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Abstrak

Penulisan dalam bahasa Inggeris sebagai bahasa asing (EFL) masih menjadi cabaran yang
ketara bagi ramai pelajar universiti di China, sama ada dalam konteks akademik mahupun
bukan akademik. Walaupun kemahiran ini diakui kepentingannya, perhatian terhadap
peranan metakognisi dalam mempengaruhi prestasi penulisan EFL masih terhad. Kajian
ini bertujuan untuk meneliti peranan pengetahuan metakognitif, pengalaman metakognitif,
dan strategi metakognitif dalam prestasi penulisan pelajar EFL di China. Kajian ini
menggunakan reka bentuk penyelidikan kaedah campuran. Data kuantitatif dikumpulkan
daripada 740 orang pelajar universiti EFL di China melalui tiga set soal selidik dan dua
ujian penulisan, manakala data kualitatif diperoleh melalui temu bual separa berstruktur
dengan enam orang peserta. Analisis data melibatkan statistik deskriptif, pemodelan
persamaan berstruktur berasaskan kuasa dua terkecil separa (PLS-SEM), serta analisis
tematik. Dapatan kajian menunjukkan hubungan yang signifikan antara pengetahuan
metakognitif, pengalaman metakognitif, dan strategi metakognitif dengan prestasi
penulisan akademik dan bukan akademik. Secara khusus, pengetahuan prosedural dan
bersyarat, perasaan serta anggaran metakognitif, dan strategi perancangan, pemantauan,
serta penilaian didapati mempunyai hubungan yang signifikan dengan prestasi penulisan
akademik. Bagi penulisan bukan akademik, pengetahuan bersyarat, perasaan metakognitif,
serta strategi perancangan dan penilaian menunjukkan hubungan yang signifikan dengan
prestasi penulisan. Selain itu, pengalaman metakognitif dikenal pasti mempunyai
hubungan positif dengan pengetahuan metakognitif dan strategi metakognitif merentasi
kedua-dua jenis tugasan penulisan. Secara keseluruhan, dapatan kajian ini memberikan
implikasi teori, metodologi, dan pedagogi yang penting dengan memperhalus pemahaman
tentang peranan metakognisi dalam penulisan EFL serta menyediakan asas konseptual
untuk penyelidikan masa hadapan berkaitan pembangunan kemahiran penulisan. Kajian
ini turut mengemukakan cadangan praktikal bagi meningkatkan pengetahuan,
pengalaman, dan strategi metakognitif pelajar EFL di China, seterusnya memperkukuh
prestasi penulisan mereka dalam genre akademik dan bukan akademik.

Kata Kunci: Penulisan akademik, pelajar EFL Cina, Penulisan bukan akademik,
Pengalaman metakognitif, Pengetahuan metakognitif, Strategi metakognitif.



Abstract

English as a foreign language (EFL) writing remains a significant challenge for many
Chinese university students in both academic and non-academic contexts. Despite its
importance, limited attention has been given to the role of metacognition in EFL writing
performance. This study aimed to examine the roles of metacognitive knowledge,
metacognitive experiences, and metacognitive strategies in Chinese EFL students ’
writing performance.A mixed-methods research design was employed. Quantitative data
were collected from 740 Chinese EFL university students using three questionnaires and
two writing tests, while qualitative data were obtained through semi-structured interviews
with six participants. Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, Partial Least
Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM), and thematic analysis. The findings
revealed significant relationships between metacognitive knowledge, metacognitive
experiences, and metacognitive strategies and both academic and non-academic writing
performance. Specifically, procedural and conditional knowledge, metacognitive feelings
and estimates, and planning, monitoring, and evaluating strategies were significantly
associated with academic writing performance. For non-academic writing, conditional
knowledge, metacognitive feelings, and planning and evaluating strategies showed
significant relationships with writing performance. In addition, metacognitive experiences
were positively related to both metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive strategies
across academic and non-academic writing tasks. These findings offer important
theoretical, methodological, and pedagogical implications by refining metacognitive
theory in EFL writing and providing a conceptual foundation for future research on
writing skill development. The study also proposes practical recommendations to enhance
Chinese EFL students’ metacognitive knowledge, experiences, and strategies, thereby
improving their writing performance across academic and non-academic genres.

Keywords: Academic writing, Chinese EFL students, Non-academic writing,
Metacognitive experiences, Metacognitive knowledge, Metacognitive strategies.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background of the Study
Facing the increasing trend of globalization and the application of information
technologies, the importance of learning English has been increasing steadily. Writing
stands out as a vital component of English proficiency, demanding metacognitive ability
in the creation and iterative refinement of texts. This necessity extends beyond first

language (L1) scenarios (Hayes, 2012) to encompass second language (L2) environments

(Hyland & Hyland, 2019).

Metacognition is widely recognized as a pivotal factor in achieving success in language
acquisition (Huang & Zhang, 2022; Sun & Zhang, 2022a; Teng & Huang, 2023; Wenden,
1998; Zhang, 2010; Zhang et al., 2019). Metacognitive strategies, as a type of language
learning strategy, hold an important position within the overall framework of learning
strategies. O'malley and Chamot (1990) consider metacognitive strategies to be the
highest level of strategies. Diilger (2011) found that, compared to other learning strategies,

metacognitive strategies provide the greatest assistance in the process of English writing.

Moreover, in English writing, the frequency of applying metacognitive strategies is higher
than that of other strategies. Chinese scholars such as Wen (2004), Han (2022) and Yu
(2020), in their published works, also mention that metacognition have significant

guiding implications at a higher level. Therefore, integrating metacognition with English
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APPENDICES

Appendix A

Metacognitive Writing Knowledge Questionnaire (MWKQ)

Directions: Thank you very much for taking part in this survey about the metacognition in English writing .

This is not a test, so there are no “right” or “wrong” answers, only personal opinions which we value. Please

give your answers sincerely as only this will guarantee the success of the investigation. Thank you for your

cooperation.

BT EWBWES SR TIESE DA .. XAR—MNMIR, BB N8 HWERRE
EiRZ Sy, RFEEIERN A R AR AR RS, BATH E R F R 2. B r a1k
1=Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4= Agree , 5 = Strongly agree

=P, 2=AFEE, 3=, 4=[FE, 5=mHEE

Name: Gender: Male Female

Age: School : |

Statement

Strongly
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree

Agree

1. I know my strengths and weaknesses in my

writing. FRATEIRAEE /E BRI A

“ | Strongly

—
NS}
W
N

4. 1 know the important information for my

writing. FRAHTE ST HIERNHE(E R

3. I can assess my comprehension of the writing

topic. FBEVEAL H BN 5 1E M BRI FE L .

4. 1 understand the specific requirements for
each writing topic.
IR B AF E R BARER .

5. I have applied effective writing strategies in

the past. & VAR iz F A 25000 5 A SR .

6. I have explicit purposes for each writing topic.

FFNE AT AF LA H

7. 1 can use effective writing strategies when the
topic is familiar.

PN 1 AR R R I, FnT LU F A 2
AR

8. I adapt writing strategies based on the nature
of the topic.

FRE AR 32 R A 1k ORI B 5 1 B

9.1 can identify the most effective writing
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strategies when needed .

FR AT DALE T B I R 3 e A RS A S

12. I know what to monitor during the writing
process.

VRN, FRFE N Z MRS A A

11. I control over my monitoring efforts during
the writing process.

FEGAERE, FRAT LI HI3 A A% .

12. I am aware of some strategies for effectively
monitoring my writing.

FFHIE L n] DA RO P AR 1SS

13. T find myself automatically using some
effective strategies to monitor my writing.

WA E C 2 BB — L2 R SR ok
R EERE.

14. When I am writing, I can motivate to monitor
my writing when necessary.
FAERE, TR DA BN U B O 2 B SR

A

15. T use my strengths to compensate for my
weakness  during the  writing-monitoring
process..

FH B AL FH R T Fe ) B AR M R i
55 5o

16. 1 have a specific purpose in mind when
evaluating my writing.

VPR B RN, O BA —MRFERH
i

17.1 know what I should do to check and revise
my writing.

BHBEE 2 BB RN S ENE

18. I know how well I did after evaluating my
writing.

AT AV S R SR ERERIEA CS
FEAFE.

19.1 motivate myself to evaluate my writing
when necessary.

DR, B E VS E SR SRR

20.I learn more after evaluation of my writing.

VPG T IRIER)E, RERTES,
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Appendix B

Metacognitive Writing Experiences Questionnaire (MWEQ)

Directions: Thank you very much for taking part in this survey about the metacognition in English writing .
This is not a test, so there are no “right” or “wrong” answers, only personal opinions which we value. Please
give your answers sincerely as only this will guarantee the success of the investigation. Thank you for your
cooperation.

BT EWEWES S RXIOCTRIESETCINAIINIHE .. AR M, el N8 E NS RRE
iRz, RFEIER DA NORIEHER RS, JRATH R IORA 2. SEr a1k,
1=Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4= Agree , 5 = Strongly agree
1= ER, 2=ARFEE, 3=, 4=FR, S=mAHAE

Name : Gender: Male Female
Age: School :
Statement _— o .
za8 & 2 2 &2
1. I am interested in writing. 1 2 3 4 5
HAT FARREGER
2. I can finish the writing task as expected. 1 2 3 4 5
AT AT N 58 S 1R 55
3. 1 feel confident in my ability as a English | 2 3 4 5
writer.
Pt B AP — S EIE S R IRE E O
4. I check grammatical errors during writing. 1 2 3 4 5
RS EE PR A AR R
5. I reorganise my ideas in my writing. 1 2 3 4 5
WAEEEPEAH L.
6. I check and correct spelling errors in my | 2 3 4 5
writing.
RSP REIF Bt SR,
7. 1 check sentence structures in my writing. | 2 3 4 5
K ESIE R 741 .
8. I ensure the first and last sentences effectively | 2 3 4 5
convey my intended meaning.
AR ST S — RN R 5 — AT REA Rt
RiBFPEH
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9. I learn/write more if I am interested in this
writing topic

R PRI IXAN T A UEER, FRAT PLEE ) 5
H¥EZ,

10. T apply what I have learned from my English
courses.

H TPz M GETE SRR B2 B 1 2R
[

11. I am satisfied with the outcome of my writing.

XS B 5 AT R KR A

12. I check if I finish these writing tasks on time.
W B TR E N R T SIFE
%

13. I pay attention to proper grammar usage in my
writing.

AT P IREE S BRI,

14. T pay attention to vocabulary selection in my
writing.

WAL GAF P ARE BRI A

15. T pay attention to sentence structures in my
writing.

WAGEPRERE T4,

16. 1 pay attention to logical reasoning in my
writing.

HAESEPRITEEEHKR,
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Appendix C

Metacognitive Writing Strategies Questionnaire (MWKQ)

Directions: Thank you very much for taking part in this survey about the metacognition in English writing .
This is not a test, so there are no “right” or “wrong” answers, only personal opinions which we value. Please
give your answers sincerely as only this will guarantee the success of the investigation. Thank you for your
cooperation.

BT EWEWES S RXIOCTRIESETCINAIINIHE .. AR M, el N8 E NS RRE
iRz, RFEIER DA NORIEHER RS, JRATH R IORA 2. SEr a1k,
1=Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4= Agree , 5 = Strongly agree
1= ER, 2=ARFEE, 3=, 4=FR, S=mAHAE

L] []

Name : Gender: Male Female
Age: School:
& & = %
Statement g & & ‘E § 5 gé
;8 & 2 2 Z2
1. Before writing, I read related articles to help 1 2 3 4 5
me plan for my writing.
GARRT, oz PEAR K S E AT B E S
YRR
2. Before writing, I search online information for | B 3 4 5
my writing.
e, AR ERRMEGEMR KNG
3. Before writing, I create a mind map outlining | ) 3 4 5
the main points for my writing.
SR, Ra@ld—ME4ETE, DIREAIR
EREEIS
4. Before writing, I make a plan to achieve the | 1 2 3 4 5
goals for my writing.
GAEHT, R HE —DHHRIPRSCIR K S E
Hbro
5. I brainstorm ideas before starting to write. 1 2 3 4 5
GAERT, AT R
6. Before writing, I ask questions related to the | ) 3 4 5
writing topic.
FAEHT, P inl— o 5 5 R SCHY 1) .
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7. 1 ask myself if I have met the goals during
writing.

R, KA H S REREERN R,

8. I consider the most effective writing strategies
while writing.

PN BRI 2 e R S AR

9. I check my writing progress during writing.
M)
WRAEGEN AR SIEEE.

10.1 follow my previous plan during writing.(M)
PAE TR 2 P i TH Rl 45

11. I consider alternatives to my writing when
my plan does not work out.
AT RIAS BT, FAt a7 R Ho At g A

UES

12. T find myself pausing regularly to think for
the best expression for my writing.

HRILE CLHIE T RES, HNEETF R
IR IETT 7

13. I pay attention to the flow of language during
writing.

A B ME R 2 sl 5 HE .

14. 1 use my previous notes during writing.

AT EN S HERZ AT EL.

15. I regularly think whether I have side-tracked
from my central theme during writing.
RN, R BERLTWE 7 FH0E

=)

16. T evaluate my mastery of knowledge and
skills after writing.

FAERG, o VP AL O AR AN 4 R ) B R A
JZ.

17. After writing, I evaluate whether I have
achieved my predetermined goals.

GG, ORI TIED] 1 W€ H
b

18.1 reflect on how to improve my practice in
writing

ez BB A v B 5 AT Sk

19. I check and revise every sentence to improve
content and grammar after writing.
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GifE, WamEMEsE— T, DR
AR I AERA 1 -

20. After writing, I evaluate whether the main
body of the articles fits well with the task
requirement.

GiE)E, WP R ERE BT AR
Ko o

21. At the end of the writing, I ask someone else
to read it and gives me feedback.
kG, WaiBHAMNRLIRIEL, JFank

— B AR

22. 1 evaluate my writing based on peer
feedback/comments.

TR MR 5 [R] 2 1 S 058/ PR A8 R VR A ) B A BE
Ji.

23. I revise and check my writing based on
teacher feedback.

2R 5 22 I ) S 4 KA BSOS i F ) 5 AF:
W//'_%i:o

24 After writing, I ask whether I have applied the
effective writing strategies I know.

GG, e ECETIEM FARBIEEER
B

25. After some time, I revisit and review my
writing.

— BN IR a3 R AN [ R A

415




Appendix D

Academic and Non-academic Writing Tests

Academic Writing Test
You should spend about 60 minutes on this task.Write about the following topic.
Directions: For this part, you are allowed 60 minutes to write an essay on Online

learning. You should start your essay by describing the cartoon below. You should
write at least 120 words but no more than 180 words.

600D TO
SEE YOU UP BRIGHT
AND EARLY.

Non-academic Writing Test

You should spend about 60 minutes on this task. Write about the following topic.

Please write a letter to introduce your university to your friend.

You should write at least 120 words.
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Appendix E

Scoring Rubric for the Writing Tests

The Academic Writing Scoring Rubric

Grade

Score Range

Performance Level

Description

90 -100

Excellent

The essay demonstrates a clear and
insightful thesis, well-developed
arguments, and strong critical thinking.
Language use is sophisticated with
minimal grammatical errors.
Organization is logical with smooth
transitions, and formatting adheres to
academic standards.

80 -89

Good

The essay addresses the topic effectively
with good reasoning and relevant
examples. Language proficiency is
strong, though minor errors may be
present. Organization is clear, but
transitions may be slightly weaker.
Formatting is mostly correct.

70 -79

Average

The essay responds to the prompt but
lacks depth in analysis. Language
proficiency is moderate, with noticeable
errors in grammar and vocabulary.
Organization is somewhat structured but
may have coherence issues. Formatting
may have minor inconsistencies.

60 — 69

Below Average

The essay partially addresses the topic
but lacks strong arguments and
supporting evidence. Language errors
may affect readability, and organization
is weak with unclear transitions.
Formatting does not fully meet academic
standards.

Below 60

Poor

The essay does not adequately address
the prompt, lacks coherence, and
contains numerous language errors.
Arguments are weak or underdeveloped,
and organization is poor. Formatting is
incorrect or missing.
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The Non-academic Writing Scoring Rubric

Grade

Score Range

Performance Level

Description

90 -100

Excellent

The essay remains highly relevant to the
topic, with ideas clearly and effectively
expressed. The content is engaging,
well-structured, and flows smoothly.
There are minimal or no grammatical
errors, ensuring readability.

80 -89

Good

The essay effectively addresses the topic
with clear and coherent ideas. Minor
language issues may be present, but they
do not significantly affect
comprehension. The organization is
strong, with logical connections between
1deas.

0 '

Average

The essay addresses the topic but may
include some irrelevant details. Ideas are
generally clear, though some parts may
lack precision or organization. There are
noticeable grammatical errors, but they
do not hinder understanding.

60 — 69

Below Average

The essay partially responds to the topic
but lacks clear expression and logical
coherence. There may be frequent
grammatical errors and awkward
sentence structures that affect
readability. Organization is weak, with
abrupt or unclear transitions.

Below 60

Poor

The essay does not adequately address
the topic and lacks clear or meaningful
ideas. Frequent grammatical errors and
disorganized structure significantly
hinder comprehension. The writing lacks
coherence, making it difficult to follow.
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Appendix F
Samples of Chinese EFL Students’ Composition

Samplel( Academic Writing) :

A 7z i% JoaLHoL 1< 8 & ’

When the sun was just rising, Tom began o take 63259 online ,
but his brother was still sleeping With the Yapid developinent of Science
and technology, distance education has developed rapidly in China

Althogh many people have evoluated its advantages, others have
Seen its disadvantages.

The advocates of tele-eduamtion give their arguments as follows.
For one thing, tele - education makes it possible for absorbed in

remote Qreas to |learn the subjects they re cowght up in . F

area For
another, individuals have a Wfder/r’an?e@vf chofcej; Ds Fto instructors
and Jessons through tele ~edutation”, dye to they can |isten ¢o the
bestdlegons by the best educators /n the country,even in the
world - '

Just os "Every dm/ntage hos its disadvantages”, the opponents bejieve
that not ‘W Le le the public have actess to tele - education as
to many needy. Additionally , the students connot contact

lecturers , but fnterper::ona! relntives are imPortant to the;‘rftu@
A_S 7[0!}" 05 I am COHCEY'ned , we fh!?bf’d dGVB}DP }e}e—-educgf_'fon more

yapidly +o benefit more students. Megnwhile  we can desjon some
programs to help instructors and students to contact each other.

Ak
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Sample2( Academic Writing) :

A on4oat] [
/]

The troditional wey of study is to sit in e c/assmo»/w’, but ) now, PEoPE

Con Sit Gt home , o Sit gt the cofee Shyp, they con hue awess to the

Rhow}e:{ge. It’s convenient and Sfficient , pesple con lectn if ey wont.
Pue to the impact of the epidemic , online. classes have become the

mast stkdents attend classes. The teacher starts the e rocdeast . and ef

Students enter the five channel ard watkch the Jearni ud n -
Ote with the teacher by entering thein Wnef;fcstmns'jind ecnfgi) ﬁ/@ﬂg—t
O video il to tolk directly "ty the teaher. Since teochers fird that
SJ}cuderlts are ot nentrating on other things durirg online Jessons
ey Wil ask Students +o w’?n n the video ord Sec” theyr Faces churne
Viewing SO they con supervise them to study petter gy there are st
ill some students who are a,mniy and use their methads @ eyode
ﬁle teacher s ,‘mﬂt,‘m_Just Like the litte /n the pictire, o glymwm
IS Sitting in +ront ot the Scrgen weahn ;/;5 n Clothes, put he is Ste‘{
ing in begl. This retlects o disachont of onling clgsses espPecicill 4
Jor students who hgwe pp willpower , aiine clesses wmﬁetefy give thew
gregt cpportunities 4o pleny redrer Ahon learn.

Wvercomirg this problem requites. the joint erporss of Students, teachers
ord porents’ Teachers shoud tech by wod end dlead, try to make no
dij Jerence bet the spper ond Jawer lines  and erncourme Slfents 4o
learn thraugh o a1 ty of effecive ways ard strict gssessment MEtho,
such os clocking in ging checking 10 regularly, ond checking the pot py

camgra j‘mﬂ tjm{i :z':(.? t?m_e‘ be’t?ﬂt,‘ Should” corvectl ?u;‘ofe Stuclents
Cultivate Studerms’ consciouspess ot leprning Cmdjpff)t/idc 'SM/Eri‘g;;

with ¢ 9005.} !Emﬂ"fj envirenment . However | the mast jmportont +hir
is that the students themse)Ves, undetstond their /gorrm{? PurpRse -

know who to leokn jur, strive to overwme bod habits | g greris)
ond make g use of vpluable shudy time
let online closses be o posrfui help to us, pot apest thak

YWins us ol 1"
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Sample3( Non-academic Writing) :

3% ARG 20406 182

3kai yuan Road
Kaili Universid , Keaili
P.RC

Ocbober 24 .20:4

—

DRar My Mike
1 om pleased to introduce—our school to Yo , Our school is
named Kaili University. Kaili University (s Qiandongnon \niversity whick

s founded in 1958 , Our schwl has undergone mullipl name Charges
0rd was officatly Yeramed Kouli Vniversity in 2006 , The School Covers an
area of 1676 acres,
Our school is e public wndergrmdurte teather \tyaining institution
located in Kaili City, Guizhou Province , with aAong history . Owr Compus
Covers a Vost Grea and has wmultiple teac ng bu:ﬁmgg’ Ly laboratories,
a library , o sports stadium and Ot/er facilitios providing excellent
Conditions. for our learningand growth,,

Tﬁg, School olso has three eens , which provide good condrtions Hor
Shudertt nuthition, , T porticulo y like to eat the food in the canteens
Which is cheap and delicious , Remember 1o tell me when You come ,Cff:d
I wilt intraduce Yox tofood , entertainment ,and , mory,

I om very\proud o be o member of Kaili university and hope to
one doy make ribution to the School . If You have the epportunity
to vist our School . 1 om very wiling to be you Guide , T believe yoy
will be atéracted o our Scho(

T hope this letter can bring Yow greetings and help 7

/(/0 L/ : (Pfl\d Yours

Li Hua .
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Sample4( Non-academic Writing):

2PBERE 25T Y90
Kaiyoon Rooo!

H Weikarl Gui Zho

Dr: J RR.C
rJames Miller -

5801 South Ellis Avenue October )8, 2024
Chiago Illinois / ,
US.A
Deor Miller, -

1 lnow you want to kipwabout OUr university.I'm writing to you
£ INEYORIACE. OUT UNiVETSIY,

Qibmdorgnan University is the pregecessor of owur school . Now the name

Of ourschool i$ Kaili UniverSiy. Our campus has & begutiful envionment.-
1t is known as an ecologioxt university . The motto et our (] jversiey is to
CuLtivate moTedigy anol serive fov Self — improverment. . They corpies inpfourty

meaning s, Our University has & (ong histovy ongl Dong cutture prevai(s,

Incoaition , pur universrgy is not only Fasent o
, : nLhe gast, but alsp onthe
present.andl fute. Symbols of Dongcusture. o pe seen everguwhere on

Owrampus , g \
%'Omf}?ﬁ ‘as.m% an? 5b aSmanthus trees in our aampys YEPRENtNg 54

In academic aspect » OUr univeisity has many achievements , there are
mony majoxs in our university . In addition, ouy uni versity |s highly
proised in zerms of environment .

1 hope you con vis't to our wiversity, Iﬂt}kn‘rg forwenol 40 Your

veply !
YOurs,
B R HBI0 < we ki
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Appendix G

Interview Protocol

Variables Interview Questions

LAREE A AR G AR AR AR S A X ) 2
Declarative Do you know the difference between academic and non-academic writing?
Knowledge 2 /RPN E {EAE XA _EA AT A4 —FEIE?

What do you think are the stylistic differences between academic and non-academic writing?

Metacognitive 3ARWAFVRAE B P AR R R4 2
Knowledge What do you think your strengths and weaknesses are in writing?

Procedural 1. fE# RGNS, VRl AIRLL D IR ?

Knowledge = What steps do you follow in academic writing?
QAEAREARE M, IR ERIRLE 5 PR ?
What steps do you follow in non-academic writing?
3ARRITE A AR GEMAR ARG E R A ARG ?

Do you know the differences in requirements between academic and non-academic writing?

Conditional 1. (EVRS M I, 1R S R4S 7] M55 00350 B U G PR 00} 2 2
Knowledge = When you write, do you choose different approaches based on different writing contexts? Please give some
examples.

2 M FBEMTRE NS IEFE, (REE AR
How do you handle familiar and unfamiliar writing topics?
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Metacognitive 1 /RAEFEARGIEMARAARGIE A MTIKEZ, 15286115 15 ?
Metacognitive Feeling How do you feel about in academic and non-academic writing? Please give some examples.
Experience 2 X ECJEEZ AR ) A A A A5 2
How do these feelings affect your writing?
Metacognitive 1.LEBAERF, RE0ATS5 HEAT TR LLH] I 2
Judgements ~ What judgments do you make about the task while writing?
255 F H EROGE A AN H , RSB ARE?
When facing writing topics you are interested in versus those you are not, how do you approach them?
Metacognitive 1. fEEAFRT, VRHRAE B Moting? HAka A4 7710 ?
Planning Do you plan before writing based on the topic? If so, what specific strategies do you use?
2. ARt AL T & AT
Metacognitive Can you describe a time when you had to change your plan?
Strategies
Metacognitive 1.5EH, fRE0 H AT B ?
Monitoring Do you monitor yourself during the writing process?
2. G AR B 4 IR S RA T 4 ey ?
Can you share an instance where monitoring led to changes in your work?
Metacognitive 1. BAEERGE, TREATENERIEFAR
Evaluating  After completing a writing task, how do you evaluate its success?
2. RHAFEARGIEMARER GIERI PRI br it — 1 2
How does this evaluation differ between academic and non-academic writing?
Total 8 18
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Appendix H

Sampling Determination Table

N S N S N S N S N S

10 10 100 80 280 162 800 260 2800 338

15 14 110 86 290 165 850 265 3000 341

20 19 120 92 300 169 900 269 3500 346

25 24 130 97 320 175 950 274 4000 351

30 28 140 103 340 181 1000 | 278 4500 351

35 32 150 108 360 186 1100 | 285 5000 357

40 36 160 113 380 191 1200 | 291 6000 361

45 40 170 118 400 196 1300 | 297 7000 364

50 44 180 123 420 201 1400 | 302 8000 367

55 48 190 127 440 205 1500 | 306 9000 368

60 52 200 132 460 210 1600 | 310 10000 | 370

65 56 210 136 480 214 1700 | 313 15000 | 375

70 59 220 140 500 217 1800 | 317 20000 | 377

75 63 230 144 550 225 1900 | 320 30000 | 379

80 66 240 148 600 234 2000 | 322 40000 | 380

&5 70 250 152 650 242 2200 | 327 50000 | 381

90 73 260 155 700 248 2400 | 331 75000 | 382

95 76 270 159 750 256 2600 | 335 100000 | 384

Note. N=population size; S=sample size. Adapted from “Determining sample size for
research activities” by R.V. Krejcie & D.W. Morgan. 1970, Educational and
psychological measurement, 30(3), 607-610. Copyright 1970 by Sage.
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Appendix I

Consent Letter for Data Collection

Univarsiti Utara Malaysia
06010 UUM SINTOK Thstempalt- LI abyE
KEDAH DARUL AMAN

MALAYSIA Tel : 604 - 928 5299
Fax': 604 - 9285297
Website ; htte /fahsgs.uum.edumy
Email T ahsgsservices@uum,edu,my

AWANG HAD SALLEH
GRADUATE SCHOOL OF ARTS AND SCIENCES
UUM College of Arts and Sciences

OurRef. : UUM/CAS/IAHSGS/906523
Date - 28 Ogos 2024

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN
Dear SirfMadam
DATA COLLECTION FOR PROJECT PAPER/THESIS

This is to certify that the following student is currently conducting a field study and data
collection as partial requirements of the graduate studies.

Name : Huang, Guangrong
Matric No. : 906523
Course : Doctor of Philosophy (Applied Linguistics)

Thesis Title : Study of Malaysia Chinese Vocabulary Contact with Other
Languages Based on Sociolinguistics perspective

For further information regarding the research work of the project paper/thesis, you may get
in touch with Prof. Madya Dr. Rafizah binti Mohd Rawian, the supervisor at
+ 6 0123630455 or email to rafizah@uum.edu.my

We sincerely hope your organisation will be able to assist the student for the data collection
process.

Thank you

“MALAYSIA MADANI"

“SERVING THE NATION"

“KEDAH SEJAHTERA - NIKMAT UNTUK SEMUA”
“KNOWLEDGE, VIRTUE, SERVICE"

Universiti Pengurusan Terkemuka
The Eminent Management University
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Appendix J
Participant Information Sheet (PIS)
Researcher: Huang Guangrong
Researcher introduction
My name is Huang Guangrong, a PhD candidate at the School of Arts & Sciences,
Universiti Utara Malaysia. I am conducting research on matecognition in English as a

Foreign Language (EFL) writing.

Project description and invitation

This project attempts to investigate the role of matecognitive knowledge, experiences,
and strategies in academic and non-academic writing among Chinese EFL students.
This empirical study is composed of three questionnaires, two writing tests.

You are cordially invited to join my PhD research. I have contacted your faculty and

gained the Dean’s permission to ask your involvement.

Student involvement
Participants will be asked to:
» Complete three questionnaires that focus on matecognitive knowledge, experiences,
and strategies. This will take 25-20 minutes in total.

» Complete two given-topic writing test (one hour) in different period. The result of
this writing test is only for research purposes and is not related to your course or
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university performance.
Your participation or non-participation will not influence your relationship with the

university or your English teacher.

Thank you for taking the time to read this information sheet. If you have any enquiries

or questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely, Huang Guangrong.

Contact details:
Huang Guangrong
School of Arts & Sciences, Universiti Utara Malaysia
hgr0926@sina.com Ph: +019 8783135

Local contact in China Ph: +86 18782222164
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Appendix K

Consent Form

(Students of Phase One)
This form is intended to seek your permission to participate in tests and answering
questionnaires. Please read the following statement and sign your name, indicating

your approval.

* [ have read the Participant Information Sheet, and understood the nature of the research and
why I have been invited to participate.

* [ agree to take part in this project.

* [ understand that participation is voluntary.

* [ understand that I will be asked to complete the three questionnaires

* [ agree to take part in given-topic writing test in class (one hour).

* [ understand that I have the right to withdraw myself at any time without explanation.

* [ understand that the data collected from the research will be used for the researcher’s PhD
thesis at the Universiti Utara Malaysia, and may be used for academic publications.

* [ understand that no identifying information will be disclosed to a third party or the public

Name:

Signature:

Date:
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Appendix L

Consent Form

(Students of Phase Two)
This form is intended to seek your permission to participate in an interview. Please

read the following statement and sign your name, indicating your approval.

* [ have read the Participant Information Sheet, and understood the nature of the research and
why I have been invited to participate.

* [ agree to take part in this project.

* [ understand that participation is voluntary.

* [ agree to take part in 50-minute semi-structured interviews. [ understand that the interviews
will be at the beginning and the end of the terms and will be audio-recorded.

* [ understand that I have the right not to answer any specific questions in the interview.

* [ understand that I am entitled to have the recorder turned off at any stage without
explanation.

* [ understand that I will be invited to check the transcription and have the right to make any
amendments and/or delete any statements.

* [ understand that the data collected from the research will be used for the researcher’s PhD
thesis at the Universiti Utara Malaysia, and may be used for academic publications.

* [ understand that no identifying information will be disclosed to a third party or the public

Name:

Signature:

Date:
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Appendix M

Interview Guide

Hello, thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview. My name is Huang Guangrong,
a PhD candidate at Universiti Utara Malaysia (UUM), and I am conducting research on the
role of metacognitive knowledge, experiences, and strategies in English writing among
Chinese EFL students. This interview aims to explore how students approach academic and
non-academic writing, including their planning, monitoring, and evaluation strategies, as well
as their thoughts and feelings during the writing process.

&y, BERES AR . RMFOER, 2 5RIETALT Ky (UUM) [+
A, BAEERTFETCINRENR . 250 AN S A2 [ il 22 RSB B AR R I . A RTR
B AAER N 2 A W EAT 2 ARNHAE AR S AE, WRRMATRTHRI . APPSR, PAS A
SRS R T AR AR 32

Your responses will be kept confidential and used solely for research purposes. There are no
right or wrong answers—please feel free to share your thoughts and experiences openly. The
interview will take approximately 50 minutes. If you feel uncomfortable with any question,
you can skip it.

TE A [E1 B R 8 DR A A 9 H 1) o B SO IEBEHR Z 70— R BEE A T 7> 218
HAREMZL . HIAKRATHEE 50 8. IREXHEA 0 BURBIAET AR, 7T LAk E .

Before we begin, do you have any questions?

FERAN TG R, a4 ) g ?

Now I’'m going to ask you questions about your metacognitive knowledge in academic

writing and non-academic writing.

BUERE HARK T AR GAEAMAR ARG AP e AR FIR i A L

[interview questions]

That concludes our interview. Thank you for sharing your insights and experiences! Your
responses will be valuable in understanding EFL students’ metacognitive knowledge,
experiences, and strategies in writing. If you have any additional thoughts or questions, feel
free to share them now. After I have transcribed the interview content, you will need to
confirm the interview content again and sign the validation form.

Thanks again for your time and participation!

ARG B S5 oR o SR 7 S0 DL RN 226 | 8 1m0 0] T B T AR K T
FER, AN E/ERIRAEE A UME. R EIEE A HAR AL SR R, SR
LK VTRABH GG, FFEEHICS VIR A B ATV Z TN

PRI S [ A1 2 5 !
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Appendix N

Validation Form

This form is intended to verify interview transcriptions. Please read the following

statement and sign your name, indicating your approval.

I hereby declare that I have proofread the interview transcription given to me. I have

agreed and approved the interview transcription.

Name:

Signature:

Date:
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Appendix O

Transcription of the Interviews

11 Sep, 2024 (9: 00am) | Student One (S1) | Location:Kaili University
People Responses
Interviewer | VRAIIE F ARG VENFEZ ARG /ER X 505 ?

Do you know the difference between academic and non-academic
writing?

Interviewee

PG EARGEMAZ R EAEIRA R, AATH XA AE T LA
RKHIX], B s RS SRR, $EEXEE, KRG
fi AR FUIR L 4ng ity . ARG AR AR SR EL B T B

I feel that academic writing is very different from non-academic writing.
That is to say, the writing style of academic writing is quite formal and
objective, and he rarely uses abbreviations. And non-academic writing is
comparatively easier.

Interviewer

PRINAIZ PP E R XS A AT A A —FfIS 2
What do you think are the stylistic differences between academic and
non-academic writing?

Interviewee

TR FARGIESH — B RETE, R0 B R R ZRIR
e PHEHA) TSRS, WHIEAH T — S RKxEq). A NE
WG ARR A SRS . RRIEEAREE, EERERERRIA
TEE R BT LL T

I think academic writing requires more complex grammar and has
higher writing standards. The sentences used (in academic writing) are
quite complex, and some long and difficult sentences are used. I think
memorizing some sample essays is a useful strategy. On the other hand,
non-academic writing mainly focuses on conveying the authors’ ideas.

Interviewer

R EERA IR L T TR SRR ?

Does your school offer specialized writing courses?

Interviewee

WHEBGAA T B 1TSEE BERE. BATNIGERE L& 5N
x, NEHERS .

There are no specialized English writing courses. Our English classes
mainly focuses on college entrance examination topics and serves the
college entrance examination.
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Interviewer

RERVRAE T E P L R A 42

What do you think your strengths and weaknesses are in writing?

Interviewee

A FEERIGERNL, WABARP G BRI HAE
TIX A

I have a rich English vocabulary and am familiar with different writing
structures. I think my strengths lie in these two points.

Interviewer

RGN, IR D IR ?

What steps do you follow in academic writing?

Interviewee

AL PR ARG AEAR S5, T2 BEAT & 1 SCHR A0 2 B AT 7
FEM AT — 2o B, RS E BAe AR, AR)E AR SRR
R EEE BT EEIEE AN, AEBEN e ST ERE
PR mIE, MR SRR, BSERRSRENEIEERZAT L
BB AR IR EEELREY, Has e NBRHDEIH AR
FRIARTE, WORMESCH N A S SRR —

When tackling academic writing tasks, I conduct extensive literature
review and research, often using online resources to support my thesis
and arguments. When writing, | try to focus on the logical coherence of
the argument. | also pay attention to grammar accuracy and precise
word choice. After writing, I meticulously review each step to check for
any mistakes. During writing, I incorporate what I’ve learned from
textbooks or other sources, aligning my content with the requirements of
the topic.

Interviewer

FEARFEARGEF, fRa D iR ?

What steps do you follow in non-academic writing?

Interviewee

THGE R HEE— N H, REWH— NEH P ERBAR, BER
LTI IS E S A WE, )R IE B RO AR L 45 R A
1% Bn BN 763

I start by understanding the topic and clarifying the requirements
outlined in it, which are usually divided into several aspects. For
example, when writing a letter, I consider the recipient and pay attention
to the format of the opening and closing sections. Finally, I make
revisions and improvements.

Interviewer

RFNEEARGEMAEEAR G ERZERGH A A FG?
Do you know the differences in requirements between academic and
non-academic writing?
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Interviewee

PG TE A AREGIEN, BIERE S ™ E— A, RGN
ZATH TR E,

I feel that in academic writing, the language is more rigorous, and
there’s a greater use of specialized terminology.

Interviewer

AR BRI, AR ARIEA R B 5 AR R sk ohoE AT 052
My 2 245 15 15 o

When you write, do you choose different approaches based on different
writing contexts? Please give some examples.

Interviewee

EGR PRGN, RERFREZ AN E 05T JIAVH M
Zr) R — AR ARE, BN IR AR . RSB IFEE,
N R SRR . TR SIE S5, Rl R
HAZREGERERE R, A7 2 E a5 Al
73 H

When practicing academic writing, I will using complex sentences as
much as possible. I see regular practice as a trial-and-error process that
increases my knowledge base. The more I practice, the smoother my
writing becomes during exams. I feel that during English writing exams,
especially for those tasks with academic writing characteristics where
the essay accounts for a significant portion of the score, 1 write
sentences with rigorous logic, which helps the examiners give me higher
marks.

Interviewer

X T RABA TR GIEEE, VRSB RNE?
How do you handle familiar and unfamiliar writing topics?

Interviewee

P, EBMARERNE AT EA 20, RS B H
M, AR EA LR AR MER R H , Fmt X e
BRTEEF T,

For me, there is no difference between familiar and unfamiliar essay
tasks; if the topic is familiar, I might write faster. If it is a difficult topic,
I will try to use my familiar methods to tackle it.

Interviewer

RAEEARGAEMARZER B AER A EAZ, 152850 1 ?
How do you feel about academic and non-academic writing? Please
give some examples.

Interviewee

WEERKGARAARMERR . TREEAE, SIEEEEERY,
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WHE BB AT, WRGIEES KEME, ExPmk
B0, RIREK, RATREEIC KRB RN T, ATRZI I
FAFRIL

I am more proficient at writing non-academic essays. I feel more
confident, and the writing process flows smoothly, usually resulting in
higher scores. During exams, if the writing task is too difficult, it affects
my mindset, making me nervous and likely to forget key vocabulary and
sentences, which impacts my writing performance.

Interviewer

X IR SRR B B A A4 50 2
How do these feelings affect your writing?

Interviewee

T H OF R SCEAR IO R, WUERAE T — Rl WSS ALh Y
H, RESBEGRAE, WHORAERF L. £ERE—REXZE, W
RMGURLF, bW EEOEIEN, BEOREMIET, K5
RELE B OO S A S b T A5 /O BN R B . FRBR I 175 A4 36 A
WICHI R B8N 7 BXT BARR DG, Wi 7B P AR . -
AR LA K TR AR IR 21

I’m generally satisfied with my essays, and when I encounter similar
topics in the future, I feel familiar and confident. After completing an
essay, if I receive a high score, it boosts my confidence significantly,
strengthening my belief in my English writing abilities. Positive feelings
and high scores on essays boost my interest in writing and increase my
interest in reading. I feel these improvements bring significant positive
changes.

Interviewer

AR GEAMAR ARG RN, AR R 5 1 ?

What aspects do you focus on in academic and non-academic writing?

Interviewee

FARGAEF, B e TR A7, SR SE A1 T A5
SEP R IR . ETRETT RS L RN, R SCEE
BEERTE AT 1 EAREAREE D, REEFIRLL AR
W, ARJE R TIX AT B SRR PR AT 1

In academic writing, I avoid using lengthy or vague sentences and
prefer to use logically structured expressions. In terms of grammar, [
pay more attention to tenses and focus on maintaining a clear logical
structure in the article.In non-academic writing, I choose expressive
vocabulary and focus on sentence fluency.

Interviewer

FEGAERE, AR XHE ST AT IIRLE I 2
What judgments do you make about the task while writing?
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Interviewee

WEVHE S E R, AR ARG, T InEE L,
SR JE BRI WA E ST MERE o RIE 1 PR X T AR B BRAE S AF B4R EIR
Mo EFARE R, FROPAIRLE 7RI f AT LSRR 32 0 A
SRR EH ClA) .

I will assess the type of writing prompt. If it’s academic writing, [ will
be more cautious. Then I will judge the difficulty of the composition.
Knowing the difficulty can help me find a breakthrough in writing. In
academic writing, I assess which academic arguments can support my
main points, and [ repeatedly question myself during the writing
process.

Interviewer

PRAE B AR B I 2 FH B R 2 A 223 R e 2

Do you use the knowledge you have learned before when writing?

Interviewee

HES. mPPRREEAR REENE, EH KERRARETE, B
FERREGERTS, Raie s TAEIESIEP R AN MAR .
Definitely. I use the grammar and vocabulary learned in high school,
along with vocabulary accumulated in university, writing techniques I’
ve mastered, and various experiences gained from English writing.

Interviewer

X H CRBOGBMARGBEEH, R EARE?
When facing writing topics you are interested in versus those you are
not, how do you approach them?

Interviewee

XHEMGBEH <A BE, TUEINAES AR T+, RExT
AR H , 28— 5R, REE— F .

I feel more confident with topics I'm interested in and can more easily
come up with the next part of the writing. For topics I’'m not interested
in, I would search for some information and look at sample essays.

Interviewer

FEGIER, fRais PR LE SRS B 2 5

What strategies or methods do you use when writing?

Interviewee

N, RAEERK LS NN, w2 B & MR
WNE. ReErRZatafd, mRMPMRSER TR, Ee
RS,

Before writing, I will draft an outline on a piece of scrap paper, which
includes the general content and structure of the essay.After finishing, I
also check my work. If there are too many incorrect sentences, I choose
to rewrite them.
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Interviewer

FEEAERT, VR H otk 2 Bk A4 75108 2
Do you plan before writing based on the topic? If so, what specific
strategies do you use?

Interviewee

BT, WO — DRI R BER S AR AR ZE R, TR
BERNE, a2 S & . A gt 2 A [H
PR —TEAE, Rl ZBRIRE RN SIS, AT
TR AR GIENER, REF EMERMARER.
Rl ES EAREEM AN, o2 TR TR SR E
Before writing, I create a tree diagram to outline the overall structure of
the essay, plan the content I need to write, and arrange the areas that
need further development. Sometimes, I also discuss how to approach
the writing task with classmates, especially when facing complex
writing tasks. We brainstorm together. When I don’t understand the
writing content, | often go online to search for relevant information.
Especially when working on academic writing tasks, I look for literature
to support my writing.

Interviewer

g, Raxt B ST R ?

Do you monitor yourself during the writing process?

Interviewee

R ARE A, HREXCBEE TR BAEAERER
B AR, MESIITSOE. EFAREES, REFHESE
THRIL A I AR TR AL SR 1 ) S IR
I write a sentence and then check it, and after finishing a paragraph, I
review it for any grammatical or tense errors and make corrections. In
academic writing, I often adjust my plan, sometimes changing the order
of presenting my arguments based on my thoughts.

Interviewer

KGR, REATHERIFIR?

After completing your writing, how do you evaluate its quality?

Interviewee

KELE - TARE, RE MR TRMEN, BHRZENIEW, WL
R mE. AR, RS EIELARENPE . SIA GBI
)RR, FIEZIRE—T, YRR AT Pt .

I first look at the content, check if the sentences are coherent, if the logic
is clear, and if the vocabulary is accurate. Sometimes, I also check the
spelling of certain words.When I can’t judge whether my sentences are
precise, I ask the teacher to check, telling me where I can improve.
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Interviewer

TRUEAFHL A H BB R B R A A 2
What do you think are the advantages and disadvantages of automated
corrections?

Interviewee

B B S PR B0 R T AR B, H Bk R & AR B2 A
BB AR HLAL .

The advantage of machine automated evaluation is its convenience and
speed, but the disadvantage is that it is not very scientific or
authoritative. It’s quite mechanical.

11 Sep, 2024 (2:00pm) | Student Two (S2) | Location:Kaili University

People

Responses

Interviewer

PRFNIE A AR AR RIS AR S AR (1 DG 2
Do you know the difference between academic and non-academic
writing?

Interviewee

WA AR B E R I E AR, B, AR, RETH
BB MBS AL AR ARG, et EMET AR
fHRE B EE W, 5T HR.

The style of academic writing is more rigorous and formal, and it mainly
emphasizes academic standards. Non-academic writing, on the other
hand, pays more attention to being easy to understand, and focusing on
emotional expression.

Interviewer

PRINAIZ PR G AL RS B A LA — S 2
What do you think are the stylistic differences between academic and
non-academic writing?

Interviewee

FAEAFABAI A RS A K —FE, ZEARTGAEN KRS AT RE LR ™, 28
Ja EEBES, 1R RS T E LB A B, SRS A R AT
A TNEMBEERIE, HEAFFERERET DRGSR Z R, MLt
FAREGIERU, EA LA EIEK.

I think their styles are quite different. Academic writing tends to be more
rigorous and formal, requiring precise and objective grammar. It avoids
colloquial and casual expressions. In contrast, non-academic writing
allows for more diverse styles and can be more vivid and lively
compared to academic writing.
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Interviewer | Z &5 IX A S AR ALHEAT X 790 2
Does the teacher distinguish between these two types of writing?

Interviewee | 5, ZIMERAIEENMGEILITIX >, B0 R RMILAIZS —D
BH, REERATREE RS, IR wIRATBIRATa T X 54
LRFAREEBMF AFEFEZAREE. BREBENKTG, KRZHE
FIR SO A R EARER, REORIA A F 5 O FIRME & HERE
BN B2 N
No, the teacher didn’ t emphasize the distinction between the two types
of writing. The teacher just gave us a topic and asked us to write based
on it without teaching us how to differentiate between academic and
non-academic writing. But I think most of the essays written after
entering university have academic writing requirements, which require
us to have rich knowledge reserves, critical thinking, and read more
anyway.

Interviewer | VRIARAITRL TR S AFRFES ?

Does your school offer specialized writing courses?

Interviewee | 50 L THDEE SR, R saiB IRE P T /RSO #
There is no specialized English writing course, writing is taught within
regular English classes.

Interviewer | {RUEAFVRAE T /P LBR RRAT 42
What do you think your strengths and weaknesses are in writing?

Interviewee | LI EIEHIN R, FAIRAE —2ef88, WAL EARF 5,
Tt JTRZ A, X a] LUA R i 3 SR .

When I write, [ still have some advantages, such as my vocabulary is
very rich and I have memorized a lot of words, which can effectively
improve my writing level.

Interviewer | fEZRGIERS, VR8P IR?

What steps do you follow in academic writing?
Interviewee | fEfA RGN, RSEHEMNE—TEH, BE-TZilE

B BRSO B RIS, filE — DN SIERT R, HE51F
BTN 2. ESIEM RS BEIEHI%E 5, &% — Tk,

el MR, BERZ Rt TieaENEil. JEAa LB
[ SR, Fomt A8 5 2 I TR R ME A, BEAn S i XU () S A [l
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{2 5 B FEAE RN

When doing academic writing, I first carefully examine the prompt and
think about whether I have written similar essays before. Then, I develop
a writing plan and draft an outline before starting. During the writing
process, I consider which quotations to use, refer to relevant literature,
and check the conclusion. After finishing, I review and revise my work.
When I have ample time for writing, I invest more time in preparation,
such as brainstorming the essay and recalling relevant English
vocabulary.

Interviewer

ARG IET, i SR 7

What steps do you follow in non-academic writing?

Interviewee

FEARAAR TR, 38 H 2 8 1 Sk XRS5 Rk i e S AR B AR 2
Mo INRTRERITE, ReEE ARG, IHEH B ERY
JeI AL . SRS, RATRE & AR A 712 75 I
TR, A, WA RRASELTEREEIFER, Ko7
AT REZ FEHN 7

I typically start by brainstorming the basic writing points in
non-academic writing. If possible, I might draft an outline and use a
mind map to expand my ideas. During the writing process, I might
monitor my sentences for grammatical errors. Finally, I check the word
count to ensure it meets the requirement, as falling short might result in a
deduction of points.

Interviewer

RFIEEAR BEAE R B ER G A A F I ?
Do you know the differences in requirements between academic and
non-academic writing?

Interviewee

HAEAF P PP bt T REA—FF
I think the grading criteria for academic and non-academic writing might
be different.

Interviewer

FEARGAF R AR, AR ARIEAS [F] 55 AR 13 SR o (A4 05 1%
Ny ? 245 15 15 o

When you write, do you choose different approaches based on different
writing contexts? Please give some examples.

Interviewee

EEAREGEF, Wz InEs, WEERHEN A 7RIETT .
N T REE R, ReZWAH KA. A EOHAES

BIFIY e
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In academic writing, I try out new methods and techniques, exploring
more elegant ways to express sentences. In order to make my
compositions of higher quality, I will try to use some long and difficult
sentences. I am confident that I can get high scores.

Interviewer

X T REMARER G, IRE AN ?
How do you handle familiar and unfamiliar writing topics?

Interviewee

ZIhEN, ABNEEEESERERG. A, B T HEDK
SRR SR, T ARBREE, Hrlgsiteill5kEct
TR R AR i, QR TR R T AN TEER,
IRAFIA AL ARF BARMERIARLE, RO IIF ARG 81X A
M, WAReSE — S5 H AR RN, tLindeex)E
B BN A8 A R AR

There is no doubt that familiar writing topics make me more confident.
Additionally, I spend less time planning my writing. For unfamiliar
topics, I might relate them to aspects of my own life. For example, if the
topic is about artificial intelligence, I won’t use very technical terms
because I’'m not well-versed in that area. Instead, I might write about
something related to my daily life, like the convenience brought by smart
home devices or robots.

Interviewer

AEEARBAEMARZER AR R REZ, 15285 1 ?
How do you feel about academic and non-academic writing? Please give
some examples.

Interviewee

SRR, FIX A CERBAEMARAAR TR #E&u i
EA5, AR DR 5 R BV G RE H  (H2 HIRIRE KN,
B YL R 2P, RSB LER T, TR HEL A
P, LR T RIEM[ERANE.

...Overall, I feel confident in both types of essays (academic and
non-academic writing), and I can easily find a breakthrough point for my
writing. When I become too nervous or suddenly tense, it disrupts my
thinking process, and if my flow of thought breaks, I might become
flustered and unsure how to transition smoothly, leading to disorganized
and unclear writing.

Interviewer

X IR SRR B B A A4 500 2
How do these feelings affect your writing?

Interviewee

e, WS ES R, WEFRAIIONEREE SRS,
KRGO AR HRAMRER - G WAEK, Fataxt
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RS IRBNAE, SR R ESHEE.

In high school exams, my writing scores were high, and my classmates
think my composition is very good, which is a factor that contributes to
my confidence. If I’'m not nervous at all, I feel indifferent towards the
task and lack a positive, proactive attitude.

Interviewer

ARG IERAEER G, Rk w1 ?

What aspects do you focus on in academic and non-academic writing?

Interviewee

FEFAREAER, kel HErtE, A TREaRME, ©fF
MR B MAFEARSERNE, RaEINEREE
MAEshE, R BT B T PE AR I R

In academic writing, I pay special attention to the accuracy of
vocabulary, sentence complexity, and ensuring the logical structure of the
article is rigorous. In non-academic writing, I focus more on vividness,
sentence simplicity, and expressing emotions.

Interviewer

FEGAEIS, AR RHE 55 BEAT IR L 1 ?

What judgments do you make about the task while writing?

Interviewee

Because the requirements for these two types of writing prompts differ, I
will decide which language style to use for my essay, which will
definitely affect my score.

PCamd B LR 28 A F I, B VR B O FARAHR M E 92 2
[, BHORGAEXMNEH, HRAH 58 HHERKMIRES.

Interviewer

PRAE S AR RN 2 FH 2R 2 A 225 iR AR s 2

Do you use the knowledge you have learned before when writing?

Interviewee

0%, R RAESER AR BB RREE R E,
TRILATH g I FIRE % . M TIFRSAIMRNAETT, KikRA
TE IR A0 AR 55

Of course, knowledge reserve is very important in writing. If you want to
write a good composition, you must have sufficient knowledge reserve. I
will judge my ability before writing, which allows me to know where my
strengths and weaknesses are.

Interviewer

X H CEGEBM ARSI H, R BEARE?
When facing writing topics you are interested in versus those you are
not, how do you approach them?
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Interviewee

T RGBS, REEANE, BEEREMRK T
Bl 5 TFRAKBMGEBREH, ROTESRZRE, BRBEES
HFERG HR AR,

For writing topics I'm interested in, I feel more passionate and motivated
to gather relevant information. For topics I'm less interested in, I may
lack inspiration. While I still try to complete the task, my willingness is
not as strong.

Interviewer

FEGIRR, fRais FHWRLE SRS B 2 5

What strategies or methods do you use when writing?

Interviewee

W AT ER TS, AR SRRt AT — DA S 1
I use the method of drafting, where I first write a rough version on draft
paper.

Interviewer

FEEAVERT, IRaAREE B s 2 B A4 750 ?
Do you plan before writing based on the topic? If so, what specific
strategies do you use?

Interviewee

PR B s R, bean s RN, e B E B BOk I
RNEE . ARE E LB H OASSEIL, thank M LT E&i,
X S A8 A 1A e A R — N AR . B E THRIBEE 2, IR
AW, SRR tE SRS FEEE, YERERYS, B
GeIR T A, DL R SRR

First, I draft based on the tree diagram, thinking about how to connect
the ideas with linking sentences to enhance the overall structure of the
essay. | look up unfamiliar words online, transforming new vocabulary
into familiar terms. Having a plan allows me to clearly define my
direction and goals, avoid writing aimlessly, and helps manage time and
resources more effectively, thereby improving my writing skills.

Interviewer

GiEd, fraxt B ot i E s ?

Do you monitor yourself during the writing process?

Interviewee

WX REFARGEPEXREE, SEEREEMIL, RELES
REAES P HZETIE . JRIEHEI IR B R 78 70 SCRrk)
WAL BIOVRIEH EE. ESEMNRE, BUPRIESRE 1T H R
%, AN 2SRRI SRR

Logical relationships are crucial in academic writing. Compared to
non-academic writing, I pay more attention to transitions in academic
writing tasks. I also consider whether certain evidence sufficiently
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supports my arguments, which I found very important. When writing, if |
find new ideas in my mind, I will change my writing plan sometimes.

Interviewer

R WA 5 AR IR IS T 2

Do you monitor your writing time?

Interviewee

FDE 5 I TA) 6 BRI A SE I T, RIS BRI TEAT SIS 18] F
i, RHEE T8 A TA],  FRAN 2 IR FH L 8] Y i)

I feel that the time given for the English essay is quite enough for me. I
don’t worry much about the time issue.

Interviewer

HERREEE, REAFNEREIR?

After completing your writing, how do you evaluate its quality?

Interviewee

HARAFHN Z 2 NG SCIE 5 RIK, AT 5 RIS LR,
NE MNRE A BRI TSR E, A S B A5 R 55 7 T B8 3
HEAF VIR«

I evaluate my essay based on the quality of language expression in my
sentences, the richness of my content, and the logical structure.

Interviewer

PRueASHLEs B shiZ sk s 2 A4 ?
What do you think are the advantages and disadvantages of automated
corrections?

Interviewee

W tr BENEEIRA M, BOVE R DL P it 7P /e, HIk
SR 2T [ A5t o

I find automated evaluation useful because it provides quick feedback,
but I don’t trust it as much as a teacher’s feedback.
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12 Sep, 2024 (9:00am) |  Student Three (S3) | Location:Kaili University

People Responses

Interviewer | VRE1IE P AR E/EMAE RS 1R K X 510 ?
Do you know the difference between academic and non-academic
writing?

Interviewee | TG AR EMES 2] — AR, HHA TSP BERRE.
AR AN B 5 1 T 22 F RS R IA A M A
I feel that academic writing uses some difficult grammar and requires
very high writing standards. Then it is non-academic writing, the main
thing is to be able to express the author’s ideas.

Interviewer | VRUHIX AN S VEAE X A AA—FEIS?
What do you think are the stylistic differences between academic and
non-academic writing?

Interviewee | /£ AREAEN, FRINNDIEAR — LR R ICFRIR S . JE¥R
MWEEENEU, HARRIENR.
When writing (for academic purpose), [ think there should be some
evidence to support the argument. Non-academic writing is more
subjective, and it is not very rigid.

Interviewer | VR 20 X PR S 1R NdEAT 2071 ?
Does the teacher teach academic and non-academic writing?

Interviewee | “ZJMIA R X 7 XA G AE. MR R4 7 RAT— i,
SR E I BATIRYEIX AR B
The teacher did not pay attention to distinguishing the two types of
writing. The teacher just gave us a topic and then asked us to write
according to the topic.

Interviewer | VRUAFIRAE G VE AR GR KA 42
What do you think your strengths and weaknesses are in writing?

Interviewee | A I JAA B & 1& H1E 5 I ARRIETANE, AR 2R 0 137
VLR ANH)F 45 ) - Sometimes I can’t find the appropriate language forms
to express my ideas. I often struggle to find the precise vocabulary and
sentence structures.

Interviewer | fEF#AREIER, AR HARL D IR?
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What steps do you follow in academic writing?

Interviewee

I IRAARGEZ AT, BHE TSR, JREF T RN,
NGk — N BAFARMMER AT ER E 8, )5 A0k, S
Fwt ik, BlE s, SR ERE N EHCABER TSR,
FEFREEE, MR SIE.

I develop a writing plan and draft an outline before starting the academic
writing.  Then, I will conduct a literature review, clarify the research
methodology, collect relevant data, and check the completeness of the
content. After completing the writing, I also review and revise my work.

Interviewer

ARG IET, i SR B 7

What steps do you follow in non-academic writing?

Interviewee

INARFEAREAR GRS, AT VR EANE HEiE = B i A R
feit. Wit EH R BAPERNN BN TR T S1F. %25,
PR B A REWS 2 TP RIE 1 H SR,

During the writing process, I focus more on the fluency of the language
and the emotional expression. I will check whether I complete the task
on time. After completing the writing, [ review it to ensure that I have
effectively communicated my ideas.

Interviewer

URRIE 2R S (R R S (SR H 4 A5 2
Do you know the differences in requirements between academic and
non-academic writing?

Interviewee

FAREEPRER A OEL, R REM LR — ARNES,
E 5| FIRRR LU A AR Bk, AR RS AR 1E 5 v] DL
— &, HUEEE A,

In academic writing, I try to avoid colloquial expressions and use more
formal and precise language. It is also important to cite authoritative
academic sources. In non-academic writing, the language can be more
casual and natural.

Interviewer

TEVRGAERI i, AR AR IE AN [R5 A B3 SR o g i AT 4 057
ey 2 335 28451 1 i

When you write, do you choose different approaches based on different
writing contexts? Please give some examples.

Interviewee

PPN ZR 0, SR T AR, RIS BS A,
BG4 SR S PR RS AR S R . AR
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BRI PER T, R REZREM.

I draft an outline, planning what to write in the first paragraph and what
to write in the second paragraph. Some difficult vocabulary can improve
the quality of the composition. If it is a familiar topic, I will try to use it.

X T REMARER G, IRE AN ?

How do you handle familiar and unfamiliar writing topics?

MR PER] —ADABHIETEBH, WA LLZAIFIEZ S A4,
EOARA MR ARCAE % X TARERRCEH, RIEESEE
BT, BRI

If I encounter a familiar English writing topic, I can immediately know
what to write about because I have the relevant vocabulary. For
unfamiliar essay tasks, I usually start by looking at model essays or
example sentences to see how others have written.

Interviewer

REEARGAEMARZER B AERAEAZ, 152860 1 ?
How do you feel about academic and non-academic writing? Please give
some examples.

Interviewee

FEMEAAREER, BER SRS XK S

I feel more nervous and anxious when doing academic writing.

Interviewer

RS RR I B AT A0 ?

How do these feelings affect your writing?

Interviewee

AP MBS RE 5 BURBIR B 5N, RN EERIEESE
of. AN RSEBARE FIE, (HIXF R B IR 2 12 3] S
When I found the writing task easy or feel confident, my writing
performance tends to be better. Sometimes I feel very anxious, but this
anxiety also drives me to learn more about writing.

Interviewer

e RGIERAEER G, (R aTE by ?

What aspects do you focus on in academic and non-academic writing?

Interviewee

FARGAEAER 7 A o AR Tk R, SR 8 S e v X
EHIAE, et TaWiEEEEE, REREIRNAT. Hk
FLBAR AT T ZE G0 A A VAR RN, 8 S VA DRI
BESC AT TH AR R

In academic writing, more precise and professional terminology is used,
avoiding vague meanings. Sentences are more structurally complete,
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with a preference for complex sentence structures. Grammar must
strictly follow academic conventions, avoiding grammatical errors and
logical inconsistencies.

Interviewer

FEGAERE, ARSXHE ST AT WIRLE I 2
What judgments do you make about the task while writing?

Interviewee

B, WM EAR A KA IAT I AW, AR RS, R
BEMEB A — . £ BA, RESHAWREE LA,
SR AT A IR B AR, BEOYE M SO BARBRBIR A —
o

First, I will make an initial assessment of the writing prompt’s difficulty.
If it seems difficult, I will spend more time thinking about it. After
finishing a paragraph, I estimate whether it contains a topic sentence and
if the structure adheres to English writing conventions, as these differ
from Chinese writing conventions.

Interviewer

X T H CEGEBAM ARG, R BEARE?
When facing writing topics you are interested in versus those you are
not, how do you approach them?

Interviewee

Xf E SR H 2 S, AR, mESELESSE
MERg R L ORI A, REMERZREENERE, S8 E3E
FALETTRL, REMBITEE. RG H ARG R A & 4 5
(g

For topics I'm interested in, I feel more passionate and engaged. My
writing flows more smoothly as I express my ideas, and I enjoy the
process more. | also take the initiative to research information and strive
for perfection. However, for topics I’ m not interested in, I just aim to
meet the basic requirements.

Interviewer

FEGIER, fRais R LSS B 2 5

What strategies or methods do you use when writing?

Interviewee

W et U 7 B, IR H N B RTE R e, 28 )e
A AR SR AL A -, AT i — AR . EMEAESEY, ik
S T HESE N 2 B B AR B SR 3 6 S5 I

I analyze and understand the topic, clarify its content and scope, and then
search online for information related to my writing theme to construct a
framework. When constructing the framework, I also consider the logical
flow of the content and the sequence in which each point is presented.
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Interviewer

FEEAERT, VR H otk 2 Bk A4 7508 2
Do you plan before writing based on the topic? If so, what specific
strategies do you use?

Interviewee

WEE T HAF E ORI E TR, s KA, i B B A
Mo WABNZRZIN, BIMGEMREH . A SRS H F)
B, BOESICHKIESMEE T REE LB TR, REHk
NECHIART . HA 2R, Fopie bR B AR CE,
PRI 27 23 3 AR IO it

I plan based on the writing topic, such as listing the outline and
determining the theme and key points of each paragraph. I actively ask
the teacher for help. After the teacher explains the writing topic, I deepen
my understanding and memorize or jot down relevant language
materials, then internalize them. When I have ample time, I go online to
read academic articles, as I am interested in learning new knowledge.

Interviewer

GAEH, ReXE kAT i ?

Do you monitor yourself during the writing process?

Interviewee

WEREE RO SIEAE . HIRADIRE NS F W&, Fpiair
BDAIEAAT]. el B, RGBT RELE, RAELGHEH
e WABFNEFEIEFTR LN CZEEHEKR, FilZBiEr
ks, T RERE.

I will monitor my writing content. When I find issues with my content, I
correct them promptly. After finishing, I read through the entire piece
again to check for any mistakes. I pay a lot of attention to the logical
relationships between contexts while writing, particularly the beginnings
and endings of paragraphs, which I check repeatedly.

Interviewer

KGR, REATHEIFIR?

After completing your writing, how do you evaluate its quality?

Interviewee

Wit T BRI, B, FLea) Tl UBRIA[EES:, HEEA
it . A BRI R R, R BIEAENR RS AL
AR, RS ERTECE, BV BT RS E bR AR
R IR H) Z2 R

I will start by evaluating my own work.For example, some sentences
could be expressed more sophisticatedly, but I didn’t use advanced
structures. During self-evaluation, 1 realize where [ didn’t do
well.Sometimes, I also read model essays because this helps me
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understand the gap between my writing and the standard answers.

Interviewer

RG22 T (1) J5e 157 L e 2

Do you think feedback from teachers is important?

Interviewee

ZIMRIE I = IR, AR BUCE IR, R)E 4 B R AR
HARK, ZImgs IR SR N BRI, X ik C iz i %),
MBI, FALFAI R & RAE S, AATSUEZ 5
R EEALIE =

Teacher feedback is clearer, and the suggestions for revision are more
specific. It has a significant impact on me. When the teacher explains, I
listen attentively, which helps me remember better. When the teacher is
busy, I ask my classmates to check my work first, and then I show it to
the teacher after they have made their corrections.

Interviewer

TRUEAFHL A H BB B R A A 2
What do you think are the advantages and disadvantages of automated
corrections?

Interviewee

LS 25 3R AR A LR, AR — SR AT ERIE S, (HREA
SERARUREEAENR L, AR ATE, A S H B BOL 2 BERH
i

My impression of online correction tools is that they are fast; you get
your results immediately after submission. However, they don’t clearly
explain where the mistakes are, and sometimes the suggestions are quite
vague.

12 Sep, 2024 (2:00pm) Student Four (S4) Location:Kaili University

People

Responses

Interviewer

PRENE ARG ERIAR AR S AR X ) ?
Do you know the difference between academic and non-academic
writing?

Interviewee

WA PR G R E L. BRI, RETHE—ER
BRI . MAREARTE, EHE 2 HOEN N AL X
PR B AL

I think academic writing usually pays more attention to its accuracy,
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logic, and scientific nature, and then requires certain data to support the
point of view. Rather than academic writing, it focuses more on personal
emotional experience or the author’s point of view.

Interviewer

PRINAIZ PR G RS A LA —FEIS 2
What do you think are the stylistic differences between academic and
non-academic writing?

Interviewee

RONFESAARGAETI T, B K2R, BE AW LRI,
BAHE G B AUH A L B AR RS ARG . AR5 AEE AR R
MG IS A T KA, ZANBB IS, WL E R, KEEEE.
Because when it comes to academic writing, its readers are mostly
scholars, or people involved in this field, we should have a very
professional writing vision and strategy when writing. Non-academic
writing is more suitable for the general public, has a wider audience, and
is relatively simpler and easier to understand.

Interviewer

RBEAFVRAE BRI R A4 2

What do you think your strengths and weaknesses are in writing?

Interviewee

AR ANEIE R, RESERMEH SRk, HRARE
KRR ARG, XAEER A TARG S, ASBE S B2 i 1)
T

I think my grammar is very good, and then I can use some long and
difficult sentences or something. But I always like to use translation
methods for writing, which makes my sentences very Chinese-like and
doesn’t reflect English thinking.

Interviewer

(EFART R, 52 T 35

What steps do you follow in academic writing?

Interviewee

FAREGEME, KT AR, BT HAR 25 PSR —
SePUR, RIUTHE O AR, RE SN, Re4iaHC
Freer), AR URA B AT REZURANE, SRERE TR ES
H5 U EHaE R, WA A s8R, mEk5me
THEEERENE. R 7E O AR E S, JFEER
AL 7 I BT VA AR B B 1)V

For academic writing on a specific issue, I begin by reading related
materials to enhance my academic knowledge base. When writing, I
incorporate what 1 have Ilearned, whether from textbooks or
extracurricular sources, and write according to the requirements of the
topic. After completing the writing, I review it to check for spelling
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errors and grammatical issues in my sentences. I ensure the logical
coherence of my arguments and pay attention to correct grammar and
precise word choice.

Interviewer

ARG IET, i SR 7

What steps do you follow in non-academic writing?

Interviewee

BN LR GRS, WS — RN, B —ThREHA,
HEESH 4, REESHA, BiFZEHEAE T HCKHERS
W, ERAE ST B IS MR .

When handling non-academic writing tasks, I start by drafting an outline
to organize what to write first, what to write in the middle, and what to
write at the end.

Interviewer

RFEEAR R EAR R ERGH A A F I ?
Do you know the differences in requirements between academic and
non-academic writing?

Interviewee

T EARGERTE, BIEZREE™ M, a7 1A 9 Ee ™ 12 1Y,
i 2 R HE 2 SCIE R R, AR ARER. EFARELE,
EEZHRMRE T EIBREE, ZRARME™E, FEEHR
X A FHY AR B VRIS AN

For academic writing, the requirements are stricter, and sentence usage
needs to be more precise. Arguments must be supported with evidence,
and academic dishonesty is not acceptable. In non-academic writing, it is
more about expressing subjective emotions. The requirements are not as
rigid, and the focus is mainly on your understanding of a topic or your
personal opinions.

Interviewer

FEAR BRI, VREARYE AR B 5 AE H3 SROE A8 FH AT 4 07
ey 2 355 28451 1 1t

When you write, do you choose different approaches based on different
writing contexts? Please give some examples.

Interviewee

FEFAREGVERS, Joos SEINE 5 i BEANAER I, A O 5017 B e
PEAER, TE S bRk, LR, an RIS GRS T B R 2R R T
B, HEHRPMSEHE L.

I would pay more attention to the speed and accuracy of writing,
ensuring that the word choice is precise, the language is standard, and
the speed is quick. If the information I gather and the complex sentences
I use in practice are correct, I feel more confident using them in exams.
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Interviewer

X T RABHA TR GIEE R, VRSB AR E?
How do you handle familiar and unfamiliar writing topics?

BB, FOyEASENK, 1 H AT RG] FeAe
FAEZ AR AR . FEAERRM EH OAK TR, REais K
FEHZE S 5 T 2 SN A — 5

I like familiar topics, I am not nervous, and can make good use of the
knowledge I have learned before when writing. When I encounter topics
I’ m not familiar with, I find it more difficult to organize my language.

Interviewer

RAEEARGAEMARZER B AERAAZ, 15286 1 ?
How do you feel about academic and non-academic writing? Please give
some examples.

Interviewee

FEEEARGAE, BURBI N AEAE 77, 9S24 BB IR A AE A
A5 . B RIRIE AT BEAS A LA B2 R G AR ROARAE . T AR=2AR
FAFANS AR 5y, AERERE O

In academic writing, I feel difficulty and pressure because it requires
rigorous argumentation and accurate citations. My knowledge base
might not be sufficient to meet the academic writing standards.
Non-academic writing is relatively easier, which gives me more
confidence.

Interviewer

X BB IR SRR B B A A4 50 2
How do these feelings affect your writing?

Interviewee

IR, SER R ESG R R KRR K. OIS H A
HOEE SRR &, FTUAREHE B4 B AT X RE
HHRARSERAESENEMAE.

Of course, completing an essay gives me a great sense of
accomplishment. Because I usually like to read English magazines in
daily life, I often summarize some good sentences. This accumulation
of language will make me more confident when writing.

Interviewer

AR EEAAR ARG RN, AR R 5 1 ?

What aspects do you focus on in academic and non-academic writing?

Interviewee

FARGEENRN R E R ERE, ZRAR T, RERA A
EEA T i, B0CE &5 A R e 28 Rk, AR
FAREGMEPEZ MR A BHAENEZREIE, ReEmREREZEH
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EEREHCHER .

Academic writing requires precise knowledge and a deep understanding
of the subject. Every argument must be well-supported, and every
citation must be accurate to minimize errors. In non-academic writing,
there is more freedom for creativity and expression. Language can be
used more flexibly, allowing for greater imagination.

Interviewer

FEGARN, RS RHE S5 BEAT TR L Iy ?

What judgments do you make about the task while writing?

Interviewee

WERHEEERERRTWRENEGE, WERZZAREGME, M
BRAWrE LK ARG R A, R UR2A R EERN, K
HUL e EER L A) 1. BIRBE AR . I B AR, 3K
I P AR O F R B B AR, LSO XA TR AGE AR, JRAE
HWREH LW FRME % XEHIWT ARG, £S5 A
25 L RIGWIIT ), ARRENE I kSR S A

Firstly, I need to determine the type of writing. If it’s an academic essay,
I will evaluate whether my knowledge base is sufficient. If it’s a
non-academic essay, I will consider the theme and see if I can use any
templates I have memorized. When faced with complex topics, |
estimate my understanding of the relevant knowledge, check my
familiarity with the topic, and determine if I have sufficient knowledge
related to it. These judgments are somewhat useful; at the very least,
they give me a direction when writing, so [ know how to proceed.

Interviewer

T H CEOGEM ARG H, REBEARE?
When facing writing topics you are interested in versus those you are
not, how do you approach them?

Interviewee

X H QBB R, W ERNANKE TN, TR
PSR RE IR LT . RO T3 H CROGE i, BB
TMERZEINZL — 5, WERRRABGEAE, A B E
fmfra]l, LEani SAERTE VAR

For topics I’ m interested in, I tend to learn about them from time to time
and pay attention to them in daily life. Since I have a deeper
understanding of these topics, I feel more confident when writing about
them. However, for topics I’ m not interested in, I usually only research
them right before writing.

Interviewer

FEGAERS, R RS SRS ol 2 Tk ?

What strategies or methods do you use when writing?
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Interviewee

W TAT i H A, ECER RS TR, D SIENER
PRI, W SCRERIEZRSE M), SR A ISR A), ECEM
k. SIEMTATHRARE A, REFER RS EMAR, A
Zkd, WR¥EE B RMEREGE THRIRS, HBIMA) T E
ER

I first write a draft to outline the general structure of the essay, create a
tree diagram for the content, and determine the framework. Then, I think
of some linking sentences to connect the parts of the essay. Planning
before writing is very useful for me; it helps me write faster and stay
focused. Following my designed framework or plan, I can come up with
more sentences.

Interviewer

FEBAERT, VR H ot R 2 Bk A4 7508 2
Do you plan before writing based on the topic? If so, what specific
strategies do you use?

Interviewee

WAEBGAERT M — DY K, FERY T mtiREER R, 1R
i, WIRARECH R R A IR RES R K . TS HIE
THRMRE . A HIx, SRR LR S RO SFE R,
5 B3 48 T0 H 1S VEANTR 2RI 7]

I start with a mind map and then proceed to write, mainly to avoid
missing important points. During exams, if you fail to cover key points,
you might lose marks. I feel that planning is quite important. When I
study, a writing plan guides my writing process, helping me avoid
writing aimlessly and wasting time.

Interviewer

T, R B Ct AT i ?

Do you monitor yourself during the writing process?

Interviewee

W FEE DT REERNEER, DB RIRIER IR, 15
R, RENS 2. BASEIRZ T, Y SIERR
AICHRESE, WA — R T I TR RS ESE 1o e S AR SR
(AN K 2 A RN 1]

I check my writing by reading each sentence to ensure there are no
grammatical errors, that phrases are used correctly, and that the tenses
are consistent with the preceding text. Since I’ve practiced a lot, I have a
good grasp of the time needed for writing. I don’t pay much attention to
the time while writing.

Interviewer

R EEE, REAFNEREIR?
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After completing your writing, how do you evaluate its quality?

Interviewee

TR EE, REEERNEL, EEEHR. SWBREEGAE
T R 3 T2 80 1) F A0 22 DT 1) P2 R, A% 5 AH B 8 5 P ) T
15, RERAEN AT REE— LN R . 298, ZIMRERE
N IAIAE L, BB A LI BT ] s Fda ok, R e
AR X, FAEAFIXFE ATy 2 B B RO — 28,

After finishing, I read my essay to see if there are any problems with
logic, structure, or grammar. I take the initiative to ask my teacher for the
scoring rubrics and then revise my work accordingly, although I
sometimes don’t fully understand some of the rubric descriptions. Of
course, the teacher’s praise boosts my confidence, but I prefer when
someone points out my problems directly, so I can make the changes. I
find this method more helpful.

Interviewer

PRI 2 A P AR B AR 7 A 2

Do you use any other evaluation methods?

Interviewee

AN RS2 B B A, AT RER) S Z B A I AT RE R —

FZ A RIRA A, SR FEEW R T o [FPIRIRIHE 7K,

FHA 2 Z IR I

If we go back to high school, peer feedback might be more common
because the teachers are not very available. I would discuss it with my
classmates. If my classmates understand, I wouldn’t bother the teacher.

Interviewer

Rt ples B sz sk s A4 2
What do you think are the advantages and disadvantages of automated
corrections?

Interviewee

XFFHESRR AN, B ds AW TR LT, B
e n] DL B, RIERGEIE A . W PLEERE AR MR
B AR R R S

As for the correction tool I use, it points out which sentences can be
improved or which words can be replaced. I find it quite useful because
it teaches me how to transform a low-scoring essay into a high-scoring
one step by step.
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13 Sep, 2024 (9:00am) |  Student Five (S5) | Location:Kaili University

People Responses

Interviewer | VRENIE 27 R 5 AR AEHEZAR G AE 1) X g 2
Do you know the difference between academic and non-academic
writing?

Interviewee | T\ N FEAREIELE™E, HAEFZRE/ENAN HH.

I think cademic writing is more rigorous, but non-academic writing is
relatively free.

Interviewer | (R A FFHE F 2R EA 4 A FEIS 2
What do you think are the stylistic differences between academic and
non-academic writing?

Interviewee | IRYEILHILL, AFAREAFE RIS, 16HF EMAESNMTHIEN,
s F T 5 AN 5 R
Based on my experience, non-academic writing is more down-to-earth,
more lively and approachable, and the language used is relatively easy to
understand.

Interviewer | VR AVRAE SAE P ARG S RAT 4 2
What do you think your strengths and weaknesses are in writing?

Interviewee | FEFIRAIER UL, A N 3B 2 0] JEUN,  FANKITE o) e i) — L4
Bd], WAFIEZEATEAT.

I feel that my shortcoming is that sometimes when I encounter writing
tasks, I don’t know some words in the questions and I don’t know how
to write them.

Interviewer | fEF#AREENS, AR ER?

What steps do you follow in academic writing?

Interviewee | /£ (%R) BAERS, JagIH—8E, SHEMICH, mELR

Fe b . ERIARITERASAF AL A2 50, B R
ISR, ARBERIRLE, AT,
While writing (for academic purpose), I contemplate the use of
quotations, refer to relevant literature, and check the conclusion. But I
don’t know what strategies I should used in writing, it’s just writing
according to the teacher’s requirements. Sometimes it works well,
sometimes it doesn’t.

Interviewer | fEARZZARGIEN, IR {EHMRLL P TR?

What steps do you follow in non-academic writing?
Interviewee | X TAE22AREAE, FRE e m H—ASHBS HESE, JF21 H AR EAL

B EENE. EREMEE, RS EEREIR, .
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L 7E

For non-academic writing, I start by sketching a rough framework and
outlining the main content I want to convey. After completing the
writing, I check for grammatical errors to make the essay clearer and
more fluent.

Interviewer

RFNEEAR G EMAEEAR G RERGH A A F G ?
Do you know the differences in requirements between academic and
non-academic writing?

Interviewee

ARARER, ZIMBEaRHUE .

I don’t know, and the teacher hasn’t specifically explained it for us.

Interviewer

ARG, VR ARIEA B B TR B35k ooE i A4 5%
My ? 2R 45 15t it

When you write, do you choose different approaches based on different
writing contexts? Please give some examples.

Interviewee

WO, FE BB A 2RI [ ST R B AR AT 80 5 A XUk . (H
e, EEERIRE, RATRSREK, SRENEAY. U, Ee
JH B8 B AN ] B ) 5 TR RIA R A, B 5 7 A .

On regular days, I read different types of essays to understand their
writing styles. Then, when writing, I might be quite nervous, and the
time might not be sufficient. So, I would use more direct and simple
sentences to express my views and check my essay at the end.

Interviewer

RAEEARGAEMARZER B AER A AZ, 15285 1 ?
How do you feel about academic and non-academic writing? Please give
some examples.

Interviewee

IS, REWERTIER M RA PR IERFER, Rl e
FAREMERI, RIRFHILH

I often find it challenging, especially when completing academic writing
essays, as I fear making mistakes.

Interviewer

X IR SRR B B A A4 500 2
How do these feelings affect your writing?

Interviewee

FOASERNC IR RAZ, FRLELE R, TR —BAS T3
EZEE, @F RN T RN E AR, LR T REE RS
N

Because I don’ t have a large vocabulary in English and I’ m afraid of
making grammar mistakes, I usually don’ t take the initiative to write. I
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only write to complete assignments given by the teacher, which has
resulted in my writing scores not being very good.

Interviewer

AR GEAMAR ARG RN, AR R 5 1 ?

What aspects do you focus on in academic and non-academic writing?

Interviewee

T 2 1 RTE RN AR .

I focus more on vocabulary and grammar.

Interviewer

FEGAEIS, AR KT 5 BEAT IR LE A 1 ?
What judgments do you make about the task while writing?

Interviewee

B, RSVMEEEGE MR, BT 0vpl, JEm e IR S1E
WPE, FEAH R BEER A TA] o DN SR BT, el dk
XPAHIRAIR I BAR, A & J XA B, IR A
AL B AE SRR i %

Initially, I will evaluate the difficulty of the writing prompt. Based on
this assessment, I will determine my writing speed and allocate my time
accordingly. When faced with complex topics, [ estimate my
understanding of the relevant knowledge, check my familiarity with the
topic, and determine if I have sufficient knowledge related to it.

Interviewer

XFTH CEOGEMA RGBT EH, REBEARE?
When facing writing topics you are interested in versus those you are
not, how do you approach them?

Interviewee

B, XROGEKEH RS A A
Of course, with topics I’ m interested in, I feel more confident. How
does that confidence affect your writing process?

Interviewer

FEGAERS, R RS SRS ol 2 Tk ?

What strategies or methods do you use when writing?

Interviewee

XF T IR e PAN BE 58 45 PR BUANEA 2 S AFAESS, AR E T RZINH
B, JHERAATRIE K. F35h, DS E IR ST DAY B3 E 4 i
HERAIESC, — LR L HIE R A 7T AR B R SR

For writing tasks that I can’t fully understand or am unsure about, I seek
the teacher’s help and ask for their opinion. Furthermore, reading model
essays helps me better structure my essays, and some well-crafted
sentences assist me during writing.
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Interviewer

FEEAERT, VR H otk 2 Bk A4 7508 2
Do you plan before writing based on the topic? If so, what specific
strategies do you use?

Interviewee

(EBEZAD , RESCEMEERIE, PR ZRME S,

SR KR 1 S BB A4 18 . HSRE AR SR, IR T
PE AL TR S . FEIRXAN IR, AW E IR S AR TR,
RAE A ST A IR AR

(Before writing), I first understand the topic, clarify the basic
requirements and main points, then list the paragraphs and conclusion of
the essay. In academic writing, I use planning strategies more frequently,
and sometimes I continuously modify my writing plan during the
process, which makes my essay more logical and scientific.

Interviewer

T, R B AT i ?

Do you monitor yourself during the writing process?

Interviewee

RN, RESKAEA 2 ORESFEHES KRN EGE. R
Pl 1k, FSLENHE T A IR,

I check if I am writing according to the outline I prepared beforehand. If
I notice I’m deviating from the topic, I correct it promptly.

Interviewer

(SRS (I, IR/ AT E HIEFE 2

After completing your writing, how do you evaluate its quality?

Interviewee

Pl = H O ENEENAE S, A 1 il LB B[R] 2k
WU, AT E RIIER AL B I 2 Pl S o S
iRt AV SIBEL ER =

I usually check and revise my work first, and sometimes I show it to my
better English classmates for their feedback on how it looks. Because |
often don’t know where I went wrong when I try to revise my work.

Interviewer

PRVEAF I ) e 15 B 20 ?

Do you think feedback from teachers is important?

Interviewee

— 7, WAL RBURA M, JELSMRE, T ERE
JIHIHEPE . 53— 7 1, FROEAS PR S VR PR AR AR R R B2
PSPANEOSES AR Ak RN AT

On the one hand, I feel my mindset is pretty good. I can accept the
teacher’s criticism. On the other hand, I believe that understanding the
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writing evaluation criteria is very important for me as it provides clear
direction for my efforts.

13 Sep, 2024 (2:00pm) |  Student Six (S6) | Location:Kaili University
People Responses
Interviewer | VRAIE AR S/ERAEZAR G/ER X A0 2

Do you know the difference between academic and non-academic

writing?

Interviewee | FEIFX PIFT SIEIRARML. AESERRREAE X2 e, AL
FUER] 7B H R ER.
I think the two kinds of writing are similar. I didn’t distinguish them
when [ was writing. I paid attention to the requirements of the writing
topic.

Interviewer | VRV NIX PIARE /ELE KRS EAT A A A —FERD 2
What do you think are the stylistic differences between academic and
non-academic writing?

Interviewee | FAKIIHE .
I don’t know.

Interviewer | VRUAFIRAEGVE AR GR KA 42
What do you think your strengths and weaknesses are in writing?

Interviewee | FHJSEIE AR & KD 1, B DAFRE T A2 5 1 (I s A8 A HE R Hm],
AFHIEZ A B3R . BeAh, IR TR PR AR RS R, ATRE
HWaE APt D
My vocabulary reserve is too limited, so I often run out of words while
writing and don’t know which word to use. If I knew more about the
characteristics of these two kinds of writing, I think I should be able to
write better.

Interviewer | fEZZARGIERS, VR&{EHARLLIPIR?
What steps do you follow in academic writing?

Interviewee | F W] GE2 L1 — L850k, AT A ARERIBE ST 5. AR)E ISR

HXREE, SaaEENEREEE,
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I conduct a literature review and clarify the research methods. I gather
relevant data and finally review the completeness of my content.

Interviewer | fEAE2AARE/E, RS FHIRLE IR 2
What steps do you follow in non-academic writing?

Interviewee | A KIEHE, FIRESUZE @ H ZKRIE .
I'm not quite sure, maybe just checking the prompt requirements.

Interviewer | VRENIE AR EAEMIAEZ AR BEERZRAGH A ARG ?
Do you know the differences in requirements between academic and
non-academic writing?

Interviewee | FAKIIE .
I don’t know.

Interviewer | fEVRGIE I %, TR ARIEAS R BAE37 50K g AT 20715
Ny ? 245 15 15 o
When you write, do you choose different approaches based on different
writing contexts? Please give some examples.

Interviewee | A, 4Z)iifi & P RARMER GIEBHEN, HEEMER
—EEE, BREEMANZINMER), LA IR RS,
LB 515 K7 . Br TAEM EARER, RIESFZMERN, t
A R S AERE T AR ) 7
Sometimes, when the teacher assigns a topic that I’'m not very familiar
with, I always search online for some information, see how others have
written about it, and from which angles they have approached it, in an
attempt to avoid writing poorly. Besides looking up information online, I
ask people around me, such as friends or classmates who have a strong
writing background.

Interviewer | RIEZARGIEAARZRGAE G RIS, HHGIUU?
How do you feel about academic and non-academic writing? Please give
some examples.

Interviewee | H 2 E GIFI KBS 5K, FAlRBAAREES, LREGRA 1

WO AR ARNE S AE LR ESE I B E MR, FOVE LR
H iRk AR

I always feel nervous when writing, especially in academic writing,
which makes me feel very frustrated. Non-academic writing makes me
feel more confident and satisfied because it allows for the free expression
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of ideas.

Interviewer

X LB SZ MR B AR A H A5 2
How do these feelings affect your writing?

Interviewee

TR e R B4R, AN a1k JEE I LA 2 ) A0
e WAETERNKRR 7 — 2 RENEK.

Negative emotions can affect my thought process, sometimes causing me
to forget knowledge I’ve previously learned. I experience a degree of
nervousness while writing.

Interviewer

ARG IERAEE RGN, Rk w1 ?

What aspects do you focus on in academic and non-academic writing?

Interviewee

WER H CHFIIRME# RS L.

I will pay attention to whether my knowledge reserve is sufficient.

Interviewer

FEGAEIS, AR KT 5 BEAT IR L I ?
What judgments do you make about the task while writing?

Interviewee

XTI, FANAAE I ha P S VRAE 55 R AR H B2,
IN I BAE 2 VAL TR IR RS AL 08, A 2 BN 8] K 56 B
H1E.

For this question, I think it’s important to judge the writing task’s
difficulty in the beginning, then assess whether my knowledge base is
sufficient and whether I have enough time.

Interviewer

X H CEOGEBMARGBR S H, R2BEARE?
When facing writing topics you are interested in versus those you are
not, how do you approach them?

Interviewee

HSLPT FAEA KRB . BRAEKEE,

Actually, I’ m not very interested in writing. I” m not good at it.

Interviewer

FEGIER, fRais FHWRLE SRS B 2 5

What strategies or methods do you use when writing?

Interviewee

iEFAE A8, PR R SCER,  BE FR SR R R OR,
BUE A 2 AE 7 B0 bt — e af i g a), B EE A 1
AR Z W RHESCHE TR, tbah, T H H 12 H F LT
BN, FOVEIRITE, Re e st st e, ZImAn
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[l AN RE— EAEIR L, (HRATHLE, REGMZHR LLE%
N

Let me thing about it. Specifically, when reading articles, I highlight and
copy down good words and sentences, although nowadays I use
electronic devices for this purpose. I think imitating others’ essays should
help improve my writing performance. I often use my phone to take
pictures and correct my writing because it’s convenient and accurate.
Unlike teachers and classmates who can’t always be by your side, a
phone can be used anytime as long as you have internet access.

Interviewer

FEGAERT, IRARYER B ot R 2 BARE A4 J5 108 2
Do you plan before writing based on the topic? If so, what specific
strategies do you use?

Interviewee

HEER A GEATFARIR G, B Ra — 2 Ih e SR e
—NR, FEROEERE, XSEREAEL. HA IR
FAEZHT, BENAE EATIAT L, IR — AR, —
R UL, AT FI 2 IEI A TR . BT R T E S
W, IR M.

I know my writing level isn’t very high, so if a teacher can guide me in
creating an outline and clarifying my writing ideas, it gives me more
confidence. Furthermore, I need to brainstorm my writing ideas and draw
a tree diagram before start to writing. Generally, I follow my plan when
writing. The mind map helps me a lot by reminding me of the content I
need to include.

Interviewer

GifEd, fRaxt B ot AT i E s ?

Do you monitor yourself during the writing process?

Interviewee

ef), T ERNEEGL, FOVIAERA 7 —FHL, XHE
T 7 WK AEAE R, REERER. HRELHR
SRR G 7r, AR i) 8% A5 BOE AR C RS HR N
i, bl EHTEIE.

Yes, I will monitor my writing, because it is more convenient now that I
have a mobile phone. I just use the software that checks for grammatical
errors, take pictures, and then check it. When I get to the later parts of
my writing and realize that the grammar, sentences, or logical
relationships in the earlier parts are off, I'll go back and make
corrections.

Interviewer

HERREEE, REAFNEREIR?
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After completing your writing, how do you evaluate its quality?

Interviewee

KHOHESE —EH, REEEREHARPERZ G AR
. HEANNBRM A WA EE, F—DNRAERBH O
Hik. ik, “HREFE, FUEF” . ol R ANRTRES
RIARHIFE R o

I definitely read through it myself first. After ensuring there are no major
errors, I ask someone else to check it. But I don’t think self-evaluation is
that important because it’s hard for one to find their own mistakes. As the
saying goes, ‘The person involved is often blinded, but the outsider sees
clearly.” So, others are likely to spot your mistakes.

Interviewer

PRVEAF I e 15 B 20 ?

Do you think feedback from teachers is important?

Interviewee

AN N ZIMH S B Bk i E A . 2 PP B, fE
I N ERZI RN, RO [F) 22 18 AR A AT T A PR R
AT TR B R AT TR . R M2 IS, JAT e MR
NIRRT, REAT ELVE

I think teachers’ feedback is the most useful evaluating strategy for me.
When the teacher is direct, I remember better and the feedback leaves a
deep impression because my classmates usually explain things based on
their understanding, which I might not grasp. When essays are returned
and the teacher is unavailable, I might exchange essays with my desk
mate or classmates in the group to review and assess each other’s work.

Interviewer

X LM XS IR A B A A 2

How do these strategies affect your writing?

Interviewee

(5] AR S B AL 1 ) 7 7T LR s S O, B9 R ATE 4]
LR ELE, ARl RAE LG 1S5 I P IE LB RX ARSI .. 2D
() IETH] S Bt 2= 38 IR 1) 5 S5 AR, ORI S RIS

Reading model essays and memorizing good sentences can boost my
confidence when I encounter similar topics in the future, because I know
how to write correctly.Positive feedback from teachers increases my
confidence, interest in writing, and motivation to learn more about it.
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Appendix P

Summary of Previous Literatures on the Relationship between Metacognition and EFL Writing Performance

No. Author Title of Article Type of Participants and Methodology Findings Strengths/Weaknesses
research location of the
study
1 Qin Limina,  English as a foreign =~ Quantitative 286 Learners”  metacognitive 1) Planning has always been regarded as a The lack of options for some
Zhang language writers’ university students  writing strategies measure: fundamental skill of high-achieving student other factors (e.g. students’
Lawrence metacognitive Questionnaire based on writers. aptitudes and attitudes
Jun (2019) strategy knowledge Location: China. Zhang and Qin’s (2018) 2) High-EFL writing proficiency students towards EFL writing) might
of writing and their writing achievement tended to regulate and manage their not fully elucidate the
writing performance measure: a given-topic thoughts and actions on a more global level students’ writing
in multimedia argumentative writing test of the written text when dealing with performance. Therefore, it is
environments selected from the College writing tasks. hoped that futures studies
English Test (CET) bank 4.  3) High-EFL writing proficiency students might need to consider
tended to continue practicing using more conducting in-depth analyses
efficient strategies to revise the writing using multiple methods for
draft. data collection.
2 Qiyu Sun, Understanding Quantitative 760 EFL learners’metacognitive 1) Based on the empirical evidence, we This study only adopted
Lawrence learners’ undergraduates experiences measure: propose a model of metacognitive questionnaires to assess
Jun Zhang metacognitive Pre-Writing Metacognitive  experiences in EFL writing learners’ metacognitive
(2022) experiences in Location: China. Experiences 2) There are four subcategories of EFL experiences in writing.
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learning to write in
English as a
foreign language: A
structural

equation modeling

Questionnaire (PWMEQ)
and the During-Writing
Metacognitive
Experiences Questionnaire

(DWMEQ)

learners’ metacognitive experiences in
writing: metacognitive feeling,
metacognitive judgments/estimates, online
task-specific metacognitive knowledge, and

online task-specific metacognitive strategies

self-report instruments cannot
capture the dynamic nature of
metacognitive components of
the complex L2 writing

process. Future research is

approach EFL Learners’ Writing needed to employ multiple
Metacognitive Experiences methods. For example,
Questionnaire researchers can employ
(EFLLWMEQ) interviews and think
aloud protocols.
3 Qiyu  Sun, Examining the Quantitative 435 EFL student student-writers’ 1)EFL student-writers’ metacognitive Learning contexts and
Lawrence effects of English as at university metacognitive experiences  estimates had a significant, positive effect language proficiency, are not
Jun Zhang a foreign language Location: China. Measure:Questionnaire on their lexical complexity and writing taken into account in the
(2022) student-writers’ developed by Sun et al. fluency. quantitative study. Future
metacognitive (2021) 2)Metacognitive estimates of EFL writing studies might need to capture
experiences on their writing performance had a negative effect on writing accuracy. the factors that may affect
writing performance measure:finish two 3) Metacognitive feelings of EFL writing learners’ linguistic
argumentative writing tasks ~ were positively related to syntactic performance. Further studies
(at least 150 words each) in  complexity, and online metacognitive could be conducted by
60 min in the classroom strategies of EFL writing also positively recruiting students with
setting(Schoonen et al., contributed to writing accuracy. different language proficiency
2011). levels.
4 (Mark) Feng The role of Quantitative 882 first-year EFL  Metacognitive writing 1)Six parameters of metacognition The output was based solely
Teng(2019) metacognitive learners from strategies (declarative knowledge, procedural on participants’self-reported
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knowledge and
regulation in
mediating university
EFL learners’

writing performance

eight universities

Location: China.

measure:Questionnaire was
developed through a
multi-method technique.
writing performance
measure:writing test was
modeled after the academic
writing test component of

IELTS.

knowledge, conditional knowledge,
planning, monitoring, and evaluating) were
positively correlated with EFL writing
performance.

2) Parameters of procedural knowledge,
planning, monitoring, and evaluating were
more highly correlated with writing
compared with other parameters.
3)Metacognitive regulation can play unique
roles in predicting writing profificiency
over and above prediction based on scores

on metacognitive knowledge.

academic writing routine.
Future studies should
triangulate data through a
qualitative approach of
observing learners’behaviors
longitudinally to obtain a full
picture of learners’
metacognition. In addition,
the scale of metacognition
should cover more parameters
(eg. Metacognitive

experiences).

5

Zhoulin Ruan

(2014)

Metacognitive
awareness of EFL
student writers in a
Chinese ELT

context

Qualitative

51 English-major
Students

Location: China.

Data were collected by
means of semi-structured
small-group interviews
with 51 English-major
students prior to an English
writing course.

Qualitative data analysis:
computer program

ATLAS/ (Version 5.0).

1)Chinese EFL student writers did not have
positive self-perceptions about English
writing, and appropriate task and strategy
awareness that characterises skilled L2
writing.

2)motivation, self efficacy, and writing
anxiety constitute students’ awareness of
person variables influencing their EFL
writing, whereas their task awareness
involves task purposes, task constraints, and
cross-language task interference.

3)The paper proposes an interactional

There exist some limitations
regarding the interpretation
and generalisability of the
findings. The adoption of
self-reflective group
interviews as the sole source
of data could be
supplemented with
think-aloud protocols,
which could provide multiple
perspectives on students’

metacognitive awareness in
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model of EFL student writers’metacognitive
awareness that intends to describe and
explain the intertwining nature of the
complex process underlying their EFL

writing.

online composing process.

Sa’adiah The Relationship o 50 undergraduate ~ metacognitive strategies 1) There are no differences in the use of There were too few
Quantitative
Kummin , between the Use of students measure: the Motivated metacognitive strategies based on gender participants in this study
Saemah Metacognitive Strategies for Learning and ethnic groups.
Rahman Strategies and Location:Malaysia Questionnaire (MSLQ) 2) Rehearsal strategy is the most frequently
(2010) Achievement in instrument (Pintrich, P. R. used strategy.
English & Smith, D. A., 1993) 3)There are differences in the use of
metacognitive strategies among proficient
and less proficient English language
learners.
Mania The Effect of .k 62 male and Participants’ writing 1) the experimental group did statistically The data from this empirical
Quantitative
Nosratinia , Teaching female performance measure: The  better in their post-test. Moreover study proves that
Shirin Metacognitive intermediate EFL. ~ Cambridge Preliminary field-independent learners outperformed metacognitive strategy
Adibifar Strategies on Field learners with the English Test (PET) field-dependent ones in their post-test. instruction is fruitful,
(2014) dependent and age range of ,Writing pre-test, Writing 2) After receiving metacognitive but there were too few
Independent 18-35. post-test . The rating based  strategies,field-dependent students showed  participants in this study.

Learners’ Writing

Location: Iran

on the Weir's writing rating
scale (Cushing Weigle,
2002).

a significant improvement in their writings.
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8 Nur Ania EFL students’ o 35 English-major  students’ metacognitive 1) Among the three kinds of metacognitive This study has a limited
Fitrianti, Arik  metacognitive Quantitative universities’ strategies measure: strategies, evaluating strategies are the most  sample.
Susanti strategies in students questionnaire strategy used by students, followed by
(2021) online-based 4 male and 31 monitoring strategies and planning
learning: in relation female students’ argumentative strategies sequentially.
to their writing essay results measure: 2) the more students apply metacognitive
quality Location:Indonesi ~ writing rubric. strategies, the better writing quality they
a have.
9 Qiyu Sun, Untangling the mixed-metho  Quantitative phase  EFL learners’ perceived 1)EFL learners with different writing The data were collected from
Haiying Pan, relationship between ds : 449 second-year  metacognitive experiences  proficiency levels differ in terms of the a self-report questionnaire,
Ju Zhan English as a foreign undergraduates measure:Questionnaire richness of their metacognitive experiences.  semi-structured  interviews,
(2023) language learners’ developed 2)EFL learners’ metacognitive judgments and a writing task in the
metacognitive Qualitative phase: by Sun et al. (2021) are a significant predictor of their writing cross-sectional study.
experiences and 10 students Participants’ writing performance.
writing proficiency: participate in proficiency measure: 3)EFL learners’ motivation and writing
A mixed-methods semi-structured Writing test , the written instruction could affect the richness of their
approach interviews. production was evaluated metacognitive experiences.
based on Jacob et al.’s 4)The qualitative data were analyzed to
Location: China. (1981) ESL Composition examine the contributing factors
Profile. affecting the richness of EFL learners’
metacognitive experiences in writing.
10 Feng Immediate and mixed-metho Quantitative phase The development of I)the cooperative learning condition with This exploratory study was
Teng(2016) delayed effects of ds :120 Chinese metacognition measure:A embedded  metacognitive  instructions limited only to 120 tertiary
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embedded
metacognitive
instruction on
Chinese EFL
students’ English
writing and
regulation of

cognition

university students
with age 18-20
years).

Qualitative
phase:30
participants

Location: China.

self-reporting

Metacognitive Awareness

Instrument (MAI),

designed by Schraw and

Dennison (1994)

Participants’ writing

development measure: pre-

and post-essay tests

(COOP + META) condition yielded the
highest mean scores in writing and
regulation of cognition, followed by the
cooperative  learning  condition(COOP)
condition and the control group.

2) The metacognitive instruction did not
exert positive effects on learners’
knowledge of cognition

3) The structured cooperative learning
setting is beneficial for students’ writing
performance

4) Cooperative work also seemed to be a
factor that has contributed toward
achievement in writing and regulation of

cognition.

level students from the same
ethnic group at a university.
Moreover, performance due to
gender difference was not
analyzed. Female learners
may outperform male

learners in the use and choice

of strategies and skills.

11

Carol Sue
Englert,
Taffy E.
Raphael,

Kathleen L.

Fear,
Linda M.
Anderson
(2014)

Students’Metacognit

ive Knowledge

about How to Write

Informational Texts

mixed-metho

30 students
Location:America

n.

Writing  ability measure:

writing  assessment

writing interview.

and

1) Discrepancies between learning disabled
and lowachieving writers also emerged in
the metacognitive interview in terms of
ability to (a) control and regulate the writing
process, (b) use organizational strategies or
text structures to generate or group ideas,
and (c) monitor the quality of texts.

2) The

strongest relationship  existed

between writing performance and the

Further research must be
conducted to determine the
precise  nature of  the
relationship  between LD
students’ metacognitive
knowledge and their writing
performance, and whether
instruction  that  impacts

students’ knowledge about the
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following metacognitive variables: students’
awareness of modeled writing strategies,
students' knowledge of processes related to
monitoring the completeness of text, and

students' categorizing abilities.

organization of ideas in text

affects their reading and

writing performance

12 Loretta F. Assessing the Mixed-meth 120 ESL students ~ Students’ metacognitive 1) Personal and task knowledge did not The analyses of students’
Kasper(1997) Metacognitive ods Location: models evaluate : cognitive  significantly change as students progressed written responses to pre- and
Growth of ESL American. style questionnaires from the intermediate to the advanced level. post-course writing
Student Writers (Devine et al., 1993.) 2) Students’ knowledge of effective writing autobiographies and cognitive
writing proficiency strategies did increase significantly as style questionnaires
measure:writing assessment  students became more proficient in the confirmed the statistical
English language. results and provided valuable
3)The strategy knowledge at the qualitative data that offer
intermediate level was related to all three important insights into
types of metacognitive knowledge at the students’ own perceptions of
advanced level. the experience of writing.
13 Raffaella Metacognition in Qualitative 17 students in The study was piloted over 1) The data suggest a link between task This study has a limited
Negretti Student Academic North American a semester, and feedback perception and students’ conditional sample
(2012) Writing: A university from colleagues and fellow  metacognitive awareness —their
Longitudinal Study Location: educational psychologists understanding of how to adapt writing
of Metacognitive American. ensured that data strategies to specific rhetorical requirements

Awareness and Its
Relation to Task

Perception,

collection, analysis,
Data collection tool:

journals

of the task and why—and performance
evaluation.

2) Metacognitive awareness also seems to
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Self-Regulation, and

Evaluation of

have a reciprocal relationship with

self-regulation and students’ development

Performance of individual writing approaches.

14  Majid Developing and o 524 Iranian Metacognition measure: 1) the findings supported the 36 item This research generates a new
Farahian validating a Quantitative university Metacognitive Awareness questionnaire ~ which  can  measure outlook to metacognition in
(2017) metacognitive EFL students Writing Questionnaire metacognitive awareness of Iranian EFL EFL learning and provides

writing majoring in (MAWQ) learners. new perspectives for the

questionnaire for English 2) Three sub-components of metacognitive research on EFL writing.
EFL learners knowledge - declarative, procedural, and However, it should not be

Location: Iran conditional well suit Iranian EFL learners forgotten that despite its

psychometric properties

15 Qiyu Sun, Investigating — 880 students EFL Learners’ 1) Students’ metacognitive experiences This study did not

Quantitative
Lawrence Students’ from a national metacognitive experiences  had positive correlations with their EFL  examine the dynamic nature
Jun Zhang Metacognitive university in  measure:EFL Learners’ writing test scores. of the construct,metacognitive
and Susan Experiences: Northeast China Writing Metacognitive 2) the CFA results from the sample of 540 experiences. Multiple
Carter Insights From the Experiences Questionnaire  students supported the four-factor correlated methods for data collection,
(2021) English as a Foreign Location: China (EFLLWMEQ) model with the best model fit, confirming for example, interviews and
Language Learners’ the wvalidity and reliability of the reflective journals, are
Writing EFL students’ writing EFLLWMEQ. recommended for better
Metacognitive performance 3) This study has theoretical and understanding of EFL
Experiences measure: Writing Test pedagogical implications for how learners’ learners’ metacognitive
Questionnaire (complete a writing task of ~ metacognitive experiences can be managed experiences in learning to
(EFLLWMEQ) at least 150 words on a in learning to write, particularly in EFL write.

given topic in 30 min )

classrooms.
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16 Mark Feng The effectiveness of o 160 EFL students  Experimental study 1) The study revealed the improvement This study was limited to 160
Teng incorporating Quantitative 64 males and 96 from pre-test to post-test, supporting the tertiary-level students from
(2020) metacognitive females main effects of each learning condition on the same ethnic group at a

prompts the four academic writing skills. single university. Data
in collaborative Location: China 2) The study also showed that the collected from the 160
writing on academic COLL+META students demonstrated participants may apply only to
English writing significantly higher scores in the four certain groups or in certain
skills academic writing skills than students in the  circumstances. Future studies
other conditions. should involve more
3) This study underlines the importance of  participants from different
incorporating metacognitive strategies for backgrounds
collaborative writing in developing
academic writing skills for university EFL
students.

17 Muhammad  Developing Mixed-meth 18 second-year participants’ awareness of 1) The results showed significant effects of  The study is limited to a small
Mukhtar Undergraduates’ ods undergraduates metacognitive knowledge the PBL approach on the participants’ number of participants and
Aliyu, Awareness of measure: metacognitive awareness of metacognitive knowledge of was conducted in a short
Yong Mei Metacognitive Location: questionnaire adapted from  task requirements, personal learning period. To address the
Fung, Knowledge in North-Eastern Kim (2013), process, strategy use, text and accuracy, limitations of short time
Mardziah H.  Writing Through Nigeria semi-structured interview problem solving and discourse features. frame and small number of
Abdullah Problem-based 2) the interactions during the PBL process participants, further studies
(2016) Learning increased the participants’ awareness of can be conducted with larger

metacognitive knowledge.
3) PBL approach could be adopted by ESL

number of students for a

longer period.
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instructors and teachers to increase
students’ awareness of metacognitive
knowledge which in turn can enhance their

writing proficiency.

18  Fatima Saudi University 190 female University learners’ 1) Findings indicate a positive significant Limitations of this study may
Quantitative
Mahmoud Learners’ university learners  metacognition measure: correlation between the learners’ lie in the tool used. The
Basaffar, Metacognitive The Metacognitive metacognitive conditional knowledge and survey adopted for this study
Syeda Saima  Abilities and Location:Saudi Components of Planning writing performance. may have measured learners’
Ferheen Writing Writing Self-inventory 2) the “years of studying English” highly actual metacognitive abilities
Bukhari Performance (MCPW-I) correlate with the learners’ metacognitive in limited manners or might
(2023) abilities, unlike learners’ educational have not covered all areas of
background. the metacognitive knowledge
A more detailed survey along
with additional tests,
interviews, and observations
can reveal detailed aspects of
the learners’ metacognitive
abilities.
19  Basim Exploring o 61 undergraduate ~ ESL students’ writing 1) The findings indicated that students Due to the sample size, the
Alamri Metacognitive Quantitative ESL international  strategies measure: frequently employed the three components results of the study cannot be
(2019) Strategies Employed students questionnaire of metacognitive strategies. generalized to the wider

by ESL Writers:

Uses and Awareness

23 males and 38

females

2) Students had a relatively high awareness
of the effectiveness of the strategies which

consequently affected students’ uses of

population. Also, the study
explored the uses of

metacognitive strategies

476



Location: United

States

these strategies during a writing task.
3) There was a positive correlation between
students’ proficiency levels and the

frequency of the use of strategies.

without a given instruction
about these strategies in the

ESL context.

20

Sarah Suci
Hartina,
Machdalena
Vianty,

Rita
Inderawati

(2018)

Correlation between o
Quantitative

students’

metacognitive

strategy used in

writing process and

essay writing

performance

83 university

students

Location:

Indonesia

students’ metacognitive
strategies measure:
metacognitive awareness of
writing strategy
questionnaire

writing performance

measure: essay writing test

1) The finding showed that there was a
significant correlation between the students’
use of metacognitive strategy and their
essay writing performance.

2) There was also a significant contribution
of the metacognitive strategy used to the

students’ essay writing performance.

This study has a limited

sample
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