

When participants’ awareness about genre conventions was explored, HP (54.55%) and
AP (53.33%) writers seemed to have greater awareness of it than LP writers (22.22%) did. In
this respect, one of the students in the AP group said:

A writer should be careful about his readers’ opinions and feelings not to offend them. It

is especially important if you are writing an argumentative essay because it is very easy to

get out of the line and hurt the reader unintentionally. A writer also should write in
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keeping with the conventions and organisational rules that are specific to a certain genre.

(APS-112)

These statements of him implied that he was not only aware of genre conventions, but he
was also knowledgeable about how to organize his essays accordingly. He did not ignore the

intended audience in the writing process. Finally, when compared to their HP (45.45%) and LP
(53.33%) counterparts, poor writers (77.78%), unexpectedly, seemed to have greater audience
awareness.

4.2.1.2.4. Features of a good writing. In their responses to the question ‘in your opinion,
in general, what makes good writing?’, participants touched upon a variety of features. Out of

nine codes in the HP group’s data, eight codes in the AP group’s data and six codes in the LP
group’s data, four were found to be common: ‘a profound content’, ‘accurate use of mechanical
aspects’, ‘organisation’, and ‘lexical diversity’.

In their description of a good piece of writing, 90.91% of HP writers, 80% of AP writers
and 88.88% of LP writers attached importance to the content. According to these students, the
success of a text depended on the fact that it was informative and had the details and examples
that would attract the reader’s attention.

The percentages of students who valued ‘accurate use of mechanical aspects’ were
45.45% in the HP group, 60% in the AP group and 66.67% in the LP group. An HP writer
addressed to the profound content and correct use of mechanical aspects when she remarked,
“First of all, a good text must be interesting and informative. It should be rich in ideas, but
shouldn't bore the reader with dull details. Further to that, proper use of grammar, vocabulary,
and punctuation is equally essential” (HPS-49).

Finally, ‘organisation” was highlighted as necessary by 45.45% of HP writers, 46.67% of

AP writers and 33.33% of LP writers. Other features that a couple of students put emphasis on
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were ‘lexical diversity’ (APS-7, APS-26, APS-50, APS-57, HPS-74, LPS-98, APS-115),
‘appropriate tone’ (APS-7, HPS-24, APS-104, APS-112), ‘fluency’ (APS-11, HPS-68, APS-82,
APS-104), ‘originality’ (HPS-13, LPS-52, LPS-54), ‘appropriate use of discourse markers’ (HPS-
53), ‘simple language use’ (HPS-24), ‘grammatical diversity’ (LPS-4, LPS-98), and ‘relevancy to
the writing topic’ (APS-12, APS-51, APS-60, APS-104).

Table 19

Themes and codes under the category of task knowledge for HP writers (n=11)

Themes Codes F P
Task-related factors affecting writing Writing topic 10 90,91
performance Genre 6 54,55
Writing environment 2 18,18
Challenges in completing a writing task Time limit on a particular task 8 72,73
Going off-topic 6 54,55
Awareness of task requirements Awareness of genre conventions 6 54,55
Awareness of the target audience 5 45,45
Awareness of English discourse and organisational rules 8 72,73

Features of a good writing A profound content 10 90,91

Accurate use of mechanical aspects 5 45,45
Organisation 5 45,45
Lexical diversity 1 9,09
Appropriate tone 1 9,09
Fluency 1 9,09
Originality 1 9,09
Appropriate use of discourse markers 1 9,09
Simple language usage 1 9,09




Table 20

Themes and codes under the category of task knowledge for AP writers (n=15)
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Themes Codes F p
Task-related factors affecting writing Writing topic 15 100
performance Genre 12 80
Writing environment 6 40
Challenges in completing a writing task Time limit on a particular task 13 86,67
Going off-topic 4 26,67
Awareness of task requirements Awareness of genre conventions 8 53,33
Awareness of the target audience 8 53,33
Awareness of English discourse and organisational rules 13 86,67
Features of a good writing A profound content 12 80
Accurate use of mechanical aspects 9 60
Organisation 7 46,67
Lexical diversity 5 33,33
Grammatical diversity 2 13,33
Appropriate tone 3 20
Fluency 3 20
Relevancy to the writing topic 4 26.67
Table 21
Themes and codes under the category of task knowledge for LP writers (n=9)
Themes Codes F p
Task-related factors affecting writing Writing topic 2 22,22
performance Genre 5 55,56
Writing environment 1 11,11
Challenges in completing a writing task Time limit on a particular task 5 55,56
Going off-topic 2 22,22
Awareness of task requirements Awareness of genre conventions 2 22,22
Awareness of the target audience 7 77,78
Awareness of English discourse and organisational rules 7 77,78
Features of a good writing A profound content 8 88,88
Accurate use of mechanical aspects 6 66,67
Organisation 3 33,33
Lexical diversity 1 11,11
Grammatical diversity 2 22,22
Originality 2 22,22
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4.2.1.3. Results of the analysis of the data on strategy knowledge. A substantial body of
research reveals that writers who are aware of the significant role of higher order processes and
strategies (i.e. planning or revising) while writing have a head start over others (Bereiter &
Scardamalia, 1987; Harris et al., 2010). When the responses the participants gave to the question,
How do you usually go about completing a writing task?, were examined, significant differences
were recognised among three groups of writers in their awareness of metacognitive strategies.

The content analysis of qualitative data revealed that regardless of their expertise in
English writing, the participants’ awareness of strategy variables included objectives of writing
goals, planning ahead of writing, monitoring while writing, revising and checking for mistakes,
editing, and criteria for self-evaluation. Tables 22, 23, and 24 display the codes identified under
each theme regarding HP, AP and LP writers’ strategy knowledge, respectively.

4.2.1.3.1. Objectives of writing goals. The goals that the writers in each group set were
diverse, and they varied based on their prior writing experiences in, expectations for and
drawbacks to EFL writing. Tables 22, 23, and 24 show the categorisation of these goals in
relation to their objectives. Among all, ‘organisation and genre-related goals’, ‘content-related
goals’ and ‘goals related to learning, transfer and performance’ were the goal objects that
students in three groups noted commonly.

First of all, ‘organisation and genre-related goals’ was a recurrent code emerged in the HP
(45.45%), AP (33.33%) and LP (55.56%) groups’ interview data. While some of these students
defined their goals in general terms such as writing according to the organisational rules and
genre conventions (APS-26, HPS-53, HPS-68, HPS-79, HPS-80), others were quite specific
about their goals such as starting the essay with a hook (APS-51, LPS-52, LPS-54, LPS-66, HPS-
68, LPS-71, HPS-80, HPS-114), detailing the writing topic in the introductory paragraph (APS-7)

or writing a good thesis statement (LPS-58).
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Another common goal object that participants in the HP (36.36%), AP (46.67%) and LP
(55.56%) groups addressed to was ‘content-related goals’. Paying special attention to the
coherence and relevance to the writing topic, an HP writer said, “I try to give the same idea in my
entire essay. | want to make sure that the examples | give are relevant. My major purpose while
writing is to provide the reader with a coherent text” (HPS-79). Some other goals that participants
cited regarding this code were using discourse markers appropriately (HPS-24, HPS-53), writing
briefly / simply (APS-12, HPS-49, APS-60), and providing the audience with rich content / good
examples (LPS-4, APS-5, APS-11, HPS-49, LPS- 52, LPS- 66, LPS- 71).

In regard to the code ‘goals related to learning, transfer and performance’, participants
expressed several goals such as applying what was learnt in class into writing tasks (HPS-24,
APS-26, HPS-80, HPS-86, LPS-87, APS-112), performing better at each task (LPS-28), writing
like a real author (LPS-4, HPS- 13, LPS-98) and meeting the requirements of tasks or
expectations of their teachers (APS-7, HPS-30, HPS- 80, HPS-86, APS-112) . To exemplify, one
student in HP group noted that it was important to him to score high in writing tasks and satisfy
his teachers’ expectations, but his primary goals were reflecting on what he had learned during
lectures and applying them to his writings (HPS- 86).

Next, ‘language-related goals’ was a significant goal object that emerged only in the AP
and LP groups’ data (26.67% and 55.56%, respectively). Writing accurately (APS-5, APS-11,
LPS-28, LPS-58, LPS-87, and LPS-98), forming complex and compound sentences (APS-11,
APS-112) and using a variety of structures and vocabulary (APS-11, LPG-54, LPG-58, and APS-
60) were some examples found for ‘language-related goals’. When asked about the details of his
writing process, an LP writer also reported, “I want my message to reach the audience in the best
way, and I know that it is only possible if I can use grammar correctly and vocabulary effectively.

Thus, I always aim to develop my grammatical and lexical knowledge” (LPS-58).
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Although not very frequent as abovementioned goal objects, in the HP and AP groups,
goals related to the composing process (i.e. writing fast/ slowly/ cautiously) and in the LP group,
goals related to the affective states (i.e. managing writing anxiety/stress) were also noted.

4.2.1.3.2. Planning ahead of writing. A close examination of planning behaviours of the
participants revealed that very few students in all three groups allocated enough time for
planning and went through the trouble to make a detailed plan ahead of writing. One student in
the AP group declared self-assuredly:

| never outline because it seems a waste of time to me. | tried it once because my teacher

asked for it, but it didn't work as | didn't know how to make it. When | read the writing

topics, | come up with a couple of ideas. Then | start writing immediately. (APS-26)
Another student in the LP group explained why he did not engage in any planning as follows:

Writing in English is similar to driving in the dark. As | write, | see what | can do. During

writing, I may come up with a very original idea. Then I revise what I’ve written, erase

some parts and rewrite again. That’s why I decide on my goals and even the content after
| start writing. (LPS-54)

Only two students in the AP group mentioned allocating time to make a detailed outline
before they started writing. One of these students mentioned, “I started outlining in the B1
module. | write my main points down in English or Turkish before I start writing. 1 also note
down the supportive ideas as much as I can” (APS-57.)

Brainstorming was a recurrent planning strategy noted by a considerable number of
students in all groups. Seven students in the HP group (63.64%), six students in the AP group
(40%) and six students in LP group (66.67%) stated that they brainstormed for ideas in the pre-
writing phase. These students engaged in brainstorming for two major reasons: to choose the

ideal writing topic and to produce ideas on the topic they chose. Regarding this issue, one student
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in the HP group mentioned, “Before I decide on the writing topic, | consider on which topic | can
produce more ideas. I brainstorm for three main points and some details to support them” (APS-
24). Another student added, “I focus on the writing topic first. I think about what I know about it
and try to recall everything in my memory” (LPS-58). Other participants, on the other hand,
seemed to choose the most attractive or familiar topic without thinking critically or in depth on it.
On how he chose the writing topic, an AP student said, “Actually I don’t think over it much. |
choose the topic that attracts my attention most” (APS-26).

Apart from ‘brainstorming for ideas’, ‘mental planning’, ‘taking sporadic notes’ and
‘relying on the mother tongue to generate ideas’ stood out as common planning behaviours in
three groups. For 90.91% of HP writers, 80% of AP writers and 55.56% of LP writers, planning
was limited to taking sporadic notes. In their notes, students mostly wrote down three main
points for their body paragraphs, the examples they found to support them or some useful English
vocabulary they could use in their texts. A student in the HP group summarised his planning
phase as follows:

| scribble on a piece of paper before writing because it is difficult to me to start writing. |

write down my main points and some keywords reminding me what | want to write about

them. | may also write down the words that are associated with the topic. (HPS-74)

Although not as frequent as brainstorming and taking sporadic notes, ‘mental planning’
was a strategy that some students in all groups referred to. A student in the AP group noted that
she never had a written plan. She planned what she was going to write in her mind (APS-113).

Surprisingly, relying on Turkish to generate ideas was found as a planning strategy
mostly preferred by HP (63.64%) and AP (73.33) writers. While some of these writers came up
with ideas in Turkish and translated them to English, others came up with ideas in English but

fell back upon Turkish if they deem necessary. The number of writers depended on their mother
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tongue to plan their work in the LP group, on the other hand, was only 2 with a percentage of
22.22. Considering translation useful in the planning stage, an HP student cited, “I think in
Turkish especially while I am looking for ideas because | can be more creative when | think in
my mother tongue” (HPS-80).

These findings revealed that while planning their work, a significant number of
participants focused their attention on idea generation than essay organisation. Only two students
in the HP group (18.18%) mentioned “categorising ideas to organise them logically”, and two
students in the AP group (13.33%) mentioned “planning how to organise the essay according to
the genre”.

4.2.1.3.3. Monitoring while writing. Under the theme of monitoring while writing, five
codes were common in all groups: ‘acting upon initial planning’, ‘developing initial planning
while writing’, ‘replanning’, ‘rereading the text at intervals’, and ‘skimming the text at intervals
to check cohesion and coherence’. However, their frequencies of occurrence varied slightly
among groups (see Tables 22, 23, and 24).

To begin with, in the HP group, 54.55% of the students mentioned developing their initial
planning while writing. The number of students mentioned acting upon their initial planning, on
the other hand, was only two (18.18%). Similarly, in the AP group, the number of students who
developed their initial planning while writing (n=6, 40%) was more than the ones who acted upon
their initial planning (n=3, 20%). Only one student in the LP group addressed to each of these
codes.

Secondly, 63.64% of HP writers, 26.67% of AP writers and 77.77% of LP writers
engaged in replanning in their monitoring phase. When compared to their HP and LP
counterparts, fewer students in the AP group tended to replan their tasks. The content analysis of

interview data also revealed that high achievers fell back upon replanning either when they came
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up with better ideas (36.36%) or when they felt stuck (27.27%). One of them said that she
generally depended on her initial planning, but she went back and brainstormed to produce ideas
when she got stuck (HPS-30). Poor writers, on the other hand, were inclined to replan their task
when being stuck (66.67%) other than coming with better or new ideas (n=1, 11.11%).
Addressing to the times he was stuck, a student in the LP group mentioned pausing for a while
and brainstorming again to find new ideas (LPS-58).

‘Rereading the text at intervals’ was another common behaviour among HP (63.64%), AP
(60%), and LP (44.44%) writers. About this issue, an HP writer noted, “After I write two or three
sentences, | pause to read them because my sentences need to be compatible with each other.
Also, if I write it all out at a sitting, it's unlikely to fix the mistakes I have made” (HPS-30). For
most students, this was a strategy they regularly repeated while composing. For a couple of
others, it was a strategy they applied only when they were stuck (APS-11, HPS-49, APS-51,
HPS-79, LPS-98).

Finally, in the HP, AP and LP groups, some students mentioned ‘skimming their texts at
intervals to check cohesion and coherence’ (45.45%, 20%, 22.22% respectively), but it was a
behaviour pertaining more to high achievers. Addressing this issue during interview discussions,
an HP student stated, “l go back in two or three sentences and skim what | wrote. | check the
coherence. If I think I'm going off topic, I make some changes in my sentences” (HPS-74).

Two strategies which emerged in the HP and AP groups’ data, but did not in the LP
group’s data were ‘writing nonstop and going back when coming up with an idea’ (36.36% and
33.33%, respectively) and ‘using remedial strategies’ (45.45%, 26.67%, respectively). A student
in the AP group expressed, “If I can’t find any ideas or can’t remember a word, I don’t stop and
wait. | continue writing with what | have at hand. While writing, I usually come up with what |

am looking for” (APS-11). Referring to one of his past writing experiences, another student in the
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same group said, “Once I noticed that I was off topic. I didn't have enough time to change my
topic sentences. Instead, I changed my thesis statement and solved the problem smoothly” (APS-
50).

4.2.1.3.4. Revising. Considering the theme revising, three codes prevailed in the HP, AP,
and LP groups’ interview data: ‘rereading the entire text at the end for revision’, ‘checking for
mistakes at intervals’ and ‘checking the entire text for mistakes at the end’. 72,73% of HP
writers, 46,67% of AP writers and 44,44% of LP writers mentioned rereading their entire
writings to check the organisation, unity and coherence, content or accuracy of their texts. A
student in the HP group cited:

I don’t give pauses to read what I have written before I complete the entire essay. If |

have some time, | read it once at the end. However, my revision here is for correcting my

grammatical errors rather than improving my content. (HPS-80)

Another common revising strategy that participants in the HP, AP and LP groups
appealed to was ‘checking for mistakes at intervals (45.45%, 40%, and 44.44% respectively). On
this issue, an AP writer noted, “I usually read each paragraph after I complete it. If I have
mistakes to correct, I put a tick next to them. When I’m all done, | go back and correct the
sentences | ticked” (APS-112).

‘Checking the entire text for mistakes at the end’ was a more common monitoring
behaviour in the HP and AP groups (45.45% and 66.67%, respectively). The number of students
who applied this strategy in the LP group was only two (22.22%). Apart from the strategies
given above, ‘rereading only the problematic sentences or paragraphs for revision” (HPS-114,
APS-50) and ‘giving oneself time between writing and final revision’ (APS-104) were the two

strategies that a couple of students in the HP and LP groups employed.
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4.2.1.3.5. Editing. As Tables 22, 23, and 24 show, the greatest difference among the three
groups of writers was in their editing strategies. Most students in the LP group failed to devote
some time and energy to editing. Even the ones who mentioned engaging in some editing either
focused on their grammar (n=2, 22.22%), capitalisation, spelling and punctuation (n=2, 22.22%),
and vocabulary mistakes (n=1, 11.11%) or made some additions to write longer texts (n=1,
11.11%). Emphasising the role of the writing environment on his editing behaviours, an LP
writer mentioned:

After | complete my writing task, I edit it. I usually correct my grammar errors. If | am at

home, | can make some amendments to improve the content because | have a lot of time.

However, at school, I can’t do it. I correct the superficial mistakes that I notice. (LPS-4)

When the editing behaviours of AP and HP writers were considered, 80% of students in
the AP group and 54.55% of students in the HP group seemed to spend most of their time for
correcting their grammar mistakes, as well. One of these students expressed, “Before | submit my
tasks, | check my entire essay. The changes and corrections | make are mostly on my
grammatical mistakes. I never change the content” (APS-51).

However, unlike poor writers, some in the HP and AP groups mentioned making content
related changes or corrections (45.45% and 20%, respectively). One HP writer noted:

When | go back to revise my text, | would rather improve my content than correct my

grammar errors. Of course, I correct the obvious grammar mistakes I’ve done if I can

notice. However, | care more about my content, so | make sure that all my ideas are

relevant. (HPS-79)
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4.2.1.3.6. Criteria for self-evaluation. Participants’ responses to the question, how would
you decide if your writing is effective or not?, deepen our understanding of the criteria by which
they evaluate their writing performance. Findings of the present study also revealed that the
goals that the participants set were determinative of the criteria they used to evaluate their task
achievement. While evaluating the effectiveness of their tasks, participants in all groups focused
on five major points: ‘language use’, ‘pertinence to organisational rules and genre conventions’,

‘pertinence to assessment rubrics’, ‘transfer of existing knowledge to the task’ and ‘content’.

The most cited criteria for evaluation in the HP group were ‘language use’ (54.55%),
‘pertinence to organisational rules and genre conventions’ (45,45%), ‘content’ (54,55%) and
‘comparison’ (45.45%). Concerning their language use, these students addressed to the effective
use of English to express ideas (HPS-13, HPS-30, HPS-80, HPS-114) in general and making a
few or no grammar mistakes (HPS-79) and using fancy words in specific (HPS-53). Considering
‘pertinence to organisational rules and genre conventions’, one HP student stated:

To evaluate my task, | look at to what extent I have used transitional signals or
conjunctions. I look at the coherence and cohesion in my text. | check whether I have
gone from general to specific in my introductory paragraph, whether | have used a variety
of vocabulary in my body paragraphs or whether | have given a good summary of my
ideas in the concluding paragraph (HPS-53).

Under the code ‘content’, HP writers generally talked about issues such as writing simply
(HPS-114), appropriate use of discourse markers (HPS-24, HPS-53), relevancy to the writing
topic (HPS-53, HPS-79, HPS-86), being rich in ideas (HPS-79, HPS-86), and originality (HPS-
13). Finally, to evaluate their tasks, some HP writers compared them with their prior
performances (HPS-74), with their classmates’ tasks (HPS-24, HPS-53, HPS-79, and HPS-86)

and with the model texts they studied (HPS-74).
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While evaluating their task performances, AP writers depended mostly on ‘language use’
(60%), ‘content’ (40%) and ‘comparison’ (33.33%). Differently from HP writers, some students
in this group underlined the variety of vocabulary and grammar structures (APS-7, APS-11, APS-
51, APS-112, APS-115) as a criterion related to language use. Regarding his self-evaluation
process, an AP writer expressed that if he could communicate his thoughts with grammatically
correct sentences and a variety of vocabulary, he felt satisfied with his writing performance (LPS-
26). AP writers’ definitions for a good ‘content’ was very similar to the HP writers’ and involved
writing simply (APS-60), appropriate use of discourse markers (APS-12), relevancy to the
writing topic (APS-7, APS-11), and being rich in ideas (APS-26, HPS-51). Some students in this
group also used ‘comparison’ as a self-evaluation strategy and compared their task performances
either with their previous tasks (APS-12, APS-82) or with their classmates’ tasks (APS-11, APS-
57, APS-112).

Concerning self-evaluation, in the LP groups’ interview data, ‘language use’ (55.56%),
and ‘content’ (66.67%) stood out as significant foci. Under the code ‘language use’, LP writers
stressed similar aspects such as making a few or no grammar mistakes (LPS-54, LPS-58, LPS-
87), effective use of English to express ideas (LPS-2), and using a variety of vocabulary and
structures (LPS-54, LPS-58, LPS-98). However, more students here noted ‘pertinence to
assessment rubrics’ (33.33%) and ‘transfer of existing knowledge to the task’ (33.33%)’ as
criteria for self-evaluation. One student in this group noted, “Since I am aware of the rubric that
my teacher uses to evaluate my texts, I can guess my score more or less” (LPS-4). Another LP
writer said that to evaluate her writings, she looked at how much she used what she had learned

in class or how successfully she used the patterns she had seen in model texts (LPS-87).
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Themes and codes under the category of strategy knowledge for HP writers (n=11)
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Themes Codes F P
Objectives of writing goals Organisation and genre-related goals 5 45,45
Goals related to composing processes 2 18,18
Content-related goals 4 36,36
Goals related to learning, transfer and performance 5 45,45
Planning ahead of writing Brainstorming for ideas 7 63,64
Mental planning 2 18,18
Taking sporadic notes 10 90,91
Relying on the mother tongue to generate ideas 7 63,64
Categorising ideas 2 18,18
Monitoring while writing Acting upon initial planning 2 18,18
Developing initial planning while writing 6 54,55
Replanning 7 63,64
Rereading the text at intervals 7 63,64
Skimming the text at intervals to check cohesion and coherence 5 45,45
Writing nonstop and going back when coming up with an idea 4 36,36
Using remedial strategies 5 45,45
Revising Rereading the entire text at the end for revision 8 72,73
Checking for mistakes at intervals 5 45,45
Checking the entire text for mistakes at the end 5 45,45
Rereading only the problematic sentences or paragraphs for revision 1 9,09
Editing Editing for grammar mistakes 6 54,55
Editing for capitalisation, spelling and punctuation mistakes 3 27,27
Editing for vocabulary mistakes 2 18,18
Making content-related changes or corrections 5 45,45
Lengthening the essay 1 9,09
Criteria for self-evaluation Language use 6 54,55
Pertinence to organisational rules and genre conventions 5 45,45
Pertinence to assessment rubrics 2 18,18
Transfer of existing knowledge to the task 3 27,27
Content 6 54,55
Comparison 5 45,45




Table 23

Themes and codes under the category of strategy knowledge for AP writers (n=15)
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Themes Codes F p
Objectives of writing goals Language-related goals 4 26.67
Organisation and genre-related goals 5 33.33
Goals related to composing process 2 13.33
Content-related goals 7 46.67
Goals related to learning, transfer and performance 3 20
Planning ahead of writing Brainstorming for ideas 6 40
Mental planning 4 26,67
Taking sporadic notes 12 80
Relying on the mother tongue to generate ideas 11 73.33
Making a detailed outline 2 13,33
Planning the organisation according to the genre 2 13,33
Monitoring while writing Acting upon initial planning 3 20
Developing initial planning while writing 6 40
Replanning 4 26.67
Rereading the text at intervals 9 60
Skimming the text at intervals to check cohesion and coherence 3 20
Writing nonstop and going back when coming up with an idea 5 33,33
Using remedial strategies 4 26,67
Revising 1. Rereading the entire text at the end for revision 7 46,67
2. Checking for mistakes at intervals 6 40
3. Checking the entire text for mistakes at the end 10 66.67
4. Rereading only the problematic sentences or paragraphs for revision 1 6,67
5. Giving oneself time between writing and final revision 1 6,67
Editing Editing for grammar mistakes 12 80
Editing for capitalisation, spelling and punctuation mistakes 2 13,33
Editing for vocabulary mistakes 5 33,33
Making content-related changes or corrections 3 20
Lengthening the essay 2 13,33
Criteria for self-evaluation Language use 9 60
Pertinence to organisational rules and genre conventions 1 6,67
Pertinence to assessment rubrics 1 6,67
Transfer of existing knowledge to the task 2 13,33
Content 6 40
Comparison 5 33.33
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Table 24

Themes and codes under the category of strategy knowledge for LP writers (n=9)

Themes Codes F P
Objectives of writing goals Language-related goals 5 55,56
Organisation and genre-related goals 5 55,56
Content-related goals 5 55,56
Goals related to learning, transfer and performance 4 44,44
Goals related to affective states 2 22,22
Planning ahead of writing Brainstorming for ideas 6 66,67
Mental planning 2 22,22
Taking sporadic notes 5 55,56
Relying on the mother tongue to generate ideas 2 22,22
Making a rough outline 2 22,22
Monitoring while writing Acting upon initial planning 1 11,11
Developing initial planning while writing 1 11,11
Replanning 7 77,77
Rereading the text at intervals 4 44 44
Skimming the text at intervals to check cohesion and coherence 2 22,22
Rereading the writing topic when feeling stuck 2 22,22
Revising Rereading the entire text at the end for revision 4 44,44
Checking for mistakes at intervals 4 44,44
Checking the entire task for mistakes et the end 2 22,22
Editing Editing for grammar mistakes 2 22,22
Editing for capitalisation, spelling and punctuation mistakes 2 22,22
Editing for vocabulary mistakes 1 11,11
Lengthening the essay 1 11,11
Criteria for self-evaluation Language use 5 55,56
Pertinence to organisational rules and genre conventions 2 22,22
Pertinence to assessment rubrics 3 33,33
Transfer of existing knowledge to the task 3 33,33
Content 6 66,67
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4.2.2. Research question VI. RQ 6: What do Turkish EFL learners think about the
metacognitive strategies they used in a given writing task?

Having a strategic behaviour is crucial for learning in academic life, but it has been
proved to be especially useful in writing achievement (Harris et al., 2010). In the second section
of the interview sessions, participants responded to a variety of questions about their use of self-
regulatory writing strategies including planning, monitoring, and evaluating in their
argumentative tasks. Table 25 illustrates the themes created under the core category of
Metacognitive Strategies of Writing for HP, AP and LP writers.

Based on the codes identified by the content analysis of the interview data, 3 themes
under the category of planning (defining goals for the argumentative task, planning ahead of the
argumentative writing and planning while writing the argumentative task) , 2 themes under the
category of monitoring (revising the argumentative task and editing the argumentative task) and
3 themes under the category of evaluating (students’ evaluation of their argumentative task
performance, attribution for success and attribution for failure) were found to be shared in the
HP and AP groups.

The themes derived from the LP group’s data were the same as the ones derived from the
HP and AP groups’ data considering monitoring and evaluating strategies. However, differently
from the other two groups, in the LP group, only one theme under the category of planning,
planning ahead of argumentative writing emerged. Contrary to their HP and AP counterparts,
poor writers had not set any goals for their argumentative tasks before they started writing, and

they did not engage in any planning during writing.
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Table 25

Themes for the core category of metacognitive strategies of writing

Categories  Themes for HP writers Themes for AP  writers Themes for LP writers

(n=11) (n=15) (n=9)
Planning = Defining goals for the * Defining goals for the
argumentative task argumentative task i
* Planning ahead of the * Planning ahead of the * Planning ahead of the
argumentative writing argumentative writing argumentative writing
* Planning while writing the = Planning while writing the
argumentative task argumentative task i
Monitoring = Revising the argumentative = Revising the argumentative = Revising the argumentative
task task task
* Editing the argumentative = Editing the argumentative * Editing the argumentative
task task task
Evaluating = Students’ evaluation of their = Students’ evaluation their * Students’ evaluation their
argumentative task argumentative writing argumentative writing
performance performance performance
* Attribution for success = Attribution for success * Attribution for success
» Attribution for failure = Attribution for failure = Attribution for failure

4.2.2.1. Results of the analysis of the data on planning strategy. Concerning writing,
planning consists of the decision of task objectives, selection of appropriate means and
strategies, allocation of resources, enough amount of time and effort and activation of previous
knowledge (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Schraw, 1998; Schraw & Moshman, 1995). The
codes generated under the category of planning for the HP, AP and LP groups are displayed in
Tables 26, 27, and 28, respectively with their frequencies of occurance.

4.2.2.1.1. Defining goals for the argumentative task. During interview discussions, HP
and AP writers mentioned having set several individual goals for their argumentative tasks
before they started writing. ‘Defending arguments and rebutting opponents’ arguments all
through the essay’ and ‘giving counter-arguments in the introductory paragraph’ were the
common goals uttered by writers in both groups. To give an example, an HP writer stated,
“According to our teacher, we should touch upon the opposite views while writing an

argumentative essay. That is why I paid special attention to it while planning my essay” (HPS-
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24). As clearly seen in Table 28, LP writers, on the other hand, were more likely to rush into
composing as soon as they were assigned with the task without a goal in mind.

4.2.2.1.2. Planning ahead of the argumentative writing. As previously mentioned, none
of the LP writers set any clear goals for their argumentative tasks, and very few of them engaged

in strategic planning ahead of writing. While telling about her argumentative writing process,
LPS-66 said that she had not planned what to write beforehand. She had not thought about the
writing topic, either. She had started writing directly and written down what she had remembered
or recalled at that moment. Although three out of nine students (33.33%) in this group mentioned
having made a plan in their mind, as LPS-28 noted they could not act within their plans. For the
others in the same group, planning consisted of merely ’finding three main points for the body
paragraphs’ (n=2; 22.22%) and ‘listing ideas and examples in small notes’ (n=2, 22.22%). Only
one student in this group (LPS-4) mentioned having outlined.

In the AP group, ‘finding three main points for the body paragraphs’ was the most
common planning behaviour among writers (53.33%). For instance, about her pre-writing phase,
an AP student told that she had decided on her main points for body paragraphs, but had not
engaged in any detailed planning. She had had to develop her supporting details and examples
while writing (APS-57). ‘Listing ideas and examples in small notes’ (26.67%) and ‘planning in
mind only’ (26.67%) were the second most applied strategies by the AP writers. On his pre-
writing phase, APS-12 said:

Because | was short on time, | could neither make an outline nor decide on my thesis

statement before writing. I just took some notes in English. I couldn’t remember some

English words, so | wrote them in Turkish not to forget. Then | started writing.

Unlike their HP and LP counterparts, two AP writers also mentioned having

predetermined their examples before writing. One said:
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| decided on the topic sentences of my body paragraphs and the examples | would give to
support them before | started. | wrote them on the exam paper. As it is useful to present
statistical data to persuade the reader in this genre, I made up some data. | had found them
before writing, but I decided where to use them while writing. (APS S104)

Finally, just like AP writers, high performers tended to find three main points for their
body paragraphs (45.45%) and list ideas and examples in small notes (54.55%) in their pre-
writing phase. One student in this group mentioned that she had brainstormed for five minutes or
even less to generate ideas. She found three main points for her body paragraphs and noted them
down (HPS-13). Furthermore, as Tables 26 and 27 show, predetermining arguments and counter-
arguments was a common trait between HP and AP writers. For example, HPS-49 mentioned that
she had decided on her arguments and counter-arguments before she started writing. However, to
choose the most appropriate writing topic, more students in the HP group (45.45%) mentioned
having brainstormed for ideas for each writing topic given. HPS-49 noted, “Two different
subjects were given. First, | brainstormed about both. | thought about what | could write and
whether I had enough knowledge about each topic. Then I chose one”.

4.2.2.1.3. Planning while writing the argumentative task. No clues were found in the LP

groups’ data with the theme planning while writing the argumentative task. On the other hand, a
couple of students in the AP group preferred either planning their work after they wrote their
introductory paragraphs (13.33%) or replanning when needed (13.33%). Regarding planning
while writing, two students in the HP group (18.18%) mentioned having given a pause to plan
each paragraph before writing it, and one student (9.09%) mentioned having taken simple notes

while writing.
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Table 26

Themes and codes under the category of planning for HP writers (n=11)

Themes Codes F p
Defining goals for the argumentative ~ Defending own arguments and rebutting opponents’ arguments
task all through the essay 3 27,27
Giving counter-arguments in the introductory paragraph 1 9,09
Planning ahead of argumentative Planning in mind only 1 9,09
writing Finding three main points for the body paragraphs 5 45,45
Listing ideas and examples in small notes 6 54,55
Brainstorming for ideas for the each writing topic given to
choose the most appropriate one 5 45,45
Thinking about own position in the argument 2 18,18
Thinking about how to rebut the opposite view 2 18,18
Self questioning to choose the most appropriate writing topic 1 9,09
Noting down the signal words to be used in the argumentative
essay 1 9,09
Coming up with ideas in English 1 9,09
Planning while writing the Giving a pause to plan each paragraph before writing it 2 18,18
argumentative task Taking simple notes while writing 1 9,09
Table 27
Themes and codes under the category of planning for AP writers (n=15)
Themes Codes F p
Defining goals for the argumentative Defending own arguments and rebutting opponents’ arguments
task all through the essay 2 13,33
Giving counter-arguments in the introductory paragraph 2 13,33
Planning ahead of argumentative Planning in mind only 4 26,67
writing Finding three main points for the body paragraphs 8 53,33
Listing ideas and examples in small notes 4 26,67
Making an outline 1 6,67
Brainstorming for ideas for the each writing topic to choose the
most appropriate one 1 6,67
Thinking about own position in the argument 2 13,33
Thinking about how to rebut the opposite view 2 13,33
Finding examples 2 13,33
Planning while writing the  Planning after writing the introductory paragraph 2 13,33
argumentative task Replanning when necessary 2 13,33
Table 28
Themes and codes under the category of planning for LP writers (n=9)
Themes Codes F p
Planning ahead of argumentative writing ~ Planning in mind only 3 33,33
Finding three main points for the body paragraphs 2 22,22
Listing ideas and examples in small notes 2 22,22
Making an outline 1 11,11
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4.2.2.2. Results of the analysis of the data on monitoring strategy. Monitoring relates to
writers’ on-line self-observation of their performance. Checking the progress of a specific task or
accomplishment of overall development plans is considered to have considerable importance in
effective writing as it promotes the implementation of appropriate measures to handle the
difficulties that impede the writing process. Under the category of monitoring, ‘revising the
argumentative task’ and ‘editing the argumentative task’ emerged as recurrent themes in all three
groups’ data (see Tables 29, 30, and 31).

4.2.2.2.1. Revising the argumentative task. The content analysis of interview discussions
with HP writers provided insight into when they revised their texts (revising during or after
writing) besides the scope (revising the entire text or specific parts) and objectives (revising for
content, language use or organisation) of their revisions. Table 29 shows that a considerable
number of students (81.82%) in this group revised their argumentative essays after they had
completed them. One of these writers said, “I checked my essay out. I could read it once at the
end” (HPS-86). Also, seven out of eleven HP writers (63.64%) revised their entire essays while
four of them (36.36%) preferred revising certain parts in their texts such as rereading only topic
sentences, introductory or concluding paragraphs (HPS-24, HPS-80, HPS-114). What HP writers
prioritised during revision was the other significant point that the content analysis revealed.
More than half of the HP writers (54.55%) mentioned having focused on content in their
revisions. The number of students who had revised their language use was four (36.36%). For
example, about the revision of his argumentative essay, HPS- 86 told, “I made sure that the main
points | gave were relevant. | checked my grammar, and | paid special attention to my use of
punctuation because I always have trouble there”. Only one student in this group mentioned

having revised his argumentative writing, considering organisation and genre (HPS-114).
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As Table 30 illustrates, there was little evidence of effective use of monitoring strategies
in AP writers’ data. One student in this group mentioned that she had started writing directly
without any plans in her mind, and she had been unable to complete her argumentative essay. She
was so disappointed that she had not felt it necessary to revise her work or make any changes
(APS-32). Most of the AP writers who engaged in revision told having revised their
argumentative essays after completing it (46.67%), and they mostly revised their entire texts
(33.33%). Besides, their revisions were generally for their language use, so much the more their
grammar use. APS-57 described her revising stage as follows:

| read it one last time before | submitted my task. | focused on my language use. |
noticed some grammar errors | had made. | realised that | had written some words in

Turkish and had forgotten to go back to write the English words for them. I fixed them.

Three students (20%) in this group mentioned revising their text for content, and one of
them uttered, “I skimmed my completed text. I checked the relevancy of my thesis statement to
the writing topic” (APS-104).

Findings of the content analysis for LP writers revealed that they lacked the self-
regulatory strategies necessary to monitor their work. In response to the question about how she
revised her argumentative essay, LPS-52 stated, “I did not do anything to revise or edit my text. I
don't like reading what | have written. I never read my entire text at the end. I didn’t do that in
my argumentative essay, either”. Although some LP writers mentioned having revised their text
during writing (22.22%) or after having completed their argumentative essays (66.67%), they did
not give any details about the scope of their revisions. Moreover, they revised their text in an

attempt either to improve their content (22.22%) or to detect their grammatical errors (44.44%).
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4.2.2.2.2. Editing the argumentative task. Interview discussions revealed that no matter
which group they were in, most of the participants failed to devote special attention to editing
their argumentative tasks. A student in the HP group expressed that she had not gone back to
check on it because she had had to write fast. After writing, she had just 40 seconds or maybe a
minute to revise her work, so she could not edit anything, but just added a sentence to her second
body paragraph (HPS-68). Another student in the same group, added, “I didn't make corrections
after | completed my essay because | was afraid to make it worse. | have a feeling like the more |
work on my text, the more I fail” (HPS-80).

The writers who edited their argumentative essays in the HP, AP, and LP groups were
mostly inclined to fix their grammatical errors (27.27%, 33.33%, and 44.44%, respectively). To
give an example, an LP student stated, “After I completed my argumentative essay, | read it. |
corrected a few grammatical mistakes | noticed” (LPS-58). Even, it would not be wrong to say
that, for most LP writers, editing meant correcting grammar errors.

Differently from LP writers, in the HP and AP groups, two students in each group
mentioned having fixed their vocabulary mistakes or having replaced some words with their
synonyms. One of these students said, “I noticed that I had overused some words, so I replaced
them with their synonyms” (APS-7). Among all the participants who attended the interview
sessions, only one student in the HP group mentioned having fixed the capitalisation, spelling

and punctuation mistakes in his argumentative text (HPS-86).
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Table 29

Themes and codes under the category of monitoring for HP writers (n=11)

Themes Codes F p
Revising the argumentative task Revising during writing 3 27,27
Revising after completing the task 9 81,82
Revising the entire text 7 63,64
Revising certain parts in the text 4 36,36
Revising for content 6 54,55
Revising for language use 4 36,36
Revising for organisation 1 9,09
Fixing grammar mistakes 3 27,27
Editing the argumentative task Fixing vocabulary mistakes and replacing words 2 18,18
Fixing capitalisation, spelling and punctuation mistakes 1 9,09
Table 30
Themes and codes under the category of monitoring for AP writers (n=15)
Themes Codes F p
Revising the argumentative task Revising during writing 3 20
Revising after completing the task 7 46,67
Revising the entire text 5 33,33
Revising certain parts in the text 2 13,33
Revising for content 3 20
Revising for language use 6 40
Editing the argumentative task Fixing grammar mistakes 5 33,33
Fixing vocabulary mistakes and replacing words 2 13,33
Table 31
Themes and codes under the category of monitoring for LP writers (n=9)
Themes Codes F p
Revising the argumentative task Revising during writing 2 22,22
Revising after completing the task 6 66,67
Revising for content 2 22,22
Revising for language use 4 44,44
Editing the argumentative task Fixing grammar mistakes 4 44,44

4.2.2.3. Results of the analysis of the data on evaluating strategy. Evaluating is
necessary for efficacy in EFL writing. In this phase, students are expected to judge the success of
their writing and determine the acceptability of it. In the light of their evaluation, they can check
whether they have given the right amount of information for their audience, made their writing

unified and coherent, and used correct strategies. They can assess the appropriateness of their
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goals and the effectiveness of their overall plans and writing strategies. Therefore, it was
important to know whether the participants of the present study were aware of the significant
role of evaluating and to what extent they could apply it. Under the category of evaluating,
students’ evaluation of their argumentative task performance, attribution for success, and
attribution for failure emerged as the common recurring themes for the three groups of writers.
The codes generated under these themes for HP, AP and LP writers are displayed in Tables 32,
33, and 34, respectively.

4.2.2.3.1. Students’ evaluation of their argumentative task performance. The findings of

the content analysis revealed that participants’ evaluation of their argumentative tasks were more
or less compatible with the scores they got. In response to the questions ‘How did you evaluate
your essay? Are you happy with your writing?, five students (45.45%) in the HP group
mentioned feeling satisfied with the performance they put in their argumentative tasks. One of
these students expressed her satisfaction with these words: “I was happy with my writing, and |
wrote that fast for the first time. I was expecting a high score, and I got it” (HPS-79). While three
HP writers (27.27%) expressed their dissatisfaction with their writings, the other three students
(27.27%) found them neither good nor bad.

The number of students who were pleased with their task performances in the AP group
was only three (20%). Whereas four students (26.67%) in this group described their task
performances as neither good nor bad, eight students (53.33%) found them inadequate. For
instance, APS-50 said, “I'm not pleased with my argumentative task performance. I didn’t like
what I wrote. I could neither fully express my ideas nor refute the opponents’ arguments” (APS-
50).

In the LP writers’ group, while seven out of nine students (77.78%) described their

performance inadequate, the rest (22.22%) found them neither good nor bad. No students in the
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LP group were happy with their writings, and one of them said, “My performance was very poor.
Paragraph lengths were problematic. I could not express my opinion and summarise my main
points in the concluding paragraph. My sentences were too simple” (LPS-87).
4.2.2.3.2. Attribution for success. Causal attributions refer to the individuals’ perceptions
regarding the causes of their success or failure in a particular task. According to the findings of
qualitative data regarding the theme attribution for success, unlike LP writers, HP and AP
writers reported a variety of factors promoting the efficacy of their writing. However, the
frequency of each code was relatively low, which made it difficult herfor the researcher to make
valid generalisations. Eight common codes were derived from the data collected from these two
groups: ‘coming up with good ideas and examples’, ‘following the organisational rules and
conventions of argumentative essays’, ‘finding strong arguments to rebut opposite ideas and to
defend own position effectively’, ‘writing fluently’, ‘expressing ideas clearly’, writing about an
attractive topic’, ‘writing a good introductory paragraph’, and ‘writing a good concluding
paragraph’ (for the full lists of codes and their frequencies of occurrence, see Tables 32, 33, and
34). One student in the AP group explained her thoughts about her argumentative task as
follows:
It was a successful essay because the topic was very good. Issues about women rights
attract my attention. That is why | could defend my point very well. | had many ideas, and
| had very strong reasons to defend my argument. | supported my ideas very well. | kept
writing without any pauses. (APS-S51)
Another student in HP group attributed his success to his writing speed and ability to
produce ideas, and he stated, “It was interesting, but I wrote it very quickly. Ididn’t have

trouble producing ideas and refuting the opponents’ arguments” (HPS-S86).
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Regarding attribution for success, in the LP group only one student (11.11%) mentioned
having come up with good ideas and examples, and two students (22.22%) mentioned having
followed organisational rules and conventions of argumentative essays.

4.2.2.3.3. Attribution for failure. Interviewees, who responded to the question ‘Are you
happy with your writing?” with ‘No’, attributed their poor performances to lots of internal and
external causal factors hindering efficacy in writing. To begin with poor writers, they were
mostly dissatisfied with their argumentative tasks. The primary reasons they articulated for their
failure in their argumentative writing were ‘time limit’ (44.44%), ‘having to write about a
difficult/unfamiliar topic’ (44.44%), ‘having failed in finding ideas, facts and examples’
(77.78%), ‘not knowing how to write an argumentative essay or lack of experience in writing it’
(88.89%), and ‘the difficulty of writing an argumentative essay’ (66.67%). For example, LPS-4
described his argumentative writing as a complete failure because he could not come up with any

ideas. He further stated that he did not think that he had comprehended how to write an

argumentative essay. Similarly, another student in the same group made the following comments

about his performance:
The last argumentative essay | wrote was my worst writing experience. Argumentative is
the most challenging genre that we have studied so far. | found it very difficult to produce
ideas. | had great difficulty in writing my thesis statement. | wasted a lot of time. For
example, while I wrote an opinion essay in half an hour, I couldn’t complete this one in
an hour. I didn't have any ideas about the topic, and | guess I didn't fully understand how
to write an argumentative essay. (LPS-58)

The causes commonly reported for failure by HP and AP writers were also very similar to

the ones reported by LP writers. Six students in the HP group (54.55%) and seven students in the
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AP group (46.67%) complained about time pressure as the primary causal factor influencing their
writing performance negatively. A student in the HP group described the situation thus:

It was difficult to write an argumentative essay. | loved the writing topic a lot. | could

have written three pages on this topic if | had had enough time or if | had written in

Turkish, but I found it difficult to express myself on this topic in English. I couldn't find

the right words. | had to change my sentences, and it cost me much time. | wrote very

similar sentences and continuously used the same verbs. | felt like | was repeating myself.
| think the major reasons for my failure were time and vocabulary. (HPS-24)

Another causal factor commonly reported by HP and AP writers was ‘having failed in
finding ideas, facts and examples’ (36.36%; 40% respectively). A student in the HP group told
that he had a hard time producing ideas. He continued, “To defend or rebut a controversial issue,
you should have a complete idea about it. Normally, when | plan an essay, | take notes. Yesterday
I couldn’t find anything worth noting down” (HPS-80).

While ‘having failed in rebutting opponents’ arguments’ (45.45%), ‘overusing the same
structures and vocabulary (36.36%) and ‘making grammar mistakes’ (54,55%) emerged as the
major obstacles to the better performance of high achievers, AP writers, like their LP
counterparts, attributed their poor performance partly to ‘not knowing how to write an
argumentative essay or lack of experience in writing it” (33.33%). An AP writer expressed the
difficulty he had in the argumentative task as follows:

[ couldn’t do any planning before I started writing because I didn’t know how to write an
argumentative essay. | wrote it, relying on some second-hand information | had got from
my classmates. | took a side and criticised the opponents’ ideas in the three body
paragraphs. It was not very easy. Due to my lack of knowledge about how to write or

organise an argumentative essay, | can't even explain the difficulty | had. (HPS-82)
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Table 32

Themes and codes under the category of evaluating for HP writers (n=11)

Themes Codes F P
Students’ evaluation of their Finding task performance inadequate 3 2727
argumentative task performance  Finding task performance neither good nor bad 3 2727
Being pleased with task performance 5 45,45
Attribution for success Coming up with good ideas and examples 2 18,18
Following the organisational rules and conventions of argumentative essays 3 2727
Finding strong arguments to rebut opposite ideas and to defend own position
effectively 3 2727
Writing fluently 2 18,18
Expressing ideas clearly 1 9,09
Writing about an attractive topic 1 9,09
Writing a good introductory paragraph 1 9,09
Writing a good concluding paragraph 1 9,09
Applying what have been learned into argumentative writing performance 1 9,09
Using transition signals and conjunctions 1 9,09
Time management 1 9,09
Attribution for failure Time limit 6 54,55
Having to write about a difficult/unfamiliar topic 1 9,09
Having failed in finding ideas, facts and examples 4 36,36
4. Having failed in defending own arguments 2 18,18
Having failed in rebutting opponents’ arguments 5 4545
Overusing same structures and vocabulary 4 36,36
Not knowing how to write an argumentative essay or lack of experience in
writing it 2 18,18
Using very simple vocabulary and structures 1 9,09
Writing very short paragraphs 1 9,09
Making grammar mistakes 6 54,55
The difficulty of writing an argumentative essay 2 18,18
Lack of vocabulary knowledge 3 2727
Having failed in writing the concluding paragraph 1 9,09
Having failed in writing the body paragraphs 1 9,09
Lack of English proficiency 2 18,18
Being in a bad mood 1 9,09
Having failed in using appropriate transition signals and conjunctions 1 9,09




Table 33

Themes and codes under the category of evaluating for AP writers (n=15)
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Themes Codes F p
Students’ evalouation of their Finding task performance inadequate 8 53,33
argumentative writing Finding task performance neither good nor bad 4 26,67
performance Being pleased with task performance 3 20
Attribution for success Coming up with good ideas and examples 3 20
Following the organisational rules and conventions of argumentative essays 2 1333
Finding strong arguments to rebut opposite view and to defend own position 3 20
effectively
Writing fluently 2 1333
Expressing ideas clearly 2 13,33
Writing about an attractive topic 4 26,67
Writing a good introductory paragraph 1 6,67
Writing a good concluding paragraph 1 6,67
Using a variety of vocabulary 1 6,67
Using grammar correctly 2 1333
Attribution for failure Time limit 7 46,67
Having to write about a difficult/unfamiliar topic 3 20
Having failed in finding ideas, facts and examples 6 40
Having failed in defending own arguments 2 1333
Having failed in rebutting opponents’ arguments 4 26,67
Overusing same structures and vocabulary 2 1333
Not knowing how to write an argumentative essay or lack of experience in
writing it 5 33,33
Using very simple vocabulary and structures 3 20
Writing very short paragraphs 1 6,67
Making grammar mistakes 3 20
The difficulty of writing an argumentative essay 3 20
Lack of vocabulary knowledge 4 26,67
Having failed in writing the introductory paragraph 2 1333
Having failed in writing the concluding paragraph 1 6,67
Not planning the task ahead of writing 1 6,67
Lack of English proficiency 3 20
Having failed in following organisational rules and conventions of an
argumentative essay 1 6,67




Table 34

Themes and codes under the category of evaluating for LP writers (n=9)
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Themes Codes Fp

Students’ evaluation of their Finding task performance inadequate 7 77,78

argumentative writing Finding task performance neither good nor bad

performance 2 2222

Attribution for success Coming up with good ideas and examples 1 1111
Following the organisational rules and conventions of argumentative essays 2 2222

Attribution for failure Time limit 4 4444
Having to write about a difficult/unfamiliar topic 4 44,44
Having failed in finding ideas, facts and examples 7 77,78
Having failed in defending own arguments 3 3333
Having failed in rebutting opponents’ arguments 3 3333
Overusing same structures and vocabulary 3 3333
Not knowing how to write an argumentative essay or lack of experience in
writing it 8 88,89
Using very simple vocabulary and structures 2 2222
Writing very short paragraphs 3 3333
Making grammar mistakes 1 1111
The difficulty of writing an argumentative essay 6 66,67
Lack of vocabulary knowledge 3 3333
Having failed in writing the introductory paragraph 1 1111
Having difficulty in writing the thesis statement 1 1111
Having failed in organising ideas in a logical order 1 1111
Being in a bad mood 1 1111
Suffering from test anxiety 2 2222
Deviating from writing topic 1 1111
Not knowing how to make an outline 1 1111
Non-proportional paragraph lengths 1 1111
Not planning the task ahead of writing 1 1111
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CHAPTER FIVE

Discussion and Suggestions

This chapter is organised into five parts. The first four parts include an in-depth
discussion and explanation of the results derived from both qualitative and quantitative data.
Following the discussion, some recommendations for the implementation of metacognition into
EFL writing are offered.

5. 1. Discussion of the Quantitative Results on Metacognitive Knowledge about Writing

In MKWS, participants of the study were asked to assess the extent of their metacognitive
knowledge in three sections: person knowledge, task knowledge and strategy knowledge.
Inspection of the means for MKWS subscales suggested an average level of person and strategy
knowledge, but a high level of task knowledge of the participants. These findings corroborate
dthe findings of Xiao (2016) from where the instruments for this study were adapted.

These findings also seem to justify the view that instruction on any component of
metacognitive knowledge affects L2 learners’ writing performance positively (Kasper, 1997). In
their writing classes here, participants of the study were not exposed to any explicit instruction
that would contribute to their self-knowledge as writers or their knowledge about appropriate
writing strategies. However, they were instructed on conventions and organisational rules of
English written discourse and taught about what they were supposed to do while writing in a
particular genre. In the light of these findings, it can be argued that without being exposed to any
instruction that will raise their knowledge about person and strategy variables, participants’
writing practices and experiences as EFL writers could only give them an average level of

awareness about themselves as writers and about the self-regulatory strategies available to them.
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However, having been instructed on some aspects of task knowledge might have raised their
awareness about the task variable.

As is predicted, an inspection of the mean scores of the three subscales for the HP, AP
and LP groups individually confirmed slight differences among groups in regard to their
metacognitive knowledge. In anology to the conclusions of Harris et al. (2010), HP writers were
found to have a higher level of awareness in all three subscales. The correlation analysis,
however, revealed a weak positive correlation between students’ writing achievements and both
person and strategy variables. There was no statistically significant relationship between their
task knowledge and writing achievement.

Taken all together, these findings suggest that there is a positive relationship between
EFL students’ writing achievement and their metacognitive knowledge, but it is not very strong.
These results do not support the findings of some studies suggesting a strong relationship
between students’ writing performance and metacognitive knowledge (with its three components)
(Devine et al., 1993; Kasper, 1997; Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994). This might have stemmed
from measuring participants’ writing achievement based on only one task, their argumentative
essays, within limited time. Previous research reveals that since writing skills may vary
depending upon the genre, one form of writing may not be representative of how a writer
performs on all forms of writing. Therefore, judging students’ writing ability based on one
writing sample in a single genre or form may have failed to reflect their actual writing
performances, so to identify skilled and unskilled writers (Olinghouse & Wilson, 2012), which
may have caused this to end up in false assumptions about the participants’ writing proficiency,
so about the strength of the relationship between metacognitive knowledge and writing

achievement.
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5. 2. Discussion of the Qualitative Results on Metacognitive Knowledge about Writing

Themes derived from interview discussions for each component of metacognitive

knowledge correspond to the descriptions of previous scholars and researchers for person, task
and the strategy knowledge (Ruan, 2005; You & Joe, 2001). Findings of the revealed that
interviewees’ person knowledge includes their awareness about person-related factors affecting
their writing performance positively or negatively, their self-efficacy beliefs and self-concepts,
and their goals and endeavours to improve English writing skills. Their task knowledge consists
of their awareness about task-related factors affecting their writing performance, challenges they
face while writing, and the requirements and features of a well-written text. Finally, their
strategy knowledge involves their awareness about their goal objects, planning, monitoring,
revising, and editing strategies and the criteria they set for self-evaluation.

5. 2.1. Discussion of the results on person knowledge. Previous studies reported
inconclusive results about skilful and struggling writers about their person knowledge (Roca De
Larios et al., 2002). Findings of Victori (1995) demonstrated that regardless of their expertise
and skills in writing, L2 writers had similar writing motivation, experiences and self-concepts as
writers. Contrarily, other studies revealed that skilful writers were more aware of themselves as
writers, and took advantage of it while writing (Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994). Unlike
struggling writers who generally took a negative attitude towards composing in L2 and felt more
anxious and frustrated, skilful writers could achieve personal satisfaction through writing
(Brooks, 1985; Roca De Larios et al., 2002).

Findings of the content analysis of the present study supported the latter view revealing
some differences among the participants in three groups concerning their person knowledge. As
Tables 16, 17 and 18 show, the codes emerged in the HP and AP groups’ data regarding person

knowledge outnumbered the ones in the LP group’s data. These findings also confirmed the
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quantitative data findings that there was a reciprocal link between students’ writing achievement
and person knowledge.

First of all, writers in the LP group were more inclined to complain about their inability in
English writing. Whereas their HP and AP counterparts commented on some personal factors
affecting their writing performances both negatively and positively, they focused mainly on
factors affecting their performance negatively during the interview sessions. As a result of this
tendency, they were more pessimistic in their self-efficacy beliefs.

Secondly, differently from the other two groups, HP group writers underlined ‘text-type
familiarity’ as an important factor affecting English writing performance positively. This proved
that HP writers had more profound background knowledge about how to write in different
genres, and so they succeeded in using it to a good account.

Another significant difference was noticed in participants’ perceptions of their
weaknesses and strengths in EFL writing. Whereas writers in the HP and AP groups talked over
their weaknesses and strengths evenly, LP writers were inclined to refer mostly to their
weaknesses while describing themselves as writers.

When asked about their strengths as EFL writers, ‘generating ideas’ in the HP and AP
groups and ‘grammatical competence’ in the LP group stood out as common responses.
Considering their weaknesses, ‘limited repertoire of English vocabulary’, ‘lack of ideas’, and
"mental translation’ were the three major weaknesses expressed in all groups commonly. In the
majority of cognitive models of writing, idea generation is considered as an essential aspect of
writing (Hayes, 1996; Hayes & Flower, 1980; Kellogg, 1994). Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987)
and Flower and Hayes (1980; 1981) describe it as an explicit, effortful and recursive process that
emerges in the planning phase and consists of writers’ strategic and deliberate search for ideas.

That is why idea generation is a difficult skill for many writers. However, because less skilled
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writers generally direct their attention to lower-level processes (i.e. vocabulary retrieval,
grammar, punctuation) at the expense of higher-level processes, it is especially difficult for them
to produce ideas (Crossley, Muldner, & McNamara, 2016). The general opinion is that in skilled
writers, these lower-level processes are automated; thus, they can dedicate working memory
resources to the higher-level processes. Consistent with much previous evidence, idea generation
was a significant weakness expressed in all groups in the present study, but it seemed that it
mostly affected the writing process of poor writers.

In accordance with the studies of Ashwell (2000) and Chen (2002), students in all groups
also suffered from lack of lexical knowledge in English writing regardless of their skilfulness. As
in Maftoon, Birjandi, and Farahian’s (2014) study, results of both MKWS and the content
analysis revealed that participants in this study were preoccupied with vocabulary and overvalued
its role in writing.

It was, however, unexpected that while HP and AP writers regarded themselves weak in
grammar, poor writers highlighted ‘grammatical competence’ as their greatest strength with a
relatively high frequency (n=6, 66.67%). When the scores that LP writers got for their grammar
use in their argumentative essays were examined, it was clearly seen that they did not do any
better than HP and AP writers. Although they were aware of their poor lexical knowledge and
lack of ideas, they seemed to overrate their grammatical competence. This may be explained by
their misconception that putting some English words together was sufficient to form
understandable or grammatically acceptable sentences. This was most probably because they
were not aware that English and Turkish had different characteristics in respects of structure.
They wrote something in Turkish and then translated into English, but the sentence structures

reflected those of their native language, and they failed to realise it.
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Apart from ‘lack of ideas’ and ‘limited repertoire of English vocabulary’, a considerable
number of students, especially in the AP group, complained about mental translation as a barrier
to native-like writing. In their study Maftoon et al. (2014) described mental translation as an
inevitable process for EFL writing. APS-112 explained this problem with his following
statements:

Thinking in Turkish is unavoidable while writing in English. It is not only my problem, |

guess. | see that most of my friends suffer from it. I always outline in Turkish because I

can generate ideas in my mother tongue more easily. However, when | translate my ideas

into English, problems emerge. My readers can easily understand that | think in Turkish. |
think it is normal. 1 live in Turkey, and | have never been abroad. | find my classes
helpful here, but it is not possible to think like an English man with the classes | take
here. | need to live abroad and be exposed to English out of the class.

Considering the theme endeavours to improve writing, although the AP group seemed to
engage in more diverse activities to improve their English writing, the most common response in
all groups was ‘studying the structures and vocabulary in the thesis statements of model texts to
write an appropriate thesis statement’. It might be attributed to the fact that conventions for
writing change depending on the language that writers write in. Mastering FL vocabulary and
grammar is undoubtedly a great gain for L2 writers on the road to becoming a better writer, but it
is not sufficient alone if students are not aware of the accepted patterns of organisation. Writing a
topic sentence that controls the information for a paragraph or a thesis statement that controls the
information for an essay is quite challenging for Turkish EFL learners because it is something
they do not do when they write in their native language. As a result, it takes much time for them
to internalise their function in the text and even when they can do it, they are unable to go beyond

copying the patterns in model texts they studied previously.
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Finally, participants in the three groups differed slightly in their goals to learn English
writing. While ‘learning writing to pass exams’ was the most popular answer in the HP and AP
groups, the most common goal uttered by poor writers was ‘learning writing to transfer ideas’.
Only two students in the LP group mentioned getting high scores or passing their English exams
as their primary goal to learn English writing. These findings show that since they reached a
certain level of proficiency in English writing and in conveying their ideas through writing, HP
and AP writers were more pragmatic and result-oriented in their goals than LP writers were.

5. 2.2. Discussion of the results on task knowledge. In concordance with previous
literature, participants’ task knowledge involved task-related factors affecting writing
performance, challenges in completing a writing task, awareness of task requirements, and
features of a good writing. Furthermore, the codes under the themes in each group were
numerically close to each other. These findings corroborated the findings of the descriptive
statistics of mean scores of MKWS subscales in that although students in three groups differed in
the extent of their person and strategy knowledge, they were quite similar in the extent of their
task knowledge. This, again, may well be attributed to the content of their writing course, which
provided the students with some knowledge about certain aspects of task variable but failed to
give them any awareness about person and strategy variables.

As Tables 19, 20 and 21 illustrate, concerning the theme task-related factors affecting
writing performance, both ‘writing topic’ and ‘genre’ were mentioned as important factors to
influence effective writing by HP and AP writers. LP writers, on the other hand, referred to
‘genre’ as the primary determinant of their performance. Both the topics assigned to students and
their familiarity to and background knowledge about them seemed to affect the quality of their
writing considerably (Bacha, 2010; Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2008). While topics relied on students’

personal experiences produced favourable results, topics that were cognitively demanding (i.e.



131

required special knowledge, abstract reasoning or critical thinking) were difficult to write for
students. Whether students or teachers chose the writing topic was another important point
highlighted by students. Previous studies suggest that self-selected topics make fewer demands
on students’ processing capacity and help them get involved in the writing process. Thus, self-
selection helps writers cope with complex problems that occur while writing (Atwell, 1998) and
has a positive effect on their overall fluency and lexical variety (Bonzo, 2008). Conforming to
Bonyadi and Zeinalpur (2014), interview discussions revealed that participants of this study were
more motivated and encouraged to write when they were given the right to select their own
topics.

Interview discussions also supported the view that writing ‘genre’ has an impact on
students’ writing outputs, and the same students may perform differently in different genres
(Camp, 1993; Graham, Harris, & Hebert, 2011; Olinghouse & Wilson, 2013). Majority of the
participants in the study described argumentative as the most challenging genre in the ones they
studied. However, in parallel to Olinghouse and Santangelo’s (2010) findings, LP writers had
extra difficulty changing the structure of their writing for argumentative essays.

‘Time-limit on a specific task’ was another serious non-linguistic variable expressed by a
considerable number of students in all groups to influence the quality of their writing. Although
more students in the HP and AP groups complained about time constraints, interview discussions
revealed that time pressure had a negative effect, especially on LP students’ planning and
revising strategies. Referring to its negative effects, Kenworthy (2006) argues against the
tendency of assessing writing performance with timed tasks He claims that an artificial
environment with time limitations are not reliable criteria to judge students' real performances,
and when given additional time, students can enhance their grammar use and make fewer

grammatical errors within higher quality outputs.
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Having a greater insight about the basics and typical features of a high-quality text is
viewed as a common characteristic of skilled writers (Harris et al., 2010). Language, whether
written or spoken, reflects the thought patterns of its speakers. In order to write well in a foreign
language, L2 learners need to have some awareness about the different ways that native speakers
organise their thoughts. When interviewees’ awareness about the task requirements was
examined, regardless of their writing levels, students in all groups showed a heightened
awareness of audience and English discourse and organisational rules. Moreover, what was more
striking was that poor writers seemed more concerned about their audience while writing.
However, as was expected, HP and AP writers had a much greater awareness of genre
conventions than the LP writers did. This finding corroborated Graham (2006) and Lu’s (2010)
suggestion that genre knowledge predicts writing performance and contributed to the quality of writing.

The results indicating a sense of audience on the part of the LP writers conflict with
Raimes (1985, 1987) and Roca De Larios et al. (2002) who claim that unskilled writers do not
have an acute sense of audience. It is noteworthy that LP writers in the present study might have
misconceived the notion of audience or might have identified the audience with their writing
teacher who was the only person reading their writings. As poor writers had more difficulty in
communicating their messages through writing and expressing themselves persuasively when
compared to the AP and HP writers, they could have been more concerned about their intended
audience, verily their teacher.

Finally, in all groups, interviewees highlighted ‘a profound content’, ‘accurate use of
mechanical aspects’ and ‘organisation’ as the three major features of a good writing. Apart from
these, ‘lexical diversity’ was referred to as another common characteristic of good texts by more
students in the AP group. Results of the present study on task knowledge also corroborated the

informed view that skilled writers had a broader understanding of the requirements of an
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effective composition (Roca De Larios et al., 2002). For instance, differently from LP writers,
some participants in HP and AP groups referred to ‘fluency’, ‘appropriate tone’, and ‘appropriate
use of discourse markers’ as characteristics of an effective essay.

5. 2.3. Discussion of the results on strategy knowledge. Awareness about and
implementation of self-regulatory writing strategies are considered to be a significant
characteristic of skilful writers (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Harris et al., 2010). Concerning
strategy knowledge, emerging codes were quite similar among the three groups of writers, so the
themes created were utterly the same. However, the frequency of occurrence of each code varied
notably, revealing different tendencies of writers with different writing competencies.

When they were asked about how they dealt with the essay writing process, participants
in all groups touched upon objectives of writing goals, planning ahead of writing, monitoring
while writing, revising and editing. Regarding objectives of writing goals, most notably, no
students in the HP group had ‘language-related goals’ although many students in the AP and LP
groups set themselves a goal of accurate and effective use of English. This can be explained by
the view that struggling writers are more concerned about linguistic competence and prioritise
lower-level processes (i.e. vocabulary retrieval, grammar, punctuation) at the expense of higher-
level processes (i.e. organisation, coherence, unity ) (Crossley et al., 2016). However, it was
promising to find that participants in all groups attached priority to organisation and genre,
content and transfer of learning into performance in their goals. What was even more impressive
was that LP writers set more goals for their writing tasks than their HP and AP writers did.

Regarding planning ahead of writing, ‘brainstorming for ideas’, ‘mental planning’,
‘taking sporadic notes’, and ‘relying on the mother tongue to generate ideas’ were the strategies
that participants in all groups commonly addressed to. ‘Taking sporadic notes’ was the most

frequent planning strategy in the HP and AP groups followed by ‘relying on the mother tongue to
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generate ideas’ and ‘brainstorming for ideas’. LP group writers, on the other hand, depended
mainly on ‘brainstorming for ideas’ and ‘taking sporadic notes’ to plan their tasks before they
started writing. The results also showed that although mental translation was cited as a serious
problem by a considerable number of students in three groups, in line with Maftoon et al.’s
(2014) study, some participants in this study, especially in the HP and AP groups, could use
mental translation as a useful strategy for planning and idea generation. These students argued
that appealing to Turkish during idea generation enabled them to produce more ideas, organise
them more quickly and plan in a shorter time.

Schraw and Dennison (1994) define monitoring as the ongoing evaluation of “one’s
learning and strategy use” (p.475). Findings of this study revealed that monitoring was one of the
most critical indicators to distinguish skilful and less skilful writers. Although very similar codes
emerged in all groups for monitoring while writing, their frequency of use differed considerably
among groups. HP writers relied on a variety of monitoring strategies such as ‘replanning’,
‘rereading the text at intervals’ ‘developing initial planning while writing’ ‘skimming the text at
intervals to check cohesion and coherence’, ‘using remedial strategies’ and ‘writing nonstop and
going back when coming up with an idea’. To monitor their composing process, for the most
part, AP writers reread their texts at intervals, developed their initial planning while writing and
wrote nonstop and went back when they came up with an idea. LP writers, however, mostly
depended on ‘replanning’ and ‘rereading the text at intervals’.

A close examination of interview discussions for revising strategy demonstrated that
students in all groups appealed to the strategies ‘rereading the entire text at the end for revision’,
‘checking for mistakes at intervals’ and ‘checking the entire text for mistakes at the end’. While
most students in the HP group were inclined to reread their entire text at the end to have a general

idea about the content and essay organisation (72.73%), AP writers mostly tended to check their
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entire texts at the end prioritising their mechanical errors (66.67%). In the LP group, students
mostly reread their entire texts at the end or checked it at intervals for their technical mistakes.

Considering editing, for most students in the HP and AP groups, editing was limited to
correcting grammar errors. Besides, ‘making content-related changes or corrections’ in the HP
group and ‘editing for vocabulary mistakes’ in the AP group were the other running codes. LP
writers, in general, lacked a vivid understanding and awareness of the purpose and utility of
editing and failed to implement it effectively. A few students in this group mentioned editing the
technical errors in their writings such as grammar and capitalisation, spelling and punctuation
mistakes.

In all groups, students, regardless of their writing competence levels, evaluated their task
performance according to their level of effective and correct use of language and the adequacy of
the content they presented. Differently from the AP and LP groups, more students in the HP
group set ‘pertinence to organisational rules and genre conventions’ as a criterion for self-
evaluation. While some HP and AP writers embarked upon comparison (with prior writing tasks,
peers’ tasks or model essays) to evaluate their writing performance, LP writers either depended
on assessment rubrics that their teacher used to grade their tasks or considered how successfully
they could transfer what they had learned in the class into the writing task in hand.

5. 3. Discussion of the Quantitative Results on Metacognitive Strategies of Writing
Participants were asked to respond to some statements in MSWS concerning their
implementation of planning, monitoring, and evaluating strategies to measure the extent of their
self-regulation specific to EFL writing. As shown in Table 9, descriptive statistics of mean scores
of three subscales demonstrated that the participants of the present study had an average level of
self-regulation. Among the three variables of metacognitive control, planning ranked the highest;

monitoring ranked the second, and evaluating fell behind. Taking into account these results, one
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could state that students seemed to employ some strategies to monitor and control their writing
processes, but the extent of their self-regulation in writing process was, however, not very strong.

When participants’ English learning history and past L1 and L2 writing experiences are
considered, these findings are not surprising. It is pretty clear that the English classes focusing
basically on grammar and reading (Tokdemir, 2017) did not help Turkish EFL learners much to
be self-regulated learners. Until their tertiary education, they rarely or almost never produced
something in English, and their language learning journey was planned and directed by their
teachers, rote-learning based language teaching programs and assessment and evaluation systems.

Moreover, it is a common view among scholars that L2 writers have a tendency to carry
out their L1 writing behaviours, skills and strategies to L2 writing situations. Therefore, the
quality and quantity of their previous experiences regarding L1 writing or their hidden
assumptions about L1 literacy have a significant impact on their L2 writing achievement (Akyel
(1994; Cumming, 1990; 2001; Myles, 2002; Victori & Lockart, 1995). It was, however,
surprising that the participants of the present study, except for a few students, did not address to
their L1 writing experiences or skills while describing their English writing processes during the
interviews. This can be well explained with the content, focus and objectives of the Turkish
classes they took before tertiary level. In most Turkish classes, receptive skills and language
mechanics receive greater attention than productive skills. The writing instruction that students
are exposed to and the opportunities they have to engage in meaningful production are very
limited (Guven, 2011). In official exams, their competence in their mother tongue is assessed
through some reading comprehension questions or some questions on mechanics of language
such a grammar, spelling and punctuation.

Furthermore, depending on the evidence that certain high-level writing processes such as

planning, monitoring and revising are similar across languages (Akyel, 1994; Cumming, 1990,
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2001; Roca De Larios, et al., 2002; Myles, 2002; Victori & Lockhart, 1995), it can be argued
that students’ lack of these strategies in their mother tongue might have prevented them from
transferring them to or activating and using them in the L2 writing situations (Ransdell &
Barbier, 2002; Roca De Larios et. al., 2002).

As is expected, the inspection of the mean scores of the three subscales of MSWS for the
HP, AP and LP groups separately confirmed slight differences among groups concerning their
self-regulation in EFL writing. Parallel with their writing performances, HP writers scored
highest in all subscales. Following HP writers, AP writers came second in their implementation
of metacogpnitive strategies. LP writers, on the other hand, fell behind in all three subscales.

These results also corroborate slightly with the findings of the correlation analysis which
indicates a weak positive correlation between students’ writing achievement and their use of
planning, monitoring and evaluating strategies. They also lead us to the conclusion that although
not very strong, there is a relationship between self-regulation and writing success. Contrary to
the findings of the present study, numerous studies note a strong relationship between EFL
learners’ implementation of self-regulatory writing strategies and their writing performances
(Flower & Hayes, 1981; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990) They reveal certain benefits regarding more
effective and extensive use of macro-level strategies (such as planning, revising and editing) in
favour of skilled writers both in L1 and L2 (Akyel, 1994; Cumming, 1989; Zamel, 1983,
Zimmerman, 2000). Unskilled writers, on the other hand, fail in macro-level strategies
(Cumming, 2001; Raimes, 1987; Victori, 1999; Zimmerman, 2000). Although not clear why
this study yielded such divergent findings, again it might have stemmed from having measured
the students’ writing achievement with a single task and the fact that the task was an

argumentative essay.
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5. 4. Discussion of the Qualitative Results on Metacognitive Strategies of Writing

When the interviewees were asked about the whole processes that they took to write their
argumentative essays, their descriptions of how they handled the compositional process
demonstrated considerable differences in terms of their use of self-regulatory writing strategies as
well the time they devoted for each phase of writing. This part of the study includes an in-depth
discussion and explanation of the codes with relatively higher frequencies in all groups.

5.4.1. Discussion of the results on planning strategy. Preliminary studies reveal that
struggling and skilful writers differ significantly in their approach to planning (Cumming, 1989;

Harris et al., 2010; Raimes, 1987; Victori, 1995). In accord with findings of these studies, Tables
26, 27 and 28 demonstrate that in parallel with their writing achievements, participants in three
groups differed significantly in their implementation of planning strategy.

The findings of the present study corroborate Harris et al. (2010) who suggested that
skilful writers were more planful, and they spared relatively longer time to overarching planning.
Considering goal setting, contrary to the LP writers, some students in the HP and AP groups
identified some goals for their argumentative essays such as giving counter-arguments in the
introductory paragraph and defending their arguments and rebutting opponents’ arguments all
through their essays. Besides, they were more skilful at integrating their prior knowledge about
the structural or organisational patterns with the argumentative essay to achieve their pre-
determined goals. Poor writers, on the other hand, did not define any specific goals for their
argumentative tasks, although they mentioned a variety of goal objects for their writings in
general.

When they were asked to give details about their planning strategies, high achievers
mentioned having found three main points for their body paragraphs, having listed ideas and

examples in small notes, and having brainstormed for ideas for the each writing topic given to
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choose the most appropriate one. On the other hand, for the majority of interviewees in the AP
group, planning just consisted of finding three main points to be discussed in the body
paragraphs. Finally, poor writers tended to start writing without a grand plan and precise goals.
Some stated having planned only in their mind. This was astonishing since when AP and LP
writers had been asked about if they were aware of the available strategies for planning, majority
of them valued planning as a useful strategy and provided multiple answers on how they planned
their tasks. These findings also demonstrated that students’ awareness of certain strategies did not
guarantee that they could use them effectively while writing.

5.4.2. Discussion of the results on monitoring strategy. According to Harris et al.
(2010), skilled writers differ from less able ones greatly in their perceptions about the crucial
role of revising. “For skilled writers, revision is an integral, extensive, and ongoing activity that

involves the coordination and management of several cognitive skills” (p.233). In the present
study, one of the most notable differences among HP, AP, and LP writers were found in their
implementation of revising strategy.

About the theme ‘revising the argumentative task’, findings led to the conclusion that
high achievers appealed to more diverse strategies to see whether they were accomplishing their
intended goals and meeting the requirements of the assigned task. They were more flexible to
take remedial actions and to achieve substantial improvements. They aimed to improve both
micro- and macro-level structure of their compositions to write high-quality texts. Unlike LP and
AP writers, they revised content and coherence in their texts to overcome the flaws in logic or
coherence. Supporting the findings of previous research (see Brooks, 1985; Porte, 1996; Roca De
Larios et al., 2002; Zamel, 1983), AP and LP writers, on the other hand, failed in distinguishing
between revising and editing as two different procedures. For most students in these groups,

revising was mainly for detecting linguistic mistakes, and they were inclined to improve the
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surface-level features of their argumentative texts rather than improving conceptual aspects or
global structure. As a result, their revision was usually superficial and inefficient. They failed to
improve paragraph development, logic and coherence, which were inevitable to make a text
powerful and successful.

From their comments about editing, it was seen that the majority of the study participants,
regardless of their writing achievement, would rather postpone editing until the final phase of
their writing process. Students in all groups focused mainly on mechanics, specifically on
grammatical or lexical errors, in the editing process of their argumentative tasks. What was more
striking was that HP writers devoted less time and attention to editing when compared to AP and
LP writers, and the time limit on the task accounted for their lack of editing.

5.4.3. Discussion of the results on evaluating strategy. Evaluating is also a critical
self-regulatory mechanism which is evident in skilled writers’ writing processes. Participants’
statements concerning their evaluation of argumentative task performances were treated and
discussed under three themes: students’ evaluation of their argumentative task performance,
attribution for success, and attribution for failure. Students’ responses revealed that while HP
students were mostly pleased about their task performances, AP and LP writers found them
inadequate.

Participants’ attributions for both success and failure are worth pondering because, as
Cleary, Callan, Zimmerman (2012) suggest, individuals’ attributions to their performances
strongly affect the type and quality of the adaptive inferences they make to maximise their future
performances. In the case of this study, writers in all groups were inclined to attribute both their
success and failure mostly to personal reasons. HP and AP writers mentioned numerous reasons
for their success, but each reason was cited by a single student or a couple of students; thus, they

did not permit the generalisation of the results. On the other hand, members of these groups
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attributed their failure commonly to an external reason: ‘time limit on the task’. Management of
time is considered to be an important part of self-regulation which affects the application of
writing strategies (Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997), and though their higher proficiency in EFL
writing and higher awareness on components of metacognitive knowledge, HP and AP students
seemed to fail in managing their time. It was evident from their responses that they could not
employ some strategies, especially planning, revising, and editing because they ran out of time.
Other than the time limit, while HP writers considered the abundance of their grammar mistakes
as an important reason for their failure, AP writers mostly referred to their inability to find ideas,
facts and examples when explaining the reasons behind their failure.

‘Coming up with good ideas and examples’ and ‘following the organisational rules and
conventions of argumentative essays’ were the two reasons cited by a couple of poor writers for
success. Students in this group, on the other hand, addressed to a variety of reasons for their
inefficacy in EFL writing such as their lack of knowledge about how to write an argumentative
essay or their lack of experience in writing it, their inability to find ideas, facts and examples, the
difficulty of writing an argumentative essay, having to write about a difficult / unfamiliar topic,
and time limit.

5.5. Suggestions to Integrate Metacognition into EFL Writing Instruction

Theoretical and empirical research on skilful and less skilful writers is valuable as it
provides us with some important insights regarding the ways to approach the EFL writing process
and its teaching and learning. Above all, in the lights of the previous research, we can confidently
argue that metacognition is a characteristic of skilful writers. Fortunately, it is not an inborn skill
but a teachable and learnable phenomenon (Cross & Paris, 1988; Gama, 2001; Kramarsky &

Maverech, 2003).
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Livingston (2003) states that as individuals get cognitively more mature and interact with
their environment, their metacognitive knowledge improves. As they encounter cognitively
challenging situations or tasks, they join in metacognitive regulation, as well. However, some
self-regulatory skills (i.e. self-monitoring and self-evaluation) that EFL writers especially need
are claimed to develop rather slowly, or even may remain incomplete in some adults. Considering
the writing skill, as Harris et al. (2010) claim, with age and schooling struggling writers may
become more self-regulated, and the level of self-regulation they bring to the writing tasks has a
considerable impact on their writing performance and task achievement. Considering the fact that
most Turkish EFL students are accustomed to being filled with a massive amount of information
provided by an external source (usually the teacher or the textbooks) and tested through multiple
choice standardised tests all through their school life, it may be quite demanding for them to
think metacognitively and be self-regulated learners. Considering the findings drawn from the
study, it is possible to provide several pedagogical implications for EFL writing instruction and
offer some suggestions for the integration of metacognition into EFL writing courses.

Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) suggest two instructional methods for the teaching of
writing: substantive facilitation and procedural facilitation. In substantive facilitation, the
teachers directly assist students with the content of a task. They take over the full responsibility
to plan, monitor, evaluate and revise the writing process on behalf of the learners. Although
substantive facilitation is a more common and traditional form of scaffolding for teachers in
writing instruction, Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) strongly favour the procedural facilitation in
which “help consists of supports intended to enable students to carry out more complex
composing processes by themselves” (p. 796). In classrooms where they are instructed with
procedural facilitation, students have a better chance to engage in the whole process of writing

and get prepared to take its responsibility using their metacognition. The negative influence of
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external factors (i.e. limited hours of instruction, un-qualified writing instructors, examination
system, and curriculum) can also be minimised.

Secondly, the related literature is full of suggestions on the benefits of a writing
instruction enriched with metacognitive writing knowledge including person, task and strategy
and with meaningful practices of the self-regulatory processes such as planning, monitoring, and
evaluating (Pintrich, 2002). According to Harris et al., (2010), such a writing instruction help
students monitor and control their own writing process. Additionally, if students are exposed to a
diversity of purposeful activities, they may feel more motivated to make use of their
metacognition for their writing improvement.

Blakey and Spence (1990) suggest that metacognition can be taught to students either
through direct instruction or integrating it into the course curriculum through a variety of
techniques and activities. Direct metacognitive instruction involves a detailed explanation of
metacognitive knowledge and certain self-regulatory strategies to students by teachers (Cross &
Paris, 1988). Instruction at the meta-level rather than performance level is considered to enhance
learners’ awareness of and control over the process of task accomplishment (Kuhn, 2000).
Therefore, in this approach, metacognition is taught independently as a subject. However,
research on metacognitive instruction reveals that integrating metacognition into course
curriculum and instructing students on metacognitive knowledge and self-regulatory strategies
specific to a certain subject or domain is more common (Gama, 2001) and effective than teaching
it independently as a subject.

Teacher modelling is one way to integrate metacognition into course curriculum and to
develop students’ cognitive and metacognitive skills (Butler & Winne, 1995; Costa, 1984).
Teachers, as more proficient thinkers, can model the strategies that are available and useful in

certain contexts by showing their mental activities to their students (Chamot, 1995; Schraw,
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1998; Wenden, 1998). Modelling can be accomplished through think-aloud protocols in which
teachers think about when and how to use strategies (Schraw, 1998). They say their thinking
processes out loud while carrying out a writing task and provide detailed information about what
is going on in their heads. This information may involve plans, aims and purposes, the logic
behind their actions, common mistakes and some ways to correct them, self-evaluation, defining
strengths and weaknesses, developing empathy and strategies for handling a difficult task or
solving a problem.

Another way to help learners to control and regulate their writing process is by
encouraging them to reflect on it. When students are encouraged to think over and reflect on their
writing process as a whole, they may have more accurate views of themselves as writers, the
writing tasks at hand and the available strategies (Kasper, 1997). Blakey and Spence (1990) list a
group of metacognitive strategies which can be effectively used to develop metacognitive
behaviours in learners. These strategies involve (1) identifying “what you know” and “what you
don’t know”; (2) think-aloud and talking about thinking, (3) keeping a thinking journal, (4)
planning and self-regulation, (5) debriefing the thinking processes, and (6) self-evaluation
(Blakey & Spence , 1990, p 2-3.)

Identifying what they know or what they do not know raises learners’ awareness of their
thinking, so they can make informed decisions. To encourage learners’ reflections, the teacher
may work as a facilitator guiding his or her students to ask questions that trigger metacognition
(i.e. What do I know about this topic?, What do | want to achieve in this task?). “As students
research the topic, they will verify clarify, and expand, or replace with more accurate
information” (Blakey and Spence, 1990, p. 2).

Secondly, thinking aloud or thinking about thinking requires the detailed verbal

explanation of one’s thinking processes while working on a task at the same time. It promotes
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learners’ metacognitive growth and provides them with tangible ways to manage certain mental
processes required for effective writing. Thinking aloud also makes learners’ reasoning, concepts,
and beliefs visible for their teachers and classmates (Hennessey, 1999). By encouraging learners
to think aloud, teachers may also help learners organise and develop their thoughts and solve
problems.

Another useful way to lead learners to reflect on their learning process or experiences is
keeping reflective journals. Wong and Storey (2006) recommend the use of reflective journals to
build and heighten L2 writers’ awareness and knowledge of effective writing skills and strategies.
It is an effective way for EFL writers to think over their writing skills and habits, reflect on how
they write and assess their writing performance. While keeping journals regularly, they can use
the concepts they have already learned, analyse their previous thoughts and the reasons why they
were thinking so, gain a different point of view, notice their shortcomings and see the consistency
between their previous and current thoughts. Furthermore, the benefits of reflection activities are
not limited to students, yet they are also a great source of information, which gives teachers
valuable insights about their students’ attitudes, strategies, and perceptions of L2 writing.

Planning and self-regulation allow learners to be aware of their responsibilities for
planning and regulating their writing processes. Blakey and Spence (1990) think that when
students plan and monitor their learning process, it is easier for them to be self-directed. They
further mention that “students can be taught to make plans for learning activities, including
estimating time requirements, organising materials, and scheduling procedures necessary to
complete an activity” (p.3).

Debriefing the thinking process can be used as an effective strategy at the end of a writing
activity to develop students’ awareness about the strategies that can be transferred to other

writing situations. Blakey and Spence (1990) also suggest a three-step method for this strategy:
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First, the teacher guides students to review the activity, gathering data on thinking
processes and feelings. Then, the group classifies related ideas, identifying thinking
strategies used. Finally, they evaluate their success, discarding inappropriate strategies,
identifying those valuable for future use, and seeking promising alternative approaches.
(Blakey & Spence, 1990, p.3)

Lastly, self-evaluation refers to one’s evaluation of his or her performance based on
certain predetermined criteria. These criteria for evaluation can be established by students under
the guidance of their teacher. When students are involved actively in the process of evaluation,
they gradually apply it more independently. Individual conferences and checklists are useful to
provide learners with guided self-evaluation experiences (Blakey & Spence, 1990).

In addition to the strategies that Blakey and Spence (1990) suggested, other scholars came
up with some useful strategies to develop learners’ metacognition. Among these, asking reflective
questions or self- questioning is considered to help students to monitor and control the writing
process skilfully (Hartman, 2001b, Ifenthaler, 2012; Mayer, 1998). Hartman (2001b) describes
self-questioning as an effective way of encouraging self-regulation in the writing process. To
self-direct their writing process, students can be encouraged to generate questions in regard to
planning (“What is the purpose of this essay?; What should be in the introductory paragraph?;
How should | put these ideas in the best order? ”), monitoring (“Am I elaborating on all of my
main points?; How clearly am I expressing my ideas?; Am | making any spelling or grammar
mistakes? ) and evaluating (“What was the best about my paper?; Why did | make those spelling
and grammar errors?; How can I best prevent those mistakes next time?”) (p. 54)

Further to that, Schraw (1998) highlights the essential role of cooperative learning
facilities (i.e. peer interaction, peer consultation, group work and discussions) in the construction

of metacognition. Interaction among students encourages learners to “shape their regulatory
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learning activities in terms of metacognition” (Gilette, 1994 as cited in Li & Larkin, 2017, p. 13).
It helps students gain a deep understanding of themselves and others as writers, notice different
ways of approaching a writing task, and construct their own metacognitive theories (Cross &
Paris, 1988; Kuhn & Dean, 2004; Paris & Winograd, 1990; Schraw & Moshman, 1995).
Classroom discussions and collaborative activities with peers increase writers’ motivation and
positive self-efficacy beliefs by offering much-needed scaffolding. They make the implicit
strategies which are commonly and easily used by skilful writers explicit to the novice ones.

Finally, Ruan (2005) suggests some useful strategies that teachers can use to teach certain
self-regulatory strategies systematically to their students and to place responsibility on students
themselves for their writing development or achievement. Regarding planning, identifying
purpose and audience, narrowing down a writing subject, timed-free writing and loop writing
may be useful strategies. To provide EFL writers with an awareness of self-monitoring and
develop their autonomy, teachers may encourage them to produce marginal annotations about
the problems they face while composing. In this way, students are expected to have control over
the initiation of feedback (Charles, 1990; Cresswell, 2000, as cited in Ruan, 2005). Evaluating
and revising strategies may involve reading aloud own compositions, self-annotation, selective
self-editing, reverse editing and peer feedback. Teachers may also give their students the
responsibility to reformulate their texts. Such strategies that require students’ efforts to monitor,
edit, or correct their written products help them become more skilful and independent writers and
appraise their writing performances (Allwright, 1988, as cited in Ruan, 2005).

To conclude, there is a robust pedagogical implication that applying an approach that
blends a variety of activities work better to address a broader range of learner needs and styles in

different learning context. To encourage learners to become more self-regulated and autonomous
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in their writing process, teachers need to help them acquire new metacognitive skills and engage

them in a wide variety of metacognitive activities.
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CHAPTER SIX

Conclusion

This chapter presents an overview of the present study, including a summary of its scope,
research questions, and findings. In addition, depending on the limitations of the study, some
implications for the further research are put forward. Finally, the role of metacognition in EFL
writing, and the contributions of this study to the field are discussed.

6.1. An Overview of the Study

Drawing on Flavell’s Model of Cognitive Monitoring (1981), Brown’s Model of
Metacognition (1987) and Schraw and Moshman’s Model of Metacognition (1995), the present
study intends to explore the extent of Turkish tertiary-level EFL writer’s writing metacognition
and its role on their writing achievement. For this purpose, it addresses the following research
questions:

1. What is the extent of Turkish EFL learners’ metacognitive knowledge about writing regarding
person, task and strategy variables?

2. While writing, to what extent do Turkish EFL learners use metacognitive strategies of writing
regarding planning, monitoring and evaluating?

3. Is there a significant correlation between EFL learners’ writing achievement and their
metacognitive knowledge about writing?

4. Is there a significant correlation between EFL learners’ writing achievement and their use of
metacognitive strategies of writing?

5. What do Turkish EFL learners think about their metacognitive knowledge about writing?

6. What do Turkish EFL learners think about the metacognitive strategies they used in a given

writing task?
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The study was conducted with 120 Turkish EFL learners studying B2 level at a state
university in Turkey. Data were collected through questionnaires (MKWS and MSWS),
retrospective interviews and argumentative writing tasks. Interviews were conducted with 35
volunteers who represented nearly 30% of the total survey respondents. The quantitative data
were analysed by means of SPSS program. For the analysis of qualitative data, a content analysis
was employed.

Concerning the extent of participants’ metacognitive knowledge and its three
components, it was found that they had an average level of person and strategy knowledge but a
high level of task knowledge. Descriptive statistics of MKWS also revealed that HP writers had a
higher level of metacognitive knowledge in all three subscales. The AP and LP groups’ mean
scores for person, task and strategy variables were quite close together. It was also seen that
participants’ awareness of task knowledge was higher than their awareness of person and strategy
knowledge in all groups.

The findings of the content analysis corroborated with quantitative results, revealing
differences in the extent of participants’ person and knowledge, but similarities in the extent of
their task knowledge. To be more specific, the codes emerged in the HP and AP groups’ data
regarding person knowledge outnumbered the codes emerged in the LP group’s data, confirming
a reciprocal link between students’ writing achievement and person knowledge. About the
strategy knowledge, although emerging codes were quite similar among the three groups of
writers, their frequency of occurrence varied notably, revealing different tendencies of writers
with varying writing competencies. However, regardless of their writing achievement scores,
participants in all groups mentioned very similar aspects of task knowledge.

An analysis of the quantitative data for participants’ metacognitive strategies of writing

(based on the results of MSWS) pointed to the conclusion that the participants had an average
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level of self-regulation. Among the three variables of metacognitive control, students showed the
best performance in planning and the second best performance in monitoring, while they fell
behind in evaluating. The inspection of the mean scores of the three components of metacognitive
control for the HP, AP and LP groups individually confirmed slight differences in their
implementation of metacognitive strategies in EFL writing. In parallel with their writing
performances, HP writers performed better in all subscales. Following HP writers, AP writers
came in second, and LP writers came last.

The content analysis of qualitative data consolidated the results of quantitative data
mostly in the HP group’s favour. Findings showed that HP and AP writers were more planful,
and they spared longer time to planning. They set certain goals for their tasks, and they were
more skillful at integrating their prior knowledge about the structural or organisational patterns to
achieve these goals. What is more, when compared to AP and LP writers, high achievers resorted
to more diverse planning strategies. Another notable difference among HP, AP, and LP writers
was in their revising behaviours. HP writers appealed to more diverse strategies to see whether
they could accomplish their goals and meet the requirements of the task. They were more flexible
to take remedial actions and to achieve substantial improvements. They improved both micro-
and macro-level structure of their compositions to write high-quality texts. Unlike LP and AP
writers, they revised content and coherence in their texts to overcome the flaws in logic or
coherence. However, just like their LP and AP counterparts, they focused mainly on mechanics,
specifically on grammatical or lexical errors in their editing process. The results of the content
analysis also revealed significant differences among HP, AP and LP writers in their evaluation of
their task performance and attributions for success and failure. One conclusion that could be
drawn was that HP writers were mostly pleased about their task performances, while AP and LP

writers found them inadequate. Besides, whereas HP and AP writers mentioned numerous



152

reasons for both their success and failure, LP writers tended to address mostly causes of their
inefficacy in EFL writing.

The results also indicated that although students in three groups, especially LP writers,
seemed to be aware of the certain strategies for planning, monitoring and evaluating, they failed
notably in using them in the assigned tasks. This finding brings about the conclusion that
although EFL students have an awareness of available self-regulatory strategies, this does not
mean that they can use them efficaciously.

Finally, as regards to the effect size of the association between students’ writing
achievement and metacognitive knowledge about writing, the correlation analysis revealed a
weak positive correlation between students’ writing achievements and both person and strategy
variables but no statistically significant relationship between their task knowledge and writing
achievement. Considering metacognitive strategies, the results of the correlation analysis also
indicated a weak positive correlation between students’ writing achievement and their use of
planning, monitoring, and evaluating strategies.

6.2. Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Further Research

Several limitations of the study will be discussed, and suggestions for further studies will
be put forward in this section of the study. First of all, participants of the study were 120 B2 level
EFL students whose L1 was Turkish. Turkish being the only mother tongue imposed limitations
on the generalisation of findings to EFL groups with many different first languages; therefore, a
similar study can be conducted with EFL students in different contexts.

Secondly, data collection tools used in the study were limited to questionnaires and
retrospective interviews. Both questionnaires and interviews are ‘self-reports’, in Veenman’
(2005) words ‘off-line methods’, which may be insufficient alone to investigate the participants’

complete metacognitive knowledge and behaviours. In future studies, researchers may also
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consider measuring their participants’ metacognition through on-line methods (i.e. think-aloud
protocols and teacher observations) in which participants tell about their thoughts while they are
working on a task (Banner & Mengelkamp, 2008; Veenman, 2005). These methods can work
better to predict an individual’s performance and cognitive processes during a task as they are
more appropriate methods to record actual verbal and nonverbal behaviours of participants in a
social environment.

Next, measuring students’ writing performances only through one task (argumentative
essay in the present study) may be unrealistic to make an accurate judgement about their actual
writing performances. One form of writing may not be representative of how a writer performs in
all forms of writing. For the identification of skilled and unskilled writers, future studies may
judge their participants’ writing ability based on different tasks in a variety of genres.

Exhaustion may be a factor having affected the participants’ performances on the surveys
negatively. Students who participated in the surveys had classes in the morning and a writing
task in the afternoon immediately before they responded to the questionnaire items. For further
research, data collection procedures need to be better planned to eliminate physical and affective
factors.

In the present study, interviewees were selected randomly among the volunteers, who
were more motivated and interested to take part in the interview sessions. This may have caused
selection bias in the sample. To avoid this possibility, researchers in further studies may select
their interviewees after collecting the quantitative data, scoring student tasks and analysing them
to form heterogeneous groups.

Finally, although participants of the study used a specific textbook, followed a specific
syllabus and were tested at the same exams, due to scheduling difficulties, each writing class was

taught by a different instructor. Therefore, it was quite difficult for all instructors to go through
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an identical teaching process because of their unique characteristics and priorities, pedagogical
content knowledge and goals and the dynamics of the class they teach. This situation may have
unintentionally affected the results of the study. To avoid the negative effects that this may cause,
in future studies, data should be collected form participants instructed by the same teacher.

6.3. Concluding Remarks

Writing is an essential skill in EFL instruction, and it provides a variety of benefits for
individuals in their academic and business life. However, it is a complex cognitive activity that
requires highly specialised skills (Flower & Hayes, 1980; Nunan, 1989), and possibly that is why
it is the most difficult skill for teachers to teach and for students to acquire (Richards &
Renandya, 2003).

With the shift of focus from product-oriented to process-oriented approach, scholars have
urged upon the significant role of higher order processes in the control and regulation of the
writing process, and many of them have addressed to the critical role of metacognition in writing.
Even, writing is defined as applied metacognition by some scholars (Hacker, Keener & Kircher,
2009). Moreover, previous research has revealed that skilled writers go through processes that
involve great self-regulation and metacognitive control (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Flower,
1990; Flower and Hayes, 1980; Harris et al., 2010; Kellogg, 1996; Ruan, 2005). Regarding the
writing skill, metacognition involves the knowledge students have about their own writing
processes, the actual activities they engage in and the means they use to regulate these processes.
According to Kasper (1997), L2 learners fail in writing because they are unaware of these aspects
of writing.

The research examining metacognition in the domain of language learning and teaching
has still mainly focused on receptive skills (reading and listening) and has reported on its

considerable benefits for reading and listening development (Devine, 1993; Vandergrift, 2002,
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2007; Vandergrift & Goh, 2011). The role of metacognition on productive language skills,
namely speaking and writing, seems to escape the attention of scholars, and thus, more elaborate
research is required to address this issue.

There are two major reasons for the selection of writing as the research area in this study.
First, there is growing attention among tertiary-level Turkish EFL students to improve writing
proficiency. However, many of them never feel competent enough in the field of academic
writing, and they regard it as a core that one has to get on with. They have little or no motivation
to participate in given writing tasks other than avoiding probable failure or improving their
chances of passing their English exams. Second, the prior research points at various benefits of
metacognitive knowledge and strategies to EFL writing achievement, but there is still scarcely
any study in Turkey examining metacognition in relation to EFL writing. Considering these, the
current study is an attempt to fill this gap and to contribute to the body of literature about EFL
writing and metacognition in Turkish context. Besides, it may be a starting point for further
educational studies that will aim to examine the extent of Turkish EFL students’ writing

metacognitive knowledge and strategy use or their influence on their EFL writing achievement.
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Appendix A: Ethics Approval Document

ULUDAG UNIVERSITESI _
ARASTIRMA VE YAYIN ETIK KURULLARI |
(Sosyal ve Begeri Bilimler Aragtirma ve Yaym Etik Kurulu)

TOPLANTI TUTANAGI
OTURUM TARIiHI OTURUM SAYISI
27 Nisan 2018 2018-04

KARAR NO 12: Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii Miidiirltgii'nden alinan Yabanc: Diller Egitimi
Anabilim Dal Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Bilim Dah Yiksek Lisans ogrencisi Esra CAM’1n
“Ustbiligsel Bilgi ve Stratejilerin Ingilizceyi Yabanci Dil Olarak Ogrenen Tiirk Ogrencilerin
Yazma Bagarilanindaki Rolii” konulu tez ¢aligmasi kapsaminda uygulanacak anket sorularinimn
degerlendirilmesine gegildi.

Yapilan goriigmeler sonunda; Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisti Yabanc: Diller Egitimi
Anabilim Dal Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Bilim Dali Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi Esra CAM’in
“Ustbiligsel Bilgi ve Stratejilerin ingilizceyi Yabaner Dil Olarak Otrenen Tiirk Ofrencilerin
Yazma Baganlarindaki Rolii” konulu tez galismasi kapsaminda uygulanacak anket sorularinin,
fikri, hukuki ve telif haklar bakimindan metot ve Glgegine iliskin sorumlulugu bagvurucuya ait
olmak tizere uygun olduguna oybirligi ile karar verildi. '
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Appendix C: Informed Consent Form

BILGILENDIRILMIS GONULLU ONAM FORMU

1. Arastirmayla llgili Bilgiler

Sizi Ogr. Gor. Esra CAM tarafindan yiiriitiilen “Ustbiligsel Bilgi ve Stratejilerin Ingilizceyi
Yabanci Dil Olarak Ogrenen Tiirk Ogrencilerin Yazma Basarilarindaki Rolii” baslhikl arastirmaya
davet ediyoruz. S6z konusu ¢alisma Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak dgrenen {ist orta seviye (upper-
intermediate / B2) Tiirk 6grencilerin halihazirdaki iisbiligsel bilgi ve strateji kullanimi ile yabanci
dilde yazma bagarilar1 arasindaki iliskiyi arastirmay1 amaglamaktadir. Arastirma yiiksek lisans tez
calismasidir. Arastirmaya sizin disinizda tahminen 150 kisi katilacaktir. Anketlerin cevaplanmasi
yaklasik olarak 40 dakika siirmektedir. Bu ¢aligmaya katilmak tamamen goniilliiliik esasina
dayanmaktadir. Caligmanin amacia ulagmasi i¢in sizden beklenen, biitiin sorular1 eksiksiz,
kimsenin baskisi veya telkini altinda olmadan, size en uygun gelen cevaplari igtenlikle verecek
sekilde cevaplamanizdir. Bu formu okuyup onaylamaniz, arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul ettiginiz
anlamina gelecektir. Ancak, ¢alismaya katilmama veya katildiktan sonra herhangi bir anda
calismayr birakma hakkina da sahipsiniz. Bu c¢alismadan elde edilecek bilgiler tamamen
arastirma amaci ile kullanilacak olup kisisel bilgileriniz gizli tutulacaktir; ancak verileriniz yayin
amaci ile kullanilabilir. Eger arastirmanin amaci ile ilgili verilen bu bilgiler disinda simdi veya

sonra daha fazla bilgiye ihtiyag duyarsamiz aragtirmaciya simdi sorabilir veya
esra.cam@yalova.edu.tr e-posta adresi ve 0226 815 56 70 numarali telefondan ulasabilirsiniz.

2. Calismaya Katilim Onay1
Yukarida yer alan ve arastirmadan once arastirmacinin kendisi tarafindan sozlii olarak yapilan
aciklamalari, katilmam istenen c¢alismanin kapsamini ve amacini, goniillii olarak lizerime diisen
sorumluluklari anladim. Caligma hakkinda yazili ve sozIii agiklama arastirmaci tarafindan yapildi.
Bana, calismanin muhtemel riskleri ve faydalari sozlii olarak da anlatildi. Kisisel bilgilerimin
0zenle korunacagi konusunda yeterli gliven verildi.

Bu kosullarda s6z konusu aragtirmaya kendi istegimle, hicbir baski ve telkin olmaksizin katilmay1
kabul ediyorum.

Katilimcinin Adi-Soyadi Imza Anketlerden sonra gerceklestirilecek
miilakata katilim durumu

Eveto Hayir o

Arastirmacinin

Adi-Soyadi: Esra CAM
Imzas1


mailto:esra.cam@yalova.edu.tr
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Appendix D: Metacognitive Knowledge about Writing Survey (MKWS) (English Version)

Name-Surname:
Gender:

Age:
Department:

1. | have been learning English for about ___ years.
2. When compared with my friends, my writing proficiency in English is considered to be:

a. very low b. low c. below average d. above average e. high f. very high
3. My motivation to improve my English writing is:

a. very low b. low c. below average d. above average e. high f. very high
4. On average, | spend approximately __ hours a week on practicing my English writing.

5. On average, | spend approximately __ hours a week on reading English articles and books.
Instructions:

This survey is designed for learners of English as a foreign language. You are going to 5 ] - v | o
read statements about your writing skills. Please describe each of these statements on a °E’ @ | = b E E
scale going from 1. 'Never true of me', 2. 'Usually not true of me', 3."'Somewhat not true of | v | & § g p S
me' 4. 'Somewhat true of me', 5. 'Usually true of me', 6. 'Always true of me'. Your 2 ‘g‘ = = g z
descriptions should be based on what you do while writing not on how you should door | &5 | >, < | > o
what others do. Please do not think too much about the statements. Give your descriptions | & | T @ 2 | 3| &
as quickly as possible, without spending too much time and carefully. This survey takes 3 | 3 g @ g 3 | 3
around 15-20 minutes to finish. CIJPE 27| g
Thank you for attending. = | Ni o5 v fw ]| o
Section | - Learners’ self-knowledge as writers or person variables
1. I am very interested in English writing. 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. | find English writing very challenging. 1 2 3 4 5 6
3. My purpose of learning English writing is to pass English exams. 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. 1 am quite aware of my English writing competence. 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. 1 am quite aware of how much | know about English writing. 1 2 3 4 5 6
6. | know a lot about English writing. 1 2 3 4 5 6
7. 1 am well aware of some grading rubrics that my writing instructor uses to grade my 1 2 3 4 5 6
English argumentative essays.
8. When writing, | am able to use various writing techniques (i.e. using synonyms and 1 |2 3 |4 |5 6
transitional words).
9. When writing, | am able to use appropriate writing strategies (i.e. outlining and drafting). 1 2 3 4 5 6
10. I am able to predict the writing problems that | may have during writing before | start 1 2 3 4 5 6
writing an essay.
11. I am well aware of my strengths in English writing. 1 2 3 4 5 6
12. | am well aware of my weaknesses in English writing. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Section 11 - Knowledge about the nature of the cognitive task at hand or task variables
13. I think it is very important to understand the requirements of a writing task. 1 2 3 |4 |5 6
14. It is easy for me to understand the requirements of a writing task. 1 2 3 4 5 6
15. 1 usually set up my writing goals based on the requirements of a writing task. 1 2 3 4 5 6
16. | write according to the genre (i.e. , argumentative, cause-effect, compare-contrast, 1 2 3 4 5 6
process) of an essay.
17. 1 use my knowledge of English discourse (i.e. , thesis statement, topic sentences, 1 2 3 4 5 6
coherence, transitional words) to complete a writing task.
18. | have a strong awareness of my readers and my communication with them. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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19. | know | need to develop the content of an essay. 1 2 3 4 5 6
20. | know | need to organize my ideas. 1 2 3 4 5 6
21. | have difficulty in generating ideas while writing a task. 1 2 3 4 5 6
22. | have difficulty in finding examples to support my ideas while writing a task. 1 2 3 4 5 6
23. My challenges in completing a writing task are grammar, vocabulary, and spelling. 1 2 3 4 5 6
24. My challenge in completing a writing task is my lack of writing strategies. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Section 111 - Knowledge about appropriate writing strategies for achieving cognitive goals,

or strategy variables

25. | usually come up with ideas in Turkish before | translate them into English. 1 2 3 4 5 6
26. | usually think in English when | write English essays. 1 2 3 |4 |5 6
27. | tackle the problems that | encounter during the writing process with appropriate remedial | 1 2 3 4 5 6
strategies.

28. When writing an argumentative essay, | consider the views from both sides of the 1 2 3 |4 |5 6
argument.

29. My composing process is usually like this: analyzing the writing prompt, generating ideas, | 1 2 3 |4 |5 6
planning, outlining, drafting, revising and editing..

30. Based on the situation, | would repeat one or more of the above writing steps to revise my | 1 2 3 4 5 6
essay.

31. When writing, | pay more attention to the content development of my essay. 1 2 3 |4 |5 6
32. When writing, | pay more attention to the organization of my essay. 1 2 3 |4 |5 6
33. When writing, | pay more attention to the grammar, vocabulary, and spelling. 1 2 3 |4 |5 6
34. 1 highly value the planning before writing. 1 2 3 4 5 6
35. | think outlining and drafting are very helpful. 1 2 3 4 5 6
36. | think after finishing writing, revising is necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 6
37. 1 mainly revise the content of my essay. 1 2 3 4 5 6
38. I mainly revise the organization of my essay. 1 2 3 4 5 6
39. | mainly revise the grammar, vocabulary, and spelling of my essays. 1 2 3 |4 |5 6
40. When revising, | check if my viewpoints are convincing enough. 1 2 3 4 5 6
41. When revising, | check if the meaning of the sentences and the whole essay are clear 1 2 3 4 5 6
enough.

42. When revising, | check if my examples are specific enough. 1 2 3 4 5 6
43. When revising, | check if my language is concise enough. 1 2 3 |4 |5 6
44. 1 think | am able to monitor the whole process of my writing effectively. 1 2 3 |4 |5 6
45. To improve my writing, | think the key is to improve my grammar. 1 2 3 4 5 6
46. To improve my writing, | think the key is to memorize more vocabulary. 1 2 3 4 5 6
47. To improve my writing, | think the key is to read more English essays (including model 1 2 3 4 5 6
essays).

48. To improve my writing, | think the key is to write as many English essays as possible. 1 2 3 |4 |5 6
49. Previously, | knew very little about the English writing knowledge mentioned in this 1 2 3 4 5 6
survey.

50. | think the English writing knowledge mentioned in this survey is very helpful. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Appendix E: Yazma Hakkinda Ustbilissel Bilgi Anketi (Turkish Version)

Ogrencinin;
Adi-Soyadi:
Cinsiyeti:
Yasi:
Boliimii:

1. Yaklasik___ yildir ingilizce egitimi almaktayim.
2. Smmf arkadaslarimla kendimi kiyasladigimda, Ingilizce dilinde yazma yeterliligim:

a.¢ok diisiik b. diusik c. ortalamanimn altinda d. ortalamanin e. yiksek f. ¢ok yiiksek
iistlinde

3. lingilizce yazma becerimi gelistirmek i¢in motivasyonum:

a.¢ok diisiik b.  disik c. ortalamanin altinda d. ortalamanin e. yiksek f.  cok yiiksek
iistiinde
4. Ingilizce yazma becerimi gelistirmek icin haftada ortalama olarak tahminen ___ saat pratik yapiyorum.

5. Bir haftada ortalama olarak tahminen___ saat Ingilizce makale ve kitap okumaya ayiriyorum.
Yonergeler:

Bu anket Ingilizce’yi Yabanci Dil olarak grenenler igin hazirlanmistir. Bu envanterde —
Ingilizce yazma becerinize iliskin ifadeler okuyacaksiniz. Her ifadenin sizin i¢in ne 5 35”
kadar dogru ya da gegerli oldugunu, derecelendirmeye bakarak, 1,2, 3,4, 5, 6’ dan birini | >% 'g 5 = 2
A . Do g )
yaziniz. Verilen ifadenin, nasil yapmaniz gerektigi ya da baskalarinin neler yaptig1 degil, '2 e | o o0 X
sadece sizin yaptiklarinizi ne kadar tasvir ettigini isaretleyiniz. Maddeler tizerinde ¢ok g B ED Eo 'E '2
fazla diisiinmeyiniz. Maddeleri yapabildiginiz kadar hizli sekilde, cok zaman 5 Z| 8|8 = g
harcamadan ve dikkatlice igaretleyip bir sonraki maddeye gec¢iniz. Anketi = = 5 5|3 3
cevaplandirmak yaklasik 15-20 dk. alir. 2 5| 8| 8| 8| 5
Katiliminiz igin tesekkiirler. T %’: (HD "f C‘I‘J (HD T
— O AN on < Ve O
Boliim I - Ogrencilerin yazar olarak kendini tamma diizeyleri, ya da kisi degiskenleri
1. Ingilizce yaz1 yazmaya cok ilgim var. 1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Ingilizce yazi yazmayi ¢ok zorlayici bulurum. 1 2 3 4 5 6
3. Ingilizce yazi yazmayr 6grenmedeki amacim Ingilizce smavlarimi gegmektir. 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. Ingilizce yazi yazma yeterligimin oldukga farkindayim. 1 2 3 |4 |5 6
5. Ingilizce yazi yazma konusunda ne kadar bilgi sahibi oldugumun oldukga farkindayim. 1 2 3 4 5 6
6. Ingilizce yazi yazma hakkinda ¢ok sey biliyorum. 1 2 3 4 5 6
7. Ingilizce tartisma yazilarin1 (argumentative essay) degerlendirmek icin kullanilan bazi 1 2 3 4 5 6

puanlama ydnergelerinden (grading rubrics) haberdarim.

8. Yazarken cesitli yazma tekniklerini kullanabilirim. (6r: es anlamli sézciiklerin ve gegis 1 2 3 4 5 6
kelimelerinin kullanimr)

9. Yazarken uygun yazma stratejilerini kullanabilirim. (6r: anahat belirleme ‘outlining’ ve | 1 2 3 4 5 6
taslak olusturma ‘drafting’)

10. Yazmaya baslamadan once, yazma siirecinde karsilasabilecegim problemleri 1 2 3 4 5 6
ongorebilirim.

11. Ingilizce yaz1 yazma konusunda giiclii yanlarimin oldukga farkindayim. 1 2 3 |4 |5 6
12. Ingilizce yaz1 yazma konusunda zayif yanlarimin oldukga farkindayim. 1 2 3 |4 |5 6

Boliim II - S6z konusu bilissel 6devin yapis1 hakkinda bilgi veya 6dev degiskenleri

13. Bana gore bir yazma ddevinin gerekliliklerini anlamak ¢cok dnemlidir.

14. Benim i¢in bir yazma &devinin gerekliliklerini anlamak kolaydir.

15. Yazim hedeflerimi genellikle yazma &devimin gerekleri dogrultusunda belirlerim.
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16. Yazinin tiirline (tartigma ‘argumentative’ , neden sonug ‘cause-effect’, siireg
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process’) uygun olarak yazarim.

17. Bir yazma 6devini tamamlamak icin Ingilizce soylem kurallarmna (i.e. , thesis 1 2 3 |4 |5 6
statement ‘tez climlesi, topic sentences ‘konu ciimlesi’, coherence ‘tutarlik, biitiinliik’,

transitional words ‘gecis sdzciikleri’) dair bilgilerimi kullanirim.

18. Okurlarima ve onlarla olan iletisimime dair gii¢lii bir farkindaligim 1 2 3 4 5 6
var.

19. Bir yazinin igerigini gelistirmem gerektigini biliyorum. 1 2 3 4 5 6
20. Fikirlerimi organize etmem gerektigini biliyorum. 1 2 3 4 5 6
21. Bir yazma &devini yerine getirirken fikir iiretmekte zorluk yasarim. 1 2 3 4 5 6
22. Bir yazma ddevini yerine getirirken fikirlerimi destekleyecek drnekler bulmada sorun 1 2 3 4 5 6
yasarim.

23. Bir yazma 6devini yerine getirirken zorluk yasadigim alanlar dilbilgisi, kelime bilgisi 1 2 3 4 5 6
ve yazim kurallaridir.

24. Bir yazma 6devini yerine getirirken karsilastigim zorluk yazma stratejilerinden yoksun | 1 2 3 4 5 6
olmamdir.

Boliim III - Bilissel hedefleri gerceklestirmek i¢in gerekli olan uygun yazma stratejileri bilgisi ya da strateji degiskenleri
25. Genellikle fikirlerimi Tiirkge iiretip Ingilizceye geviririm. 1 2 3 4 5 6
26. ingilizce yaz1 yazarken genellikle Ingilizce diisiiniiriim. 1 2 3 4 5 6
27. Yazma siirecinde karsilastigim problemleri uygun diizeltici/iyilestirici stratejiler 1 2 3 4 5 6
kullanarak ¢ozerim.

28. Tartigma yazis1 (argumentative essay) yazarken, konuyu her iki agidan da ele alirim. 1 2 3 4 5 6
29. Yazma siirecim genellikle sdyledir: verilen yazma konusunu analiz etme, fikir iretme, | 1 2 3 4 5 6
planlama, ana hat olusturma, taslak hazirlama ve gézden gegirme-diizeltme.

30. Duruma gore, yazimi gézden gecirmek i¢in bir dnceki maddede belirtilen yazma 1 2 3 4 5 6
asamalarindan bir ya da daha fazlasini tekrar ederim.

31. Yazarken, yazimin igerik geligsimine daha ¢ok 6nem veririm. 1 2 3 4 5 6
32. Yazarken, yazimin organizasyonuna (tez ciimlesi ve konu ciimleleri yazma, giris, 1 2 3 4 5 6
gelisme ve sonug paragraflari yazma, uyum, tutarlik, bagla¢ kullanimi vs.) daha ¢ok énem

Vveririm.

33. Yazarken, daha ¢ok dilbilgisi, kelime bilgisi ve yazim kurallarina énem veririm. 1 2 3 4 5 6
34. Yazmaya baglamadan dnce planlamaya ¢ok dnem veririm. 1 2 3 4 5 6
35. Bana gore, anahat olusturma (outlining) ve taslak hazirlama (drafting) ¢ok faydalidir. 1 2 3 4 5 6
36. Bana gore, yazmayi bitirdikten sonra gbzden gegirmek gereklidir. 1 2 3 4 5 6
37. Agirlikli olarak yazimin igerigini gézden gegiririm. 1 2 3 4 5 6
38. Agirlikli olarak yazimin organizasyonunu gézden gegiririm. 1 2 3 4 5 6
39. Agirlikli olarak yazimda dilbilgisi, kelime bilgisi ve yazim kurallarint gézden 1 2 3 4 5 6
geciririm.

40. Gozden gecirme asamasinda, goriislerimin yeterince ikna edici olup olmadigini kontrol | 1 2 3 4 5 6
ederim.

41. Gozden gegirme asamasinda, climlelerimin anlaminin ve yazimimn tamaminin yeterince | 1 2 3 4 5 6
anlasilir olup olmadigini kontrol ederim.

42. Gozden gegirme asamasinda, drneklerimin yeterince konuya 6zgii olup olmadigini 1 2 3 4 5 6
kontrol ederim.

43. Gozden gegirme asamasinda, kullandigim dilin yeterince agik ve net olup olmadigini 1 2 3 4 5 6
kontrol ederim.

44. Bana gore, tiim yazma siirecimi etkili olarak gozlemleyebilirim. 1 2 3 4 5 6
45. Yazim gelistirmek i¢in, ¢dziimiin dilbilgisi yeterligimi gelistirmek oldugunu 1 2 3 |4 |5 6
diisiiniiyorum.

46. Yazim gelistirmek i¢in, ¢dzlimiin daha ¢ok kelime ezberlemek oldugunu 1 2 3 4 5 6
diisiiniiyorum.

47. Yazimu gelistirmek icin, ¢dziimiin daha cok Ingilizce yazi1 (6rnek yazilar da dahil 1 2 3 4 5 6
olmak iizere) okumak oldugunu diigiiniiyorum.

48. Yazimi gelistirmek icin, ¢dziimiin miimkiin oldugunca cok sayida Ingilizce yazi 1 2 3 4 5 6
yazmak oldugunu disiiniiyorum.

49. Daha énce, bu aragtirmada belirtilen Ingilizce yazma bilgisine dair ok az sey 1 2 3 4 5 6
biliyordum.

50. Bu aragtirmada belirtilen Ingilizce yazma bilgisinin cok faydali oldugunu 1 2 3 4 5 6
diisiinliyorum.




Appendix F: Metacognitive Strategies of Writing Survey (MSWS) (English Version)

Instructions:
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(5]
This survey is designed for learners of English as a foreign language. You are going to E E °E’
read statements about your writing skills. Please describe each of these statementsona | o | © | 2 | S “E’ g
scale going from 1. 'Never true of me', 2. 'Usually not true of me', 3."Somewhat not true of E § =185 |%
me' 4. 'Somewhat true of me', 5. 'Usually true of me', 6. 'Always true of me'. Your g b 2 b= o Y
descriptions should be based on what you do while writing not on how you should do or | 3 2 E g__‘B' s | 5
what others do. Please do not think too much about the statements. Give your | £ | = | 2 = 2
descriptions as quickly as possible, without spending too much time and carefully. This % S| g E s g
survey takes around 15-20 minutes to finish. z|3|8|3|3|2%
Thank you for attending. LA I (A 1 T TGO
Section | - Planning
1. Before writing, | pay attention to the genre (i.e. , argumentative, cause-effect, compare- 1 2 3 4 5 6
contrast, process) of a writing task.
2. Before writing, | pay attention to the purpose (i.e. , to express opinion, to inform, etc.) of 1 2 3 4 5 6
a writing task.
3. Before writing, | pay attention to the audience (i.e. , my instructor or advisor, my 1 2 3 |4 5 6
classmates, general public...etc.) of a writing task.
4. Before writing, | pay attention to specific parts of the language (i.e. , the wording and 1 2 3 |4 5 6
grammar) of a writing task.
5. Before writing, | set up my goals based on the requirement of a writing task. 1 2 3 |4 5 6
6. Before writing, | make plans for achieving my goals. 1 2 3 4 5 6
7. Before writing, | consciously recall the model essays related to the writing prompt 1 2 3 4 5 6
8. Before writing, | consciously recall the template pertaining to the writing prompt. 1 2 3 |4 5 6
9. Before writing, | seldom recall the knowledge pertaining to the writing prompt. 1 2 3 4 5 6
10. Before writing, | seldom recall the contexts pertaining to the writing prompt. 1 2 3 4 5 6
11. Before writing, | consciously recall the words and sentences relevant to the writing 1 2 3 4 5 6
prompt.
12. Before writing, | consciously generate new ideas for writing. 1 2 3 4 5 6
13. Before writing, | seldom make plans for organizing and arranging the content of my 1 2 3 4 5 6
essay.
14. Before writing an argumentative essay, | first decide upon the thesis statement of the 1 2 3 4 5 6
essay.
15. Before writing, | seldom consider my thesis statement from both sides of an argument 1 2 3 4 5 6
(critical thinking).
16. Before writing, | outline the topic sentence of each paragraph. 1 2 3 4 5 6
17. Before writing, | come up with examples to support each one of my viewpoints. 1 2 3 |4 5 6
Section Il - Monitoring
18. When writing, | check to see if my essay meets the requirements of the writing task. 1 2 3 4 5 6
19. When writing, | monitor my awareness of the audience. 1 2 3 |4 5 6
20. When writing, | check to see if the content of my essay is relevant to the topic. 1 2 3 4 5 6
21. When writing, | seldom check to see if the organization of my essay is logical. 1 2 3 4 5 6
22. When writing, | seldom check to see if the language of my essay is clear enough. 1 2 3 4 5 6
23. When writing, | check to see if my word usage is accurate enough. 1 2 3 |4 5 6
24. When writing, | check to see if my grammar is correct. 1 2 3 4 5 6
25. When writing, | seldom check to see if my sentence structures vary a lot. 1 2 3 4 5 6
26. When writing, | seldom adjust my writing plan. 1 2 3 4 5 6
27. When writing, | try to identify my problems and my deficits during the process of 1 2 3 4 5 6
writing.
28. When writing, | seldom check to see if my writing strategies are effective enough. 1 2 3 4 5 6
29. When writing, | seldom think about what writing strategies | should employ. 1 2 3 4 5 6
30. When writing, | seldom think about when or where to employ writing strategies. 1 2 3 4 5 6




Section 111 - Evaluating
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31. After finishing writing, | seldom self-evaluate the content of my essay to see if any
addition or deletion is needed.

32. After finishing writing, | mainly focus on self-evaluating the accuracy of my grammar.

33. After finishing writing, | self-evaluate my use of words to see if they vary a lot.

34. After finishing writing, | seldom self-evaluate the organization of my essay to see if it is
clear enough.

35. After finishing writing, | self-evaluate my essay holistically to see if it achieves the goals
of the writing task.

36. Based on the results of self-evaluation, I repeat the recursive composing process of
“compose and revise, revise and compose”.

37. Previously, | knew very little about the English writing strategies mentioned in this
survey.

38. | think the English writing strategies mentioned in this survey is very helpful.




Appendix G: Yazma Hakkinda Ustbilissel Stratejiler Anketi (Turkish Version)

Yonergeler:
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Bu anket Ingilizceyi Yabanci Dil olarak 6grenenler i¢in hazirlanmistir. Bu envanterde

Ingilizce yazma becerinize iliskin ifadeler okuyacaksiniz. Her ifadenin sizin igin ne i)

kadar dogru ya da gegerli oldugunu, derecelendirmeye bakarak, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6* dan Eo 3 | =

birini yazimiz. Verilen ifadenin, nasil yapmaniz gerektigi ya da bagkalarmin neler yaptigt | -3 )OED %ﬁ );E‘D ED

degil, sadece sizin yaptiklarinizi ne kadar tasvir ettigini isaretleyiniz. Maddeler {lizerinde g S 5 g | S 3

cok fazla diisiinmeyiniz. Maddeleri yapabildiginiz kadar hizli sekilde, ¢ok zaman g o = U = U I g

harcamadan ve dikkatlice isaretleyip bir sonraki maddeye geginiz. Anketi ; ;E "2 2 é £

cevaplandirmak yaklasik 15-20 dakika. alir. Katiliminiz i¢in tesekkiirler. S % § § % g
Tzl O | m|m| O | I
T { A T T B
— O N o < wv ©

Béliim I - Planlama

1. Yazmaya baslamadan 6nce, verilen yazma 6devinin yazi tiirline (tartigma 1 2 3 4 5 6

‘argumentative’ , neden sonug ‘cause-effect’, siire¢ ¢ process’) dikkat ederim.

2. Yazmaya baglamadan once, verilen yazma 6devinin amacina (fikir belirtmek, bilgi 1 2 3 4 5 6

vermek vs.) dikkat ederim.

3. Yazmaya baglamadan once, yazma 6devinin okuyucu kitlesine (6gretmenim, 1 2 3 4 5 6

danigmanim, arkadaglarim, genel halk vs.) dikkat ederim.

4. Yazmaya baslamadan 6nce, yazma ddevinin dilinin belirli yapilarina (ifade tarzi, ciimle | 1 2 3 4 5 6

yapisi, dilbilgisi) dikkat ederim.

5. Yazmaya baslamadan dnce, yazma ddevinin gerekliklerine bagli olarak hedeflerimi 1 2 3 4 5 6

belirlerim.

6. Yazmaya baglamadan Once, hedeflerimi gergeklestirebilmek i¢in plan yaparim. 1 2 3 4 5 6

7. Yazmaya baglamadan once, verilen 6devle ilgili 6rnek yazilar1 bilingli bir sekilde 1 2 3 4 5 6

aklima getiririm.

8. Yazmaya baslamadan once, verilen 6devin konusuna 6zgii sablonu bilingli bir sekilde 1 2 3 4 5 6

hatirlarim.

9. Yazmaya baglamadan Once, verilen 6devin konusuna 6zgii bilgiyi nadiren hatirlarim. 1 2 3 4 5 6

10. Yazmaya baslamadan dnce, verilen édevin konusuna 6zgii baglamlari/durumlari 1 2 3 4 5 6

nadiren hatirlarim.

11. Yazmaya baslamadan dnce, yazma 6devinin konusuyla ilgili sdzciikleri ve ciimleleri 1 2 3 4 5 6

bilingli bir sekilde hatirlarim.

12. Yazmaya baglamadan 6nce, bilingli bir sekilde yeni fikirler {iretirim. 1 2 3 4 5 6

13. Yazmaya baslamadan 6nce, yazimin igerigini organize etmek ve diizenlemek i¢in 1 2 3 4 5 6

nadiren plan yaparim.

14. “Tartisma yazis1 (argumentative essay) yazmadan once, ilk olarak yazimin tez 1 2 3 4 5 6

climlesine (thesis statement) karar veririm.

15. Yazmaya baslamadan once, tez ciimlemdeki argiiman iki tarafli olarak nadiren 1 2 3 |4 |5 6

disiinliriim (elestirel diisiinme).

16. Yazmadan once, her bir paragrafin konu climlesini (topic sentences) ana hatlarryla 1 2 3 4 5 6

belirlerim.

17. Yazmadan 6nce, her bir goriisiimii destekleyecek 6rnekler bulurum. 1 2 3 4 5 6

Béliim II - izleme

18. Yazarken, yazimin &devin gerekliliklerini yerine getirip getirmedigini kontrol ederim. 1 2 3 4 5 6

19. Yazarken, okuyucu kitleme dair farkindaligimi denetlerim. 1 2 3 4 5 6

20. Yazarken, yazimin igeriginin konuyla ilgili olup olmadigini kontrol ederim. 1 2 3 4 5 6

21. Yazarken, yazimin organizasyonunun mantikli olup olmadigini nadiren kontrol 1 2 3 |4 |5 6

ederim.

22. Yazarken, yazimda kullandigim dilin yeterine anlasilir olup olmadigini nadiren kontrol | 1 2 3 4 5 6

ederim.

23. Yazarken, sozciik kullanimimin yeterince dogru olup olmadigini kontrol ederim. 1 2 3 4 5 6

24. Yazarken, dilbilgisi kullanimimin doru olup olmadigini kontrol ederim. 1 2 3 4 5 6




190

25. Yazarken, kullandigim ciimle yapilarinin ¢ok gesitlilik gosterip gostermedigini nadiren 2 3 4 5 6
kontrol ederim.

26. Yazarken, nadiren yazma planima uygun hareket ederim. 2 3 4 5 6
27. Yazarken, yazma siirecimdeki kusur ve eksiklerimi tespit etmeye caligirim. 2 3 4 5 6
28. Yazarken, yazma stratejilerimin yeterince etkili olup olmadigini nadiren kontrol 2 3 4 5 6
ederim.

29. Yazarken, hangi yazma stratejilerini kullanmam gerektigiyle ilgili nadiren diistiniiriim. 2 3 4 5 6
30. Yazarken, yazma stratejilerini ne zaman ve nerede kullanacagimi padiren diisiiniiriim. 2 3 4 5 6
Boliim ITI - Oz-degerlendirme

31. Yazmay bitirdikten sonra, herhangi bir ekleme ya da ¢ikarmanin gerekli olup 2 3 4 5 6
olmadigini anlamak i¢in yazimin igerigini kendim nadiren degerlendiririm.

32. Yazmay bitirdikten sonra, agirlikli olarak dilbilgisi yapilarimin dogrulugunu 2 3 4 5 6
degerlendirmeye odaklanirim.

33. Yazmay bitirdikten sonra, kullandigim kelimelerimin ¢ok ¢esitlilik gosterip 2 3 4 5 6
gostermedigini kendi kendime degerlendiririm.

34. Yazmay bitirdikten sonra, yazimin yeterince anlasilir olup olmadigini gérmek i¢in 2 3 4 5 6
organizasyonu kendim nadiren degerlendiririm.

35. Yazmay bitirdikten sonra, yazma 6devinin hedeflerini yerine getirip getirmedigini 2 3 4 5 6
goérmek i¢in yazimi bir biitiin olarak kendim degerlendiririm.

36. Oz-degerlendirme sonuglarina bagl olarak, tekrar eden yazma siirecini “yazma ve 2 3 4 5 6
gbzden gecirme, gbzden gecgirme ve yazma” seklinde tekrarlarim.

37. Onceden, bu arastirmada bahsedilen Ingilizce yazma stratejileri hakkinda cok az sey 2 3 4 5 6
biliyordum.

38. Bu caligmada belirtilen yazma stratejilerinin ¢ok faydali oldugunu diigiinityorum. 2 3 4 5 6
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Appendix H: Retrospective Interview Questions (English Version)

Set A: Metacognitive Knowledge about Writing

Self-Knowledge as a Writer

1. Have you ever had an experience that you felt successful as a writer? Describe this experience in as much detail
as possible. What were the task, the assignment, and the circumstance? What factors helped you to become a
successful writer?

2. Have you ever had an experience that you felt unsuccessful as a writer? Describe this experience in as much
detail as possible. What were the task, the assignment, and the circumstance? What factors caused you to become
an unsuccessful writer?

3. What are your strengths and weaknesses as a writer? What experiences have led you to believe that you have
these strengths and weaknesses?

Metacognitive Awareness of Writing Tasks

4. How would you decide the goals of a writing task?

5. In your opinion, in general, what makes good writing?

6. How would you decide if your writing is effective or not?

Metacognitive Awareness of Strategies

7. How do you usually go about completing a writing task?

8. When you are writing, what are the types of difficulties that you encounter?
9. What do you do when you have trouble writing?

Set B: Metacognitive Strategies of Writing

1. Could you describe in general the whole process that you took to write an argumentative essay from beginning to
end?

2. What did you do in your outline? And, what kind of things did you plan?
3. How did you develop your thesis statement and specific details for your essay?
4. Did you encounter any difficulties when you were writing an argumentative essay? What were they?

5. Did you do anything to monitor your writing? Or did you do anything to make sure that your vocabulary was
right, or did you do anything to make sure that you were on topic, that you were holding to the thesis? How?

6. What did you do after you wrote the whole argumentative essay?
7. How did you evaluate your own essay? Are you happy with your writing?

If yes, what made you happy about your writing?
If no, what are the causes of your failure?
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Appendix I: Geriye Doniik Roportaj Sorular: (Turkish Version)

Béliim I: Yazma Hakkinda Ustbilissel Bilgi

Yazar Olarak Kendini Tanima

1.

Bir yazar olarak kendinizi basarili hissettiginiz bir deneyiminiz oldu mu? Bu deneyimi miimkiin oldugunca
detayli bir sekilde tarif ediniz. Gorev, 6dev ve durum neydi? Sizce, basarili olmanizi saglayan faktorler nelerdi?

Bir yazar olarak kendinizi basarisiz hissettiginiz bir deneyiminiz oldu mu? Bu deneyimi miimkiin oldugunca
detayl1 bir sekilde tarif ediniz. Gorev, 6dev ve durum neydi? Sizce, basarisiz olmaniza sebep olan faktdrler
nelerdi?

Bir yazar olarak gii¢lii ve zayif yonleriniz nelerdir? Size bu zayif ve giiglii yonlere sahip oldugunuzu diisiindiiren
deneyimler nelerdir?

Yazma Odevlerinin Ustbilissel Farkindahg

4,

5.

6.

Bir yazma 6devinin hedeflerine nasil karar verirsiniz?
Size gore, bir yaziy1 iyi yapan etmenler genel olarak nelerdir?

Yazinizin etkili olup olmadigina nasil karar veririsiniz?

Yazma Stratejilerinin Ustbilissel Farkindahg

7.

8.

9.

Bir yazma ddevini yerine getirme siirecini genellikle nasil ele alirsiniz?
Yazarken karsilastiginiz zorluklarin tiirleri nelerdir?

Yazmada sorun yasadiginizda ne yaparsiniz?

Boéliim I1: Yazma Hakkinda Ustbilissel Stratejiler

1.

Tartisma yazisi (argumentative essay) yazmak icin gegirdiginiz tiim siireci bastan sona genel olarak tarif eder
misiniz?

Ana hat olusturma asamasinda ne yaptiniz? Ne tiir seyleri planladiniz?
Yaziniz i¢in tez ciimlenizi ve belirli detaylar1 nasil gelistirdiniz?

Tartigma yazis1 yazarken herhangi bir zorlukla karsilagtiniz mi1? Karsilastiysaniz bunlar nelerdi?

. Yazma siirecinizi izlemek igin herhangi bir sey yaptiniz m1? Kelime tercihlerinizin, gramer yapilarimizin dogru

oldugundan ya da konuya ve tez climlenize bagl kaldiginizdan emin olmak i¢in higbir sey yaptiniz mi1? Nasil?
Tartigma yazinizin tamamini yazdiktan sonra ne yaptiniz?

Kendi yazinizi nasil degerlendirdiniz? Yazinizdan memnun musunuz?

Evet ise, yazimizin sizi memnun eden yonleri nelerdir?
Degilseniz, basarisizliginiza neler sebep oldu?



Appendix J: Writing Assessment Rubric

ARGUMENTATIVE ESSAY RUBRIC
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Hook 1. Catch the attention of the reader via quotation /question/fact /1
/surprising statistics / background information about the topic.
Introduction
Construct an 2. Explain the controversial issue. /1
introduction
Thesis statement 3. Write a thesis statement mentioning the opposite point of view and /1
giving your argument.
1st Body 1. Start the paragraph with a counter argument. /1
Paragraph
2. Rebut the counter argument. /1
3. Provide own ideas and support these ideas with solid reasons and 1
evidence.
5
= 2nd Body 1. Start the paragraph with a counter argument. /1
é Paragraph
<z( Body Paragraphs 2. Rebut the counter argument. /1
)
Dof 3. Provide own ideas and support these ideas with solid reasons and /1
evidence.
3rd Body 1. Start the paragraph with a counter argument. /1
Paragraph
2. Rebut the counter argument. /1
3. Provide own ideas and support these ideas with solid reasons and /1
evidence.
1. Paraphrase the thesis statement. 1
Conclusion 2. Summarize opposing views, remind the reader the main points. n
3. Leave the reader with the final thoughts on the topic. /1
1
w 1. Use certain expressions and transition signals of contrast to introduce opposing points of view.
92
> W
o
=i 72
=) 5 2. Provide consistency and unity (0: fails to communicate any messages/ 1: presents information but not
O arranged coherently/2: logically organized information or ideas.)
1. Use grammar correctly. (0: no correct sentence forms at all. / 1: a very limited range of structures with 13
frequent errors. / 2: good grammar with few errors. / 3: a wide range of structures with minor errors.)
2. Use vocabulary correctly. (0: only a limited range of words which are used repetitively or 2
a3 inappropriately / 1: adequate range of vocabulary. / 2: a wide range of vocabulary used fluently and
= precisely.)
T
8 3. Use spelling, punctuation and capitalisation correctly. (0: a great number of spelling, punctuation and 2
s capitalisation mistakes / 1: several number of spelling, punctuation and capitalisation mistakes/ 2: no or
a few number of spelling, punctuation and capitalisation mistakes.)
TOTAL /25
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Appendix K: An Examplary Interview Transcript (HPS-30)

Set A: Metacognitive Knowledge about Writing

Self-Knowledge as a Writer

1.

Have you ever had an experience that you felt successful as a writer? Describe this experience in as much detail
as possible. What were the task, the assignment, and the circumstance? What factors helped you to become a
successful writer?

There is no assignment that | think as successful. I think I'm still writing like an Al-level student. Regarding
writing, | do not find myself successful. | just remember my writing in which | wrote my memoirs in A2-level. It
was good, | was able to express myself. | didn't have to come up with ideas. | just told what happened. Frankly,
I'm not very good at generating ideas. I'm good at grammar and | think my grammar knowledge brought me to
the B2 level.

Have you ever had an experience that you felt unsuccessful as a writer? Describe this experience in as much
detail as possible. What were the task, the assignment, and the circumstance? What factors caused you to become
an unsuccessful writer?

I can not remember any. I'm really bad at generating ideas. Especially when I am not given a few topic or
options, | have great difficulty.

What are your strengths and weaknesses as a writer? What experiences have led you to believe that you have
these strengths and weaknesses?

I'm good at grammar. | am good at using transition signals. I'm bad at generating ideas, but fortunately, my
scores are not that bad. My body paragraphs are always short since | cannot produce enough ideas. The models
we read at school are quite long. | do not consider myself sufficient in terms of word usage. My lexical
knowledge is Al level.

Metacognitive Awareness of Writing Tasks

4,

How would you decide the goals of a writing task?

If my department was International Relations or else, maybe I could have goals for future, but my department is
Industrial Engineering. Therefore, I have no other goal than making good grades and satisfying my teachers’
expectations. The teacher is important. The more perfectionist the teachers is, the more we strive to write better.

In your opinion, in general, what makes good writing?
Conveying ideas successfully and having no grammar mistakes.

How would you decide if your writing is effective or not?
I never thought my writing as effective. I'm not sure of myself. | think that's a good thing. If | think | am so good,
my magrin of error will be high.

Metacognitive Awareness of Strategies

7.

How do you usually go about completing a writing task?

I think about what | can write here. | decide on my three main points before writing. | take small notes on the
assignment sheet. | can't do anything if | start writing before | find these three ideas. I'm trying to take these
notes in English. | usually rely on the first ideas | have found, but if | can't develop them or support them with
examples. | go back and try to generate ideas again. After | write two or three sentences, | pause to read them
because my sentences need to be compatible with each other. Also, if I write it all out at a sitting, it's unlikely to
fix the mistakes | have made, because there is always a shortage of time. If my sentences are not consistent with
each other, | do not try to correct my grammatical errors, but revise my ideas. Sometimes I change the sentence
structure. | don't read what I have written again as a whole. | usually don't have enough time for that. As | said, |
check what I have written in two or three sentences.



8.

When you are writing, what are the types of difficulties that you encounter?
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Generating ideas and use of vocabulary. It was also difficult for me to get used to writing essays while | was just
writing paragraphs. Writing in Turkish and writing in English are very different. When | write Turkish as a Turk,

I can find more ideas, improve my thoughts and writing. | have a lot to watch out for when | write in English.

What do you do when you have trouble writing?

I do not think so comprehensive. I do not encounter such big problems actually, so I don’t feel the need to find a

solution.

Set B: Metacognitive Strategies of Writing

1.

Could you describe in general the whole process that you took to write an argumentative essay from beginning to

end?

I found the three main points, and decided on my title. I also tried to give a counter-argument in the introductory

paragraph. I thought about what one can defend, what they can scratch on this issue. Then, | defended my
opinion.

. What did you do in your outline? And, what kind of things did you plan?

I only decided on my three main points.

How did you develop your thesis statement and specific details for your essay?
| paid attention to the arguments and counter-arguments.

Did you encounter any difficulties when you were writing an argumentative essay? What were they?
I had trouble with the time. | had doubts about my use of some grammatical patterns, such as noun clause /
adjective clause.

Did you do anything to monitor your writing? Or did you do anything to make sure that your vocabulary was
right, or did you do anything to make sure that you were on topic, that you were holding to the thesis? How?
I didn't. I wrote and submitted. I didn't have time to read the entire essay anyway.

. What did you do after you wrote the whole argumentative essay?

I just submitted it.

How did you evaluate your own essay? Are you happy with your writing?
I don't know. | never thought about it. It may sound a little lazy, but after writing and submitting, | never think
about what I have written.

If yes, what made you happy about your writing?
If no, what are the causes of your failure?
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Appendix L: Ornek Roportaj Dokiimii (HPS-30)

Béliim I: Yazma Hakkinda Ustbilissel Bilgi

Yazar Olarak Kendini Tanima

1.

Bir yazar olarak kendinizi basarili hissettiginiz bir deneyiminiz oldu mu? Bu deneyimi miimkiin oldugunca
detayli bir sekilde tarif ediniz. Gorev, 6dev ve durum neydi? Sizce, basarili olmanizi saglayan faktorler nelerdi?
Basarily oldugunu diisiindiigiim bir odev yok. Hala Al dgrencisi gibi yazdigimi diisiiyorum. Kendimi bagarili
gormiiyorum yazma anlaminda. Sadece A2 de anilarumi yazdigim bir yazumi hatirlryorum. O iyiydi, kendimi ifade
edebilmistim. Fikir tiretmem gerekmiyordu, sadece basimdan gegenleri anlattim. A¢ik¢asi fikir iiretmede ¢ok iyi
degilim. Gramer de iyiyim ve beni B2 ye gramer bilgimin getirdigini diisiiniiyorum.

. Bir yazar olarak kendinizi basarisiz hissettiginiz bir deneyiminiz oldu mu? Bu deneyimi miimkiin oldugunca

detayli bir sekilde tarif ediniz. Gorev, 6dev ve durum neydi? Sizce, basarisiz olmaniza sebep olan faktorler
nelerdi?

Diistinemiyorum, fikir iiretmekte gercekten kotiiyiim. Hele birka¢ konu ya da secenek verilmediginde daha
zorlaniyordum.

Bir yazar olarak gii¢lii ve zayif yonleriniz nelerdir? Size bu zayif ve giiglii yonlere sahip oldugunuzu diisiindiiren
deneyimler nelerdir?

Gramerde iyiyim. Transition signal’ kullaniminda iyiyim. Fikir iiretmede kétiiyiim; ama buna ragmen neyse ki
notlarim ¢ok kotii gelmiyor. Cok fikir iiretemedigim icin gelisme paragraflarum hep kisa oluyor. Okulda
okudugumuz ornekler epey uzun. Kelime kullanimi anlaminda da kendimi yeterli gérmiiyorum. Kelime bilgim Al
seviyesinde.

Yazma Odevlerinin Ustbilissel Farkindahg

4,

Bir yazma 6devinin hedeflerine nasil karar verirsiniz?
Béliimiin ‘Uluslararast iliskiler” vs. olsaydi belki gelecege yonelik hedeflerim olabildi. Ama boliimiim Endiistri

Miihendisligi. O yiizden burada iyi not almaktan ve hocami memnun etmekten baska bir hedefim yok. Ogretmen
de onemli. Daha miikemmeliyet¢i hocalar okuyacagi zaman daha ¢ok ¢abaliyoruz iyi yazmak igin.

Size gore, bir yaziy1 iyi yapan etmenler genel olarak nelerdir?
Kendi fikirlerini giizel aktarabilmesi. Gramer hatasi olmamasi.

Yazinizin etkili olup olmadigina nasil karar veririsiniz?
Hicbir zaman yazilarimin etkili oldugunu diisiinmedim. Kendimden emin olamiyorum. Bence, bu iyi bir sey. Cok
iyi oldugunu diisiiniirsem, yanilgt payimin yiiksek olacagini diisiiniiyorum.

Yazma Stratejilerinin Ustbilissel Farkindahig

7.

Bir yazma 6devini yerine getirme siirecini genellikle nasil ele alirsiniz?

Burada ne yazabilirim, onlar diisiintiyorum. 3 main pointi yazmadan belirliyorum. Odev kagidinin iistiine kiigiik
notlar aliyyorum. Bu ii¢ fikri yazmaya baslamadan énce belirlemedigimde hicbir sey yapamiyorum zaten yazma
sirasinda. Bu notlart Ingilizce almaya c¢alisiyorum. Genelde bagl kalyorum ilk buldugum fikirlere ama
gelistiremezsem, érnek vs bunlarla destekleyemezsem geri doniip tekrar yeni bir fikir bulmaya ¢alistyorum. Iki ii¢
ciimle yazdiktan sonra, onlari kontrol etmek icin ara veriyorum; ciinkii ciimlelerimin birbirleriyle uyumlu
olmalar: gerekiyor. Birden yazarsam, yaptigim hatalar: diizeltebilmem pek miimkiin olmuyor. Ciinkii hep bir
zaman sitkintist var. Ciimlelerim birbiriyle tutarli degilse gramer hatasi olarak degil de fikir olarak degisiklik
yapiyorum. Bazen ciimle yapisini degistiriyorum. Yazdiklarim tekrar bir biitiin olarak okumuyorum agik¢asi.
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Yeterince siirem kalmiyor. Zaten yazarken iki ii¢ ciimlede bir kontrol ediyorum dedigim gibi. Bir de yazip
bitirmisim sonugta neden kontrol edeyim diye diistiniiyorum.

Yazarken karsilagtiginiz zorluklarimn tiirleri nelerdir?
Fikir iiretmek, kelime kullanimi, sadece bir paragraf yazarken essaye alismak da zor oldu benim igin. Tiirkce ve

Ingilizce yazmak cok farkli. Bir Tiirk olarak Tiirkge yazdigimda daha fazla fikir bulabiliyorum, diisiincelerimi ve
yazimi gelistirebiliyorum. Ingilizce yazarken dikkat etmem gereken cok sey var.

. Yazmada sorun yasadiginizda ne yaparsiniz?

Oyle aman aman kapsaml diigimmedigim icin off-topic vs olma gibi ¢ok biiyiik bir sorunla karsilasmadim
actkcast. Oyle bir ¢oziim bulma gereksinimi duymadim.

Boliim IT: Yazma Hakkinda Ustbilissel Stratejiler

1.

Tartigma yazisi (argumentative essay) yazmak i¢in gecirdiginiz tiim siireci bastan sona genel olarak tarif eder
misiniz?

U¢ ‘main point’i (ana nokta) buldum, bashigim: belirledim. Introduction da counter-argument vermeye calistim.
Neleri savunabilirler, nelere kagsi ¢ikabilirler bunlar: diisiindiim. Once kendi goriisiimii savundum.

Ana hat olusturma asamasinda ne yaptiniz? Ne tiir seyleri planladiniz?
Sadece 3 main pointi belirledim.

Yazmiz i¢in tez climlenizi ve belirli detaylar1 nasil gelistirdiniz?
Karsithk olmasina énem verdim.

Tartigma yazis1 yazarken herhangi bir zorlukla karsilastiniz mi1? Karsilastiysaniz bunlar nelerdi?
Siireyle ilgili stkintim oldu. Bazi gramer kaliplarimin kullamimuyla ilgili siiphem oldu, noun clause/ adjective

clause gibi.

Yazma siirecinizi gézlemlemek i¢in herhangi bir sey yaptiniz mi1? Kelime tercihlerinizin, gramer yapilariizin
dogru oldugundan ya da konuya ve tez climlenize bagl kaldiginizdan emin olmak i¢in hi¢bir sey yaptiniz nmi?
Nasil?

Yapmadim, yazdim ve teslim ettim. Zaten tamamini okumak igin vaktim de kalmamugti.

Tartigma yazinizin tamamini yazdiktan sonra ne yaptiniz?
Teslim ettim hemen.

Kendi yazinizi nasil degerlendirdiniz? Yazimizdan memnun musunuz?
Bilmiyorum, hi¢ diisiinmedim. Kulaga biraz tembelce gelebilir, ama yazip verdikten sonra yazdiklarumn iizerinde

hi¢ diigiinmiiyorum.

Evet ise, neleri dogru yaptiginizi diisiiniiyorsunuz? Yazinizin sizi memnun eden yonleri nelerdir?
Degilseniz, basarisizliginiza neler sebep oldu?
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