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Abstract 

One of the most challenging aspects of foreign language learning is writing. Writing is the most demanding and 
complicated aspect of language system. Writing requires the collective effort of orthographic, graphomotor and 
other linguistic skills with the inclusion of semantics, syntax, spelling, and writing conventions without being 
restricted to the aforementioned skills. The Improvement of cognitive psychology, metacognition has drawn the 
focus of an increasing number of researchers’ and paved way for recent dimensions on EFL writing, particularly 
in the aspect of writing achievement. Due to the fact that the method possesses a highly-placed executive aptness 
which comprises of formulation, supervision, and assessment, this study attempts to investigate the influence of 
using metacognitive strategies on Jordanian EFL learners' writing performance. Forty four students were 
randomly selected from secondary school level to partake in experimental control of the study. The researcher 
made use of the intervention program based on CALLA model of teaching in classroom. The experimental group 
(EG) received metacognitive strategies-based writing instruction whereas the control group (CG) received only 
the routine writing instruction (Product Approach). After five weeks of instruction, both groups were post-tested 
and at the end of program which lasted for twelve weeks, the students carried out another post-test. Data were 
submitted to the independent Mann-Whitney U test followed by Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test analysis. The results 
showed that there was a positive effect in the experimental group's writing performance. The findings of this 
study have implications for pedagogy as well as for future research. 
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1. Introduction  

Writing well is really a big challenge for both native and non-native students (Muslim, 2014). However, writing 
in English has become an important skill in Arab countries though it is more complex for Arab students 
(Al-Bahrani, 2014). It is a foreign language for Arab students, which is quite different from their first language. 
Similarly, due to the fact that writing is an intricate and complex task, it is the most difficult of all skills abilities 
to acquire. However, using English to write among Arab students is challenging. They are more prone to 
committing errors (Muthanna, 2016; Mohammed & Rashid, 2017). Hence, Arab learners of English which 
include Jordanian encounter major problems in writing skills. This problem has been discussed by researchers 
such as (Salem, 2012). The major challenge towards effective writing among the Arab students and Jordanians in 
particular centers on lack of ideas in coherent and cohesive manner (Mugableh & Ibrahim, 2016; Bani-Khaled, 
2013). 

The task of emerging a skillful writer does not only depend on possessing the required knowledge and skills 
needed in the field, but also the metacognitive cognizance. Goh and Taib (2006) founded the term metacognition 
to depict the knowledge and awareness of the cognitive process, of cognitive strengths and shortcomings, and 
self-control that learners channel to a task. Since writing is such a complicated task, it takes into cognizant how a 
writer manages to encircle and handle all the tasks as an evidence of metacognitive and self-regulatory 
knowledge and strategies (Mohamed & Rashid, 2017a). Proficient writers use metacognitive awareness and 
knowledge during each phase of the writing process. Skillful writers have a well-grounded executive or control 
structure which examines and build the entire writing process whilst proficient writer access their writing 
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performance through mediation (Amani, 2014). By engaging in self-talk, one mediates his/her own thought 
process during the stages of writing. 

All writers take a run at writing processes with a little metacognitive knowledge. Studies by Gustilo (2013), Wei 
et al. (2012) have revealed that “all writers (L1 and L2) could be categorized as possessing a metacognitive 
knowledge which adds up to their cognitive type of writing process” and which later on has effects on the 
performance of the writers on the written tasks. Various studies (e.g., Bitchener et al., 2005) have discovered the 
relationship between the point to which students adopt metacognitive strategies and their writing performance. 
Ashman and Conway (2017) suggest that students require strategies, both cognitive and metacognitive, designed 
for them by a teacher as well as knowledge regarding the types of strategies available, the “circumstances 
surrounding the usage of these strategies are most helpful and a fundamental reason why one may desire to use 
them as one method which can aid the advancement of metacognitive knowledge” (p. 199). Another way is to 
give the students longer hours of constant mastering and awareness which alongside “perform a vital part in the 
building up of metacognitive knowledge and regulatory skills” (p. 201).  

A study by Shazia (2014) though finite in sample size, discovered a strong relationship between metacognitive 
reflection and achievement among Jordanian ESL students. In the study, students with huge progress attended 
more in subsequent reading, correction and accessment (i.e. in metacognitive processes) than students with low 
achievement. Downing et al. (2007) found out that the usage of reflective journals before and after the actual 
writing is “useful for stimulating and multiplying the students' awareness of proficiency in writing skills and is 
largely connected to writing performance” (p. 4). Further studies have portrayed the worth of reflective tasks in 
arousing students to meet the demands of writing for specific discourse communities (Hirvela, 1997). A 
substantial number of studies, reviewed by Lopera Medina (2012) reported huge impact in the specific use of the 
cognitive strategy taught in classrooms (e.g., Graham & Perin, 2007; Garner & Hare, 2006; Powell & Kalina, 
2009). Overall, these studies support Zumbrunn et al. (2011) statement: “Students who master writing strategy 
training make progress in the quality of what they write” (p. 12). 

Metacognition is defined by Downing et al. (2007) as “second-order cognitions: thoughts about thoughts, 
knowledge about knowledge, or considerations about actions” (p. 8). It is distinguished from cognition “in that 
cognitive skills those are vital to carry out a task, while metacognition is paramount to comprehending the way 
task was carried out (Beauchamp & Kennewell, 2010, p. 762). In a sentence, “metacognition is the control of 
cognition. That is, learners have to connect these metacognitive skills with their strategic knowledge about what 
they are aware of (declarative), how to put the knowledge to use(procedural), and what period and the reason 
they can utilize the knowledge (conditional)” (Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006, p. 407). To show this concept, 
Pittinsky (2008) enumerated a study in which preschool and basic school children learn a group of items until 
they felt they have the ability to recollect them flawlessly. Older children displayed signs of being ready when 
they portrayed “perfect recall”, while the younger children normally do not. These findings implied that “young 
children have finite knowledge and cognition about cognitive phenomena or in their metacognition” (p. 52). 

Learning to write particularly in a foreign language is extremely important for learners of foreign language. It 
has been peak of the process through which the students' performance in almost all aspect is evaluated. Diverse 
communications in academic life are challenged through writing as a means of communication. Taking into 
consideration the objective to grasp the entire picture of the complex nature of written composition, this study is 
targeted at investigating the efficiency of metacognitive strategies based on CALLA Model in improving the 
writing performance of EFL learners among final year high school students. As depicted in chapter two of this 
study, metacognition is focused on the awareness and control of one's mind and thinking processes. In a nutshell, 
metacognitive strategies are those processes which anticipate the learners to reflect upon their own reasoning 
when they partake in academic tasks. The significance of metacognitive strategies and prominence of using 
CALLA model are justified in this study. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Metacognitive Strategies and Teaching EFL Writing Metacognitively  

Students hardly write and virtually everything they write is within the sphere of the classroom. The most vital 
tool in writing activities is that students need to be active in order to make the learning process of immense 
importance (Chutichaiwirath & Sitthitikul, 2017). Encouraging the student to take part in the exercise, at the 
same time improving performance and increasing writing proficiency requires a certain pragmatic approach. The 
teacher should be crystal clear on what skills he/she is attempting to improve. Secondly, the teacher needs to 
select a pattern (or type of exercise) can aid learning in in the desired field. Once the target areas and means of 
execution are stated, the teacher can forge ahead to focus on what topic can capture the students' attention and 
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ensure their participation. By pragmatically putting together these objectives, the teacher can anticipate both zeal 
and a viable learning (Danielson, 2013). 

Metacognition performs a key role in improving writing performance. Research on metacognition has shown that 
less efficient learners do not identify the purpose of writing and channel their attention on word-by-word writing 
rather than writing performance for the task (Collins et al., 1989; Mohamed & Rashid, 2017b). Taggar and 
Neubert (2008) add that poor writing performers have longed finish writing the passage unaware that they have 
not comprehended the passage. In addition, poor writing performers are hardly able to improve their 
performance rate to fit the aim of writing (Woods, 2006). When they fail to grab the test, poor writers are not as 
pliant as a proficient writer in using different strategies to counter the problem (Knapp & Watkins, 2005; 
Corkery, 2014).  

Metacognitive strategies have been apprehended as a characteristic of a perfect response to eradicating in general 
(Hertzog & Dunlosky, 2004) as well as of expert writing (Flower, 1989; Flavell, 1979). Proficient writers are 
more aware of what they write, they make more decisions about planning and controlling as they write and they 
are more likely to self-evaluate their writing as they are more proficient than inefficient writers. To ascertain the 
role of metacognitive strategies in writing, it is necessary to take into consideration the relationship between 
cognitive and metacognitive strategies that a strategic writer employs. An efficient writer uses a wide range of 
cognitive strategies for accomplishing the writing tasks. Cognitive strategies have been created to assist learners 
to achieve their cognitive goal (Flavell, 1979). Examples of cognitive strategies for writing might include 
brainstorming ideas, creating an outline, doing the prewriting, writing the first draft, writing sound sentences or 
proofreading for grammatical errors. Contrary to cognitive strategies, metacognitive strategies have been 
designed to assess cognitive progress. Student writers employ metacognitive processes or strategies to plan their 
engagement in the writing process (Harris, Graham, & Mason, 2003).  

Although extrinsic guidance and support can help learners in carrying out literacy skills, self-questioning and 
self-monitoring are assumed to be more effective in aiding language learners to plan, oversee and assess their 
reading and writing processes (Penuel et al., 2009). When EFL writing instructors have a large class as the 
instructors in Jordan do, training students to become contingent learners who possess metacognitive strategic 
knowledge for writing and for assessing their own writing should be resourceful to tackle some of the issues 
posed by the large class size and to develop students’ writing proficiency. This paper, therefore, encourages EFL 
writing instructors to teach for meta-cognition so as to improve and enhance students’ metacognitive models and 
awareness with Jordanian students. Briesmaster and Etchegaray (2017) conducted an empirical study to bring 
forth teaching principles of EFL writing. The study supports Flavell’s (1979) theoretical structure of 
metacognition which comprises of metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive experiences and produced 
important pedagogical implications for researchers. 

3. Methodology 

This research involved 44 EFL students who were in the last year of secondary school of Al-Mazar Irbid in 
Jordan. They were at the secondary school level. Their language proficiency was determined by holistic scoring 
by two researchers. The class met for about two hours every week for 12 weeks. In this study, there were various 
instruments used which included, pre-test, immediate post-test, and delay test. The test question was given from 
the course materials that assumed as the source book of their current study. 

Since the students had been placed in two different interactive classes in advance by their educational program, 
one class was assigned as the control and the other as the experimental group. The experimental group (EG) 
received metacognitive strategies-based writing instruction whereas the control group (CG) received only the 
routine writing instruction (Product Approach). After five weeks of instruction, both groups were immediately 
post-tested. Also, both groups receive the delay post-test at the end of instruction program week twelve. Data 
were submitted to Mann-whiny u test followed by Wilcoxon signed-rank test analysis to measure the 
effectiveness of metacognitive strategy on writing performance among EFL learners. The pretest of a writing 
performance was given to all participants in this study. The students were tasked to write on a topic with about 
150 words in an essay format. Then, the instruction on the metacognitive learning strategies for the experimental 
group was considered in 40 minutes. This strategy was made up of five stages based on CALLA model 
(Cognitive Academic Language Approach) by Chamot and O'Malley (1994) and they were as follows: 

Preparation: In the phase of preparation, the researchers first assist the students to associate what they know 
about the contents and strategies, what missing gaps in prior knowledge that needs to be tackled. Detailing, 
advance organization and selective attention are frequently taught and practiced in this stage. Then the teacher 
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proposed metacognitive writing strategies to students and expound the how paramount it is and help the students 
to set positive, realistic goals.  

Presentation: In this phase, the metacognitive strategies in writing were brought forth and elaborated to students 
in English which were backed by contextual clues. The researchers first gave out a list of the metacognitive 
strategies in writing including self-preparation, self-monitoring and self-assessment. Then, the features, usage, 
and applications of the strategy were vividly elaborated using examples.  

Practice: The students were given the privilege of practicing new strategies with original writing activities in 
this stage. They were expected to recollect writing strategies including cognitive and metacognitive method that 
were displayed in the presentation stage; then students began to plan their writings according to self-planning 
strategy. 

Evaluation: In this phase, students were asked to assess the stage of their writings so that they could effectively 
comprehend what they had grabbed about new strategies, skills and what is essential for re-assessment. 
Self-assessment activities encompasses self-questioning; debriefing discussions after strategies practice; learning 
blogs in which students recorded the feedback of their learning strategies applications; checklists of strategies 
used; and open-ended questionnaires where students can express their opinions about the prominence of any 
distinct strategies. We carried the assessment activities through three stages: self-evaluation done by the students, 
peer-evaluation which is done by classmates and teacher evaluation which is done by the teacher. 

Expansion: This phase gives the participants with platform to utiliz their intellect (Chamot & O’Malley, 1990). 
In this phase, students were motivated to use the strategies that they feel will be most effective; to move current 
strategies to a distinct context; and to create their own individual combinations and interpretations of 
metacognitive strategies. This phase sets out to assist students to practice, combine, evaluate, estimate and 
incorporate the strategies that they just learned which primarily included self-planning, self-monitoring and 
self-evaluation. 

Writing Tests: All participants from the experimental and control groups were expected to take one pre-test and 
one post-writing a test to assess whether there was an improvement in writing performances over several weeks 
of training in the research. The test provided data for measuring participants’ writing performance. A pretest was 
conducted before the experiment to ascertain that the writing abilities of the two classes were moving at the same 
speed. The topic list of the writing task is chosen to show the rate of participants' performance indifferent 
elements of paragraphs. 

4. Result 

 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics: general writing proficiency 

 Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

Pre-test +MST (Exp.) 22 12.50 1.045 .158 
 -MST (Contr.) 22 12.10 1.649 .249 
 Total 44    

Immediate Post-test +MST (Exp.) 22 17.75 2.441 .368 
 -MST (Contr.) 22 14.77 1.790 .270 
 Total 44    

Delayed Post-test +MST (Exp.) 22 20.36 2.373 .358 
 -MST (Contr.) 22 13.82 1.317 .198 
 Total 44    

Note. +MST: Plus Metacognitive signified experimental groups, -MST: Minus Metacognitive signified Control groups. 

 

Table 1 above presents the descriptive statistics on the overall scores of general writing proficiency of the 
participants in both groups. The result showed the mean value of the overall scores of the participants in +MST 
group and –MST group in the pre-test, immediate post-test and delayed post-test. The overall scores of the 
participants are reported based on the means, standard deviation, and standard errors. In the pre-test the results 
showed that (M=12.50, SD=1.045, SDE=.158) for the experimental group (+MST) and (M=11.55, SD=1.649, 
SDE=.249) for the control group (-MST). Simply, the results showed that the mean scores of two groups are not 
meaningfully different according to their performance in writing composition at the beginning of the study. 

Moreover, at the intermediate stage where another test was given to the participants (intermediate post-test), the 
results obtained from experimental group are illustrated as (M=17.75, SD=2.441, SDE=.368) while for the 
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control group (-MST) the result showed (M=14.77, SD=17.90, SDE= .270). Meanwhile, the results obtained 
from the delayed post-test which was conducted at the end of the intervention program are reported as (M= 20.36 
SD=2.373, SDE=.358) for +MST group (experiment group) and (M=13.82, SD=13.17, SDE=.198) for –M group 
(control group). Consequently, the results obtained through immediate post-test and delayed post-test as 
presented above showed that there is difference in the mean scores between the groups of the participants. 

The Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to determine the effects of metacognitive strategies on the overall 
performances of the participants. Because the scores were non-normally distributed, the Mann-Whitney U test 
the nonparametric counterpart of one-way independent ANOVA was used in order to specify whether there is 
any possible difference between the performances of both experimental and control groups at the beginning and 
the end of the program. And Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test was used to examine the differences in the 
performances from within the group participants.   

 

Table 2. Between-group overall score of pre-test 

Group N Mean Rank U value z value p value r value 
+MST (Exp.) 22 26.48 154.500 -2.185 .001 -0.333 

-MST (Cntr.) 22 18.52          
Total 44      

*P< 0.01. 

 

In order to establish the homogeneity of the two groups in terms of their overall performance in writing, the 
Mann-Whitney U test, was carried out. As illustrated on Table 2, the Mann-Whitney U test has indicated that 
here was no significant difference in the overall score of the pre-test between +MST and –M groups (U = 
154.500, z = -2.185, p =.001, r = -0.333). The mean values score margin between the two groups is not 
reasonable. Meanwhile, the effect size of r = -0.333 which indicates a small effect. Therefore the r value was an 
indicator that effect between the two groups is not a considerable one considering the threshold of Cohen’s 
benchmark of large effect size. 

 

Table 3. Between-group overall scores of immediate post-test 

Group N Mean Rank U value z value p value r value 
+MST (Exp.) 22 30.30 70.500 -4.121 .000 -0.6285 

-MST (Cntr.) 22 14.70          
Total 44      

*P< 0.01. 

 

Table 3 presents the results obtained from the immediate post-test. This test was conducted to examine if there is 
a significance difference between the group that received metacognitive instructions (Experimental group) and 
group that did not received metacognitive instruction (control group) at the intermediate stage of the training 
program. Also the Mann-Whitney U test was utilized here to illustrate the effect size of the differences. The 
results revealed that there was a significant difference in the overall scores of the immediate post-test between 
+MST and –M groups (U =70.500, z = -4.121, p = 0.000, r = -0.6285). The difference observed in the mean rank 
value though comparing the two groups’ performance revealed that the difference was significant. Meanwhile, 
the r value (r = -0.6285) showed that the effect was a medium to a large. 

  

Table 4. Between-group overall scores of delayed post-test 

Group N Mean Rank U value z value p value r value 
+MST (Exp.) 22 30.45 67.000 -4.167 .000 -0.6355 

-MST (Cntr.) 22 14.55          
Total 44      

*P< 0.01. 

 

The delayed post-test was the final test administered to both +MST and –M groups. The aimed of conducting 
this test was to examine the impact of using metacognitive strategies on the experimental group, and its effects 
on the writing performances of EFL students. Table 4 presents the results obtained from the delayed post-test. 
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The Mann-Whitney U test results revealed that there is a significant difference in the performance between 
+MST and –M groups (U =67.000, z = -4.167, p = 0.000, r = -0.6355). Henceforth, by comparing the mean rank 
value between the performance of the two groups, it was found that the difference was significant (+MST group 
m=30.45, while –M group m=14.55) the wide margin between two mean groups was an indicator of impact of 
the metacognitive instructions received by the experimental group (+MST) on over control group (-MST) who 
did not received such treatment during the course of conducting this study. Meanwhile, the r value (r = -0.6355) 
showed that the effect was a medium to a large.  

In order to ascertain whether the changes exhibited by groups in response to the treatment over time were 
statistically significant, the Wilcoxon signed-rank test, the non-parametric Counterpart of dependent t-test was 
used. Data based on the overall scores of +MST group and -MST group were analysed separately using the 
Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test. First of all the overall performance of +MST group was analysed by comparing 
their scores in pre-test with that of immediate post-test scores as presented in Table 5. Similarly, the results 
presented in Table 6 showed the difference between the scores of pre-test compared with post-test from within 
the experimental group (+MST). 

In the same vein, Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test was also used to measure the performance of the participants in the 
control group by comparing their overall scores in the pre-test with that of immediate post-test as well as 
comparing pre-test and delayed post-test. The aim of conducting this analysis was to examine the effect of 
changes observed as result of teaching students although, without metacognitive strategies instructions. The 
results of the writing in two groups were compared by using independent sample t-test statistical procedure. 

 

Table 5. Within-group overall scores of +MST group (pre-test with immediate post-test) 

 N T value z value p value r value 

Before 22 0.000 -5.323 0.000 -0.8118 
After 22     
Total 44     

*P< 0.01. 

 

The results of Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test in table 5 showed that there was a significant difference in the gain 
score of the experimental groups‘ performance in the pre-test (T = 0.00, z = -5.323, p= 0.000, r = -0.8118) before 
and after metacognitive instruction. The results clearly showed that instruction with metacognitive strategies had 
a significant effect on the performance of the experimental students in their writing composition. The p value 
(p=0.000) indicated that the relation is statistically significant. According the results +MST group made 
significant progress from the pre-test to the post-test. The effect size of r = -0.8118 represented a large effect on 
the students use of metacognitive strategies in writing within this group. 

 

Table 6. Within-group overall scores of +MST group (pre-test with delayed post-test) 

 N T value z value p value r value 

Before 22 0.000 -5.375 0.000 -0.8197 
After 22     
Total 44     

*P< 0.01. 

 

Table 6 demonstrates the results obtained by comparing the overall scores of the participants in the experimental 
group (+MST group) derived from within pre-test and delayed post-test. The Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test was 
also used to examine the difference in the gain score and to find the effect size metacognitive strategies on the 
writing composition performance of the experimental group. The results in the Table 6 show that (T = 0.000, z = 
-5.375, p = 0.000, r = 0.8197) before and after metacognitive instruction. The result clearly reveals that 
metacognitive instructions had a significant effects on the experimental students in their over scores in writing 
composition. The effect size of r = -0.8197 represents a large effect on the students use of metacognitive in 
writing. 

However, the results presented in Table 5 and Table 6 above clearly reveal that there were statistically 
significant differences in performance of experimental group (+MST group) before the intervention treatment 
(pre-test) and after the intervention post-tests (immediate and delayed) (p = .000> .001, p = .0000 > .001 (p is 
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significant at 1% p= 0.001). the effects of r value are (r = -0.8118, r = -0.8197) which indicated a large effect. 
The also showed that experiment group participants had improved tremendously in the end of course. And that 
metacognitive instruction had a great impact on the writing performance of EFL learners at Jordanian secondary 
schools.  

 

Table 7. Within-group overall score of -MST group (pre-test with immediate post-test)  

 N T value z value p value r value 

Before 22 0.000 -2.479 0.000 -0.3780 
After 22     
Total 44     

*P< 0.01. 

 

However, a similar analysis was run to examine if there is a significant difference in the gain score of the control 
group (-MST group) who did not receive metacognitive instruction. To achieve this Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test 
was utilized to compare between the gain score of -MST group before and after the treatment. Table 7 shows that 
there was a significant difference in the gain score of -MST students’ performance in the writing composition 
performance (T = 0.000, z = -2.479, p = 0.000, r = -0.3780). The result clearly shows that the teaching of writing 
using non-metacognitive instruction had also a significant impact on –M group performance in writing. The 
effect size of r = -0.3780 represents a small effect, thus indicating that the effect of non-metacognitive method 
can also improve the writing of EFL learners in Jordanian high schools. 

 

Table 8. Within-group overall scores of -MST group (pre-test with delayed post-test)  

 N T value z value p value r value 

Before 22 0.000 -2.569 0.000 -0.3918 
After 22     
Total 44     

*P< 0.01. 
 

Table 8 reveals the difference between the gain score of –M group pre-test and post-test. The Wilcoxon 
Signed-Rank test was employed to examine if there were statistically significant differences from within –M 
group performance in writing composition. The results are presented as (T = 0.000, z = -2.569, p = 0.00, r = 
-0.3918). The results clearly described that there is significant difference between the gain score of the –M group 
before and after the teaching period based on the design of this study. The effect size of r = 0.3918 indicated a 
small effect while the p value is significant at 1% (0.001).  

5. Discussion 

Various studies have tried to specify the characteristics of good language learners and the type of strategies they 
use in a specific language task (Rahimi & Katal, 2012). Some studies postulate that the effectiveness language 
learning can be determined by explicit use of different language tasks such as metacognitive knowledge about 
task characteristics and applying appropriate strategies for task solution (Azizi, Nemati, & Estahbanati, 2017). 
Stracke (2016) points out the reasons why second language instructors recommend to use metacognitive 
strategies in EFL/ESL classroom. One of such reasons is the claim that metacognitive strategies enable learners 
to play active role in the process of learning, to manage and direct their own learning and eventually to find the 
best ways to practice and reinforce what they have learned (Rahimi, & Katal, 2012). The results of this study 
show that there is a significant difference in the wide margin (+MST group m=30.45, while –M group m=14.55) 
between two mean groups. The results indicate that the use of metacognitive instructions has effectively 
increased the performance of the experimental group (+MST) over control group (-MST) which did not receive 
such treatment during the course of conducting this study. However, the effect was a medium to a large as 
indicated by the r value (r = -0.6355). Moreover, the results obtained from the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test 
clearly show that metacognitive instructions had significant effects on the experimental students in their overall 
scores in writing composition. The effect size of r = -0.8197 represents a large effect on the students use of 
metacognitive in writing. 

Furthermore, the findings of this study agree with the results obtained by Javed (2013) in which the same 
CALLA model was adopted. Their study aims to investigate the effect of planning and monitoring as 
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metacognitive strategies on Iranian EFL learners' argumentative writing accuracy. In Javed’s study the results of 
T-Test indicated that there was a positive effect in the experimental group's writing performance. However, the 
subjects of this study where university students, but this finding also supported the findings of the study by 
Hartman (2015) where junior secondary school students were the subjects. Another thing to consider in their 
results is that they employed WebQuest theory to gather metacognitive strategies. In the similar vein Meyer 
(2015) points out that to become self-directed learners, students must learn to assess the demands of the task, 
evaluate their own knowledge and skills, plan their approach, monitor their progress and adjust their strategies as 
needed. 

Moreover, a study close to the present one was conducted by Aliweh (2011) who investigated the effects of a 
proposed strategy-based writing model on Saudi EFL students' writing skills. Out of three classes from Al-kuds 
School, two male third-year intermediate classes were randomly assigned to the control group (N=32) or 
experimental group (N=33). Class (B), serving as a control group, were taught the course-book "Say It in 
English" in the traditional method, while Class (C), serving as an experimental group, were taught the same 
course-book, supplemented with the strategy-based writing model which included six types of strategies: 
cognitive, meta-cognitive, compensational, social, affective and multiple strategies.  

Both groups were pre-post tested using a writing test prepared by the researcher. Two hypotheses were 
formulated and tested. Results obtained from T-test revealed that the strategy-based writing model was effective 
in enhancing the participants' writing skills. In addition, compared to the traditional instruction, the 
strategy-based writing model was more effective in improving the participants' writing skills. The results adduce 
the importance of implementing the strategy-based writing model in EFL classrooms as it enabled the 
participants to conceive writing as a recursive process which entails flexible and purposeful movement through 
the three stages of writing.  

Another study which revealed a result that is in agreement with this postulation, was conducted by Johnson 
(1991) who claimed that metacognitive strategies could encourage success in learning and the use of individual 
learning contracts could enhance an individual’s ability to become a more conscientious learner. Results 
indicated that the process helped students become more conscientious and more met cognitively aware and that 
instructors found the learning contracts, appraisals, reflective journals, and conferences helped them develop 
better rapport with their students. Other studies that are in conformity with the present study concerning the 
effectiveness of using metacognitive strategies include Narang and Saini (2013), Al-Besher, (2012), Azevedo 
(2005), Wong and law (2002), Nietfeld and Shraw (2002), Thiede, Anderson, and Therriault (2003).  

However, the results of this study contradict the findings of Azizi, Nemati, and Estahbanati (2017) where they 
found that metacognitive strategy categories such as planning, monitoring, and self-awareness did not predict 
students’ writing performance. However, their study aims to investigate the metacognitive awareness of writing 
strategy use among Iranian EFL learners and its impact on their writing performance. Dobson (2016) construes 
that even though there are evidences that highlight the impact of metacognition training on the construction of 
written texts, not all metacognitive experiences influence production of written communication. 

6. Conclusion and Implications 

This study began with the proposition that teaching meta-cognitive learning strategies could improve the student 
writing proficiency. The instruction was for a period of twelve weeks. During this time, the researcher employed 
meta-cognitive learning strategies and taught the participants in the experimental group how to utilize 
metacognitive strategies in their writing skill. The participants in the control group, on the other hand, did not get 
any instruction on the use of these strategies during their writing skill practice. After the posttest, the results 
indicated that the instruction of meta-cognitive learning strategies improved the learners' writing skill. The 
writing proficiency of the experimental group who used the meta-cognitive learning strategies exceeded that of 
the control group. The recent study identified metacognition as a significant determinant of English written 
proficiency.  

The implementation of metacognitive tasks means moving certain responsibilities to learners, which in turn 
might raise their pressure, precisely on the less proficient ones. It is therefore proposed that vivid and 
straightforward instructions and modeling, and monitored practice should be readily available. When teaching 
EFL writing metacognitively, the instructor should be encouraging and motivate learners and pay attention to 
their voices from distinct venues to control and access the teaching strategies employed. In addition, the situation 
of taking metacognition into practice might be disrupted by cultural factors and require more findings in this 
aspect. Promoting students’ metacognitive awareness in an integrative EFL writing class implies that the process 
and the outcome of approaches are not regarded as negative but complementary (Mbato, 2013). It also helps 
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teachers and students to access and regulate their efforts, thus making an EFL writing class more effective. 
However, it is recommended that as students’ knowledge of and familiarity with methodologies increase, genre 
approaches can also be intertwined as, in the words of Byrnes (2012, p. 205), “a continuation of product 
approaches” to link writing with distinguished social contexts. Writing performance is paramount though a 
challenging academic skill for secondary and postsecondary students to perfect. An exhaustive assessment of 
students’ writing skills, with emphasis on persuasive writing tasks, gives more insight into the developmental 
cognitive processes of writing performance. 
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