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Abstract

Metacognitive knowledge is a comparatively constant information show how human beings learn and process
information in general and individual. It is also considered as a significant element in learners’ achievement inside
and outside the classroom. The purpose of this paper is to understand the knowledge and beliefs L2 learners bring to
writing tasks, and how the metacognitive knowledge they possess influences their approach to L2 writing. Fifty
undergraduate students were asked to fill the questionnaire and express their opinion on this matter. Findings of
response data from questionnaires indicate that EFL writing is positively related to attention on the macro-level
structure and negatively related to micro-level concerns.
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1. Introduction

L2 learners’ knowledge and beliefs about writing may be culturally shaped. Researchers (Devine, Railey, & Boshoff,
1993; Kasper, 1997; Victori, 1999) have suggested that L2 learners’ defined knowledge and beliefs about writing
may affect the success of their approach to L2 writing tasks and the success of the outcome. That is, L2 writers may
lack appropriate metacognitive knowledge about the requirements and processes involved in undertaking an L2
writing task (Biggs, Lai, Tang, & Lavelle, 1999). A coherent theory of L2 writing needs to include concern for more
fully understanding students’ knowledge and beliefs that may influence the learner’s approach towards a writing task.
Yet, there is slight research on L2 writers’ knowledge and beliefs comparing their L1 writing backgrounds to their
experiences as L2 language learners and their L2 writing performance.

The improvement of metacognitive theory provides a viewpoint on the self-regulatory improvements of observing
and task analysis L2 learners which may involve in when they are writing. L2 writer should be aware of their
cognitive processes (metacognitive knowledge) to work and create existing writing skills. Influenced by previous
experiences in L1 writing, or shaped by their cultural backgrounds, L2 learners may apply their learned knowledge
from previous L1 writing experience to L2 writing tasks. An analysis of L2 writers’ metacognitive knowledge will be
shown in this paper to spread the framework of writing through cultures and languages.

2. Literature Review

Metacognitive knowledge is developed as a result of personal experience, and the instruction one has received. In L2
literature, metacognitive knowledge is also referred to as learner beliefs (Horwitz, 1987). Flavell (1987) suggests that
beliefs about learning are a basic element of metacognitive knowledge. There is no clear agreement on the difference
between knowledge and beliefs, or certainly whether it is possible to make a difference between them. (Wenden,
1999).

Flavell (1985) divided the metacognitive knowledge base into three interactive variables: personal variables, task
variables, and strategy variables. With this metacognitive perspective, different research approaches to writing can be
described as focusing on different knowledge. Process-oriented studies are generally carried out within the
framework of emphasising knowledge of strategies, planning, monitoring, and revision (Bereiter & Scardamalia,
1987; Hayes & Flower, 1980; Raimes, 1985; Zamel, 1983), while text-oriented research emphasises task variables,
such as rhetorical difficulties and audience consideration. Metacognitive knowledge has been shown to influence two
key phases in self-regulation: monitoring and task analysis (Wenden, 1999). In a study of Englert, Raphael and
Anderson (1992), students showed greater ability to talk about planning, drafting and revising, as well as to discuss

Published by Sciedu Press 221 ISSN 1927-6044  E-ISSN 1927-6052


mailto:narges.saffari1@gmail.com

http://ijhe.sciedupress.com International Journal of Higher Education \ol. 8, No. 5; 2019

their purposes and planned audience, after participating in the writing interference that emphasized the process of
writing, writing strategies, the role of teacher-student and student-student dialogue. The quality of these students'
metacognitive knowledge was positively related to measures of academic performance in writing. In terms of task
analysis, McCutchen, Francis, and Kerr (1997) observed how middle-school students revised texts where both
spelling and meaning errors had been established. Skilled writers quickly developed the concept of the
macrostructure of the text. In contrast, less-skilled writers rarely considered the global structure of the text. Instead,
they examined sentences individually. Such a strategy made it difficult for them to perceive errors involved at a
discourse level. In metacognitive terms, a good learner is “one who has plenty metacognitive knowledge about the
self as a learner, about the nature of the cognitive task at hand, and about appropriate strategies for achieving
cognitive goals” (Devine, 1993, p. 109). Devine, Railey, and Boshoff (1993) investigated cognitive models of
less-skilled L1 and L2 writers and found that there was a significant positive correlation between metacognitive
knowledge and writing performance. This finding was also reported by Kasper (1997), who assessed the
metacognitive growth of ESL writers. Victori (1999) proposed that what differentiates good and poor EFL writers is
a metacognitive knowledge base that determines the type of strategy or writing approach to be adopted by the writer.
These studies provide evidence for the importance of metacognitive knowledge in second language writing.
Furthermore, Cava (1999) found that unsuccessful L2 writers' poor personal knowledge, such as their self-concept,
self-assessment, anxiety, and self-confidence, negatively influenced their performance and use of metacognitive
strategies, although these L2 writers are also working many strategies believed necessary for good writing. This
finding suggests that having appropriate personal knowledge seems to be serious to successful writing.

3. Method

A self-assessment questionnaire was used to describe the possibility of a relationship between the writers’
metacognitive knowledge and their writing performance and explain the nature of L2 writing in terms of factors that
likely influence writing ability. To examine the correlation, students’ writing score was divided into three groups,
namely, group 1 as low, group 2 as a medium, and group 3 as high. The questionnaire focused on the knowledge of
writing conventions, prior experiences, and perceptions about writing. Following analyses examined (1) whether
perceptions of English writing and Persian writing are different, and (2) whether there is a relationship between
metacognitive knowledge in writing and writing outcomes. Questions about perceptions of English and Persian
writing were enclosed for the sake of comparison. A five-point Likert scale was used to collect the participants’
perception. Depending on how the respondent completes the 5-point scale for each statement, it may not be possible
to determine discrimination among the four items of a set. For example, students can tick “agree” for all of the four
items. Hence, the ranking order (item-e) was used to determine the priorities between the questionnaire items.
Responses to questions which are structured in a 5-point scale were analysed by using frequency distributions. To
determine the rank, the Kendall coefficient of concordance (Kendall’s W) was used to provide a combining order
according to a significant agreement (1999).
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Figure 5. An overview of analytical procedures for metacognitive knowledge

4. Results
4.1 Knowledge of English Writing Conventions and Writing Techniques

Knowledge of writing conventions was examined through the frequency distribution of “never, rarely, sometimes,
often, and always” responses. Response data about knowledge of English writing conventions were shown in Table 1.
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It indicated that participants perceived what they had learned. Moreover, the perception of respondents regarding the
techniques they use to write in the English language was also examined through the frequency distribution of
“strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree nor disagree, agree and strongly agree”. The main purpose of these
questions was to know how the students compose their writing.

Table 3. Frequency and percentage of respondents’ knowledge of English writing conventions

English writing in primary school (1) Frequency Percentage Mean Std. Deviation
never 30 60.0
rarely 12 24.0
sometimes 7 14.0 1.60 .88
always 1 2.0
Total 50 100.0
English writing in secondary school (2)
never 12 24.0
rarely 17 34.0
sometimes 14 28.0 2.36 1.08
often 5 10.0
always 2 4.0
Total 50 100.0
English writing in university (3)
never 3 6.0
rarely 12 24.0
sometimes 15 30.0 3.14 1.08
often 15 30.0
always 5 10.0
Total 50 100.0
Using own idea for writing (4)
never 1 2.0
rarely 6 12.0
sometimes 24 48.0 3.34 91
often 13 26.0
always 6 12.0
Total 50 100.0
Using vocab and idioms for writing (5)
never 2 4.0
rarely 9 18.0
sometimes 19 38.0 3.20 .94
often 17 34.0
always 3 6.0
Total 50 100.0
Using correct grammar (6)
never 1 2.0
sometimes 22 44.0
often 16 32.0 3.72 .88
always 11 22.0
Total 50 100.0
How to organise writing (7)
rarely 12 24.0
sometimes 22 44.0
often 16 32.0 3.08 .75
Total 50 100.0

Based on Table 1, 60% of the students (u=1.60) did not have English writing exposure when they were at primary
school as well as secondary school (34%) (u=2.36). 48% of students said they had learned how to use their idea for
English writing occasionally (u=3.34), followed by 19% and 44% of the selected option “sometimes” in regards with
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the use proper vocabulary and idioms (u=3.2), the use of correct grammar (u=3.7), and to organize their writing
properly (1=3.08), respectively.

The sum of four English writing conventions (Items: 4, 5, 6, 7) was taken as the level of knowledge of English
rhetoric structures (Chao, 2003). The purpose is to examine the relationship between students knowing English
rhetoric structures and their English writing performance. The result of Pearson correlation indicates a statistically
significant, positive and moderate relationship, r = 0.484, (P<0.01)

Table 4. the result of Pearson correlation

level of knowledge of Writing Score
English rhetoric structures
level of knowledge of English Pearson Correlation 1 484™
rhetoric structures Sig. (2-tailed) 000
N 50 50
Writing score Pearson Correlation 484" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 50 50

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
4.2 Students’ Perception of English and Persian Writing Techniques

Questions about perceptions of writing were compared between English and Persian to investigate how perceptions
of writing may differ across the two languages. The questionnaire items were inspired by ideas from Zia Houseini
and Derakhshan (2006), Mu and Carrington (2007), Wolfe, Britt, and Butler (2009), and Saneh (2009). According to
the respondents’ writing scores, the questionnaire was divided into three groups to analyse their perceptions
pertaining to the items.

Table 5. essential characteristics of good English composition
I think reading and more writing practice are essential for having a good English Composition (4/A)

Valid Mean SD

G1 21 2.57 .925
G2 20 3.70 978
G3 09 3.77 971

Total 50

I think learning vocabulary, idioms, and phrases are essential for having a good English Composition (4/B)

G1 21 4.14 .654
G2 20 2.75 1.409
G3 09 4.33 707

Total 50

I think using proper grammar and structure are essential for having a good English Composition (4/C)

G1 21 4.28 .643
G2 20 2.00 725
G3 09 2.88 1.452

Total 50

| think learning about how to organise a text is essential for having a good English Composition (4/D)

G1 21 2.66 1.316
G2 20 3.85 1.182
G3 09 4.22 .833

Total 50
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Table 3 indicated that student from group 1 who belongs to low proficiency in English writing score, disagreed that
lack of idea is essential to have a good English composition. On the other hand, group 2 and group 3 who obtained
the average and high score in their English writing agreed that idea is one of the essential factors for having good
writing. The low group, as well as high group, agreed vocabulary is important element regarding English writing
besides other elements. However, the mid group believed that it is not as important as other factors. Only group 1
agreed that grammar and structure are very important in English writing by the mean score of |u=4.28 and none of the
students from group 2 and group 3 did not agree that having proper structure is needed in English writing with the
mean of |=2.00 and |=2.88. Finally, the results indicate that students from a high level of English writing
proficiency believed that learning about how to organise a text according to the language principle is the most
important factor that every student should know to acquire better achievement in English writing. However, from
group 1 and slightly group 2, this item was not important than other ones.

Table 6. The most difficult area in English composition
I think the lack of ideas is the main difficulty in English composition (5/A)

Valid Mean Std. Deviation
G1 21 2.66 1.390
G2 20 3.85 .745
G3 09 411 781
Total 50
I think lack of lexical items, idioms, and phrases are the main difficulty in English Composition (5/B)
G1 21 3.85 .963
G2 20 2.65 1.039
G3 09 KRNI 1.364
Total 50
I think the lack of grammar and structure are the main difficulty in English Composition (5/C)
G1 21 4.00 1.224
G2 20 2.55 1.234
G3 09 3.55 .881
Total 50
I think lack of knowledge regarding how to organise a text is the main difficulty in English Composition (5/D)
G1 21 2.85 1.062
G2 20 3.90 1.020
G3 09 3.77 971
Total 50
I think punctuation is the main difficulty in English composition (5/D)
G1 21 2.28 1.488
G2 20 3.15 1.039
G3 09 2.00 1.000
Total 50
I think spelling (formal v. informal) is the main difficulty in English Composition (5/D)
G1 21 3.04 .920
G2 20 3.35 1.089
G3 09 3.44 1.236
Total 50
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As it can be observed from the above, lack of proper grammar is the most problematic area for students who belong
to group 1 as low in English writing scores and followed by vocabulary and spelling as well. While, they perceived a
lack of idea, text organisation and punctuation to be the least problematic area in English writing. The students with
low English writing scores seemed to focus on surface-level errors, which show their concern in language accuracy
difficulties. This is also what many scholars (Schulz, 2001; Diab, 2005; Diab, 2006; Rahimi, 2010) have found in
their studies. Diab (2006, p. 3) asserts “surface-level correction is often what students want and expect from their
teachers”. This showed that students need more time to be spent on learning and checking grammar before handing
in a piece of writing in class. On the contrary, the students from middle and high performing groups thought that
along with vocabulary, grammar, and spelling which are important and problematic in English writing, lack of idea
and text organisation is equally important for high-quality English writing. These students paid attention to both side
of writing that is micro and macrostructures.

Using the ranking orders (" >, >, > >”) of the four items in a set to acquire best results for examining whether
students placed different emphases in terms of top-structures and bottom-structures. Kendall’s W and chi-squared
tests were used to provide the item’s order. Kendall’s W is a nonparametric test of the hypothesis that several related
samples are from the same population, which measures the agreement of raters. Each case is a judge, and each
variable is an item being judged. For each variable, the sum of the ranks is computed. Kendall's W ranges between 0
(no agreement) and 1 (complete agreement). When the value of chi-square is significant, there is a significant
agreement in how the judges view the importance of the item. Response data of the rankings in the two contrastive
sets of questions are shown in sections below.

Table 7. Perceptions of L1&L2 Writing
Perceived approaches to good writing

Items Mean rank (English) Mean rank (Persian)
Gl G2 G3 Gl G2 G3
4/A 3.29 2.10 211 1.27 2.32 2.36
4/B 1.71 3.00 2.56 2.55 3.32 2.45
4/C 1.86 3.00 3.33 2.64 2.86 3.45
4/D 3.14 1.90 2.00 3.55 1.50 1.73
Valid 21 20 09 1 28 1
Chi-Square 25.971** 12.240** 5.933 17.291** 30.814** 10.091**
Kendall's Wa 412 .204 .220 524 .367 .306
df 3 3 3 3 3 3
Asymp. Sig. .000 .007 115 .001 .000 .018
perceived difficulties in writing
Items Mean rank (English) Mean rank (Persian)
Gl G2 G3 Gl G2 G3
5/A 4.00 2.75 2.56 2.45 2.14 2.45
5/B 1.76 4.00 2.89 2.45 2.54 2.55
5/C 2.19 3.90 3.33 3.36 511 3.00
5/D 4.00 2.45 2.00 3.73 2.75 3.36
5/E 4.29 4.60 5.78 5.18 5.04 5.82
5/F 4.76 3.30 4.44 382 3.43 3.82
Valid 21 20 09 11 28 11
Chi-Square 44.67** 19.00** 24.74%* 16.29** 66.24** 24.35%*
Kendall's Wa 425 .190 .550 .296 473 443
df 5 5 5 5 5 5
Asymp. Sig. .000 .002 .000 .006 .000 .000

*.Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance. ** p <.01, * p <.05

*Note: If the priority order isa >b > ¢ > d, then a, b, ¢, d are coded as 1, 2, 3, 4 respectively. Thus, the lower the
mean, the higher the rank. Numbers in parentheses indicate the group ranks. One the first rank and four the least.

*.Numbers in parentheses indicate the group ranks.
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As shown in the table 5, in terms of the main difficulty, perceptions differed. Group 1 held the different belief that to
have an extensive vocabulary and idioms was the best approach to writing (pE1.71) and grammar and proper
structure were essential for good writing. Although many students from group 2 and group 3 believed that text
organization would improve their writing the most (Ju=1.90 and |=2.00 for English writing) and (J=1.50 and =1.73
for Persian writing), they believed that to read and practice more (item 4/A) was the best approach to writing (J=2.10
and E2.11 for English writing) and (E2.32 and |=2.36 for Persian writing), respectively. The results of personal
knowledge (5/A to 5/F) indicated that all the groups had the same belief that lack of idea is more problematic for
writing in Persian (group 1 pE=2.45, group 2 1E=2.14, group 3 pE=2.55). The results showed that all of the groups
reported have an idea (item 5/A) as of the most important factors. They believed what differentiates a good essay
from a poor essay was the idea (item5/A), so that they spent the most time generating the ideas.

In contrast, students from group 1 believed that the greatest difficulty in writing English (item 5/B) was the lack of
lexical items (p=1.76) and lack of proper grammar and structure (p=2.30). This finding indicated that these Iranian
undergraduate students who had low scores in their English writing had limited confidence in their ability to access
words to communicate ideas they want to express. However, from group 2 and group 3, the perception was different.
They presented priority to the textual organisation (item 5/D) by the rank mean of (group 2 p=2.45 and group 3
E=2.00).

These findings suggested that EFL learners with little English writing experience (group 1) held the belief that poor
content is not as problematic as linguistic inaccuracy because writing is a means to improve their English abilities or
because the essays are read and corrected by the language teacher. Their focus was on the form of their essays rather
than on the content conveyed. Next, results indicated that students of the lower group (group 1) spent most of their
composing time thinking of the vocabulary and expression they wanted (items B) and the proper structure that they
want to use (item C) whereas the other groups (group 2 and group 3) spent most time on generating ideas (item A)
and text organization (item B). This finding suggests that students who had not received high English writing scores
(group 1) were very likely due to a lack of awareness on the requirements and efforts needed in undertaking the
writing task in English.

4.3 Perceptions of Writing

Spearman’s correlation coefficients were computed to measure the level of relationship between writing performance
and the importance of the items of a question. The sum of each item’s rank of questions regarding perceive
approaches of good writing was correlated separately with English writing scores. Results show that English writing
scores were significantly correlated with item-a (reading and more writing practice) (rho = 0.318, p < 0.05), item-b
(vocabulary, idioms, and phrases) (rho = -0.425, p <0.01), item-c (proper grammar and structure) (rho = -0.344, p <
0.05), item-d (how to organize a text) (rho = 0.416, p < .01).
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Table 8. Relationship between metacognitive knowledge and writing performance

reading and more writing practice

Writing score

E3

reading and more writing  Correlation Coefficient 1.000 318
practice Sig. (2-tailed) 025
N 50 50
Writing score Correlation Coefficient 318" 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .025
N 50 50
vocabulary, idioms, and phrases Writing score
vocabulary, idioms, and  Correlation Coefficient 1.000 -425"
phrases Sig. (2-tailed) 002
N 50 50
Writing score Correlation Coefficient -425" 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .002
N 50 50
proper grammar and structure Writing score
proper grammar and Correlation Coefficient 1.000 -.344"
structure Sig. (2-tailed) 014
N 50 50
Writing score Correlation Coefficient -.344" 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) 014
N 50 50
how to organise a text Writing score
how to organize a text Correlation Coefficient 1.000 416"
Sig. (2-tailed) .003
N 50 50
Writing score Correlation Coefficient 416" 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .003
N 50 50

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

According to Cohen’s (1988) guidelines, English writing performance was positively related to an emphasis on the
discourse level (item-a, item-d) and negatively related to the level of emphasis on lexical and grammatical concerns
(item-b, item-c). In contrast, correlations of Persian writing scores and the sum of a perceived item’s rank of
questions were not significant (all the p-values > .05). There appears to be no possible link between Persian writing
performance and each perceived item.

5. Discussion
5.1 Perceptions Regarding Persian and English Writing

Results show that students had different beliefs about composing in Persian and English. Students’ perceptions of
Persian writing were generally consistent across groups, with only small variations. Students shared a similar view as
to what the nature and concerns of the Persian writing task should be. A relationship existed between the criteria they
perceived as necessary for quality writing and their efforts. Hence, their knowledge of Persian writing was
appropriate.
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The overall pattern of their perceptions of English writing changed across their level of writing scores. Most students,
especially in the low-score group (group 1), did not have sufficient information to determine the demands and
processes necessary in undertaking an English writing task. They believed that excellent writing mostly requires
proper vocabulary or syntax. For these students, writing in English was a matter of working memory b controlled by
language issues, instead of content and rhetoric issues. Consequently, these writers were likely to become anxious
while trying to recall the correct words and grammar (Victori, 1999; Lane, Graham, Harris & Weisenbach, 2006; de
Larios, Manché, Murphy & Marm, 2008; Ruan, 2014). Attention to the micro-level of a text rather than the
macro-level may have been due to their lack of knowledge of English writing conventions. Moreover, the students’
view of English writing tasks as a means of second language learning may result from previous criticism on their
Persian writing, which reflected expectations of polished language, rather than of revisions at a text level.

Most students at the mid and high level of scores (group 2 and group 3) confirmed a change in significant terms,
from linguistic forms toward a more general picture of writing a text. After having been provided with a knowledge
base about English writing conventions, students were more likely to move toward an emphasis on the organisational
forms and rhetorical structures of writing in English.

Results of questions about perceived problems in writing in English show that most of the participants from group 1
felt overwhelmed by their lack of vocabulary proficiency. This may reflect the necessary of lexical features and
structure that writers need to manage with while writing in English. The students’ perceptions of their vocabulary and
grammar shortage may influence their cognitive processes while writing (Flavell, 1979). Other studies (e.g. Golshan
and Karbalaei, 2009; Rahimi, 2010) had also found that the Iranian students were mainly focused on and concerned
about surface-level errors. One factor influencing the obtained results can be what the teachers emphasise in their
classes (Mohan & Lo, 1985; Jones, 2005; Loi, 2010; Taft, Kacanas, Huen & Chan, 2011). This means that, while the
teachers were worried about the style the students were using in their writings, they were, in fact, mainly focusing on
teaching surface-level errors. The main concern here was that many English classes in Iran were restricted to the use
of specific textbooks, and those textbooks were generally more focused on surface-level errors. Even Persian writing
manuals generally focused on surface-level errors (Ghorbaniun, 2004; Solhjoo, 2008). This might be one reason why
the students were unconsciously more drawn towards surface-level errors.

In summary, as students who obtained mid and high scores (group 2 and 3) in their English and Persian writing, their
task knowledge of writing changed and moving from linguistic forms to textual structures. However, for students in
the low-scores group (group 1), self-assessment of proficiency in English writing remained focused on the difficulty
of vocabulary and suitable structure.

5.2 Focuses on the Micro and Macro Structures

An investigation of the relationship between the ranking of the two sub-items and writing scores showed that there
was a link between students’ metacognitive knowledge base and their English writing performance (Devine et al.,
1993; Kasper, 1997; Yanyan, 2010; Ruan, 2014). For Persian writing, there was no significant relationship.

The results of questions about which features of English writing Iranian undergraduate students focused most and the
relationship of these aspects to their writing performance provided an understanding of the order of importance of the
difficulties of a writing task. In general, English writing performance had a positive correlation with content/idea
(item A) and organisation (item D). This finding suggested that better writers might be concerned more with the
macro structures of a text. These writers hold the belief that writing needs more attention at the text level. Their
approach to writing is likely as a top-down process.

In contrast, the negative correlation of English writing scores with vocabulary (item B) and grammar (item C)
suggested that lower achievers might focus a great deal on linguistic forms and structures. They may be too often
constrained by the need for producing words and organising them into a sentence. They may have little cognitive
capacity available to pay attention to the overall plan for a text. Likely, their approach to writing is more driven by
bottom-up constraints.

The relationship between metacognitive knowledge and English writing performance found in this study agreed with
the findings of studies such as Victori, (1999), Graham (2006), de Larios, Manché&, Murphy and Mar n (2008), and
Ruan (2014), which showed that the better writers focused on global text-level problems whereas the less effective
writers’ comments mostly centred on vocabulary and grammatical aspects. This is a finding that also supports L1
literature. Researchers on L1 writing (e.g. Perl, 1979; Shaughnessy, 1977; Braine, 2002; Jahin, 2012) have noted that
native speakers might have difficulties in making a framework for their readers, because they continue to struggle
with the production of words and sentences, and because their fear of error also stops their movement of any
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achievement.
6. Implication of Study

Implications from metacognitive knowledge provide perceptions into a way where teachers can help EFL student to
write more effectively. Educators should include the instruction of metacognitive knowledge as one of the main
element of teaching programs (Ma & Wang, 2013). Specifically, teachers of English can design activities to help
increase students’ motivation and self-efficacy in writing, namely, to improve their knowledge. Teachers can also
provide instruction in the use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies to support students’ strategic knowledge and
skills for independent learning (Ahmadi, Ismail & Abdullah, 2013). Moreover, it is important to increase students’
awareness of the specific strategies that can be employed in the writing process, such as to think from readers’
perspectives, to reflect upon their writing, and to revise their compositions for improvement.

7. Conclusion

This study attempted to understand the knowledge and beliefs that EFL undergraduate students bring to writing tasks
and how these beliefs influence their achievement in English writing. As can be observed from the results of the
self-assessment instrument, there was a potential link between metacognitive knowledge and writing outcome. First,
a positive link for awareness of attention to macro-structures of a text, and a negative link for most concerns about
lexical and grammatical structures. As was the case with the good writers in Sasaki’s study (2000), L2 learners need
to pay more attention to the overall organisation while writing in L2. Furthermore, they need to delay consideration
of lexical and grammatical problems and did not allow second language weakness to influence their writing process,
as the better L2 writers did in Zamel’s study (1983). It is marked that metacognitive knowledge is an essential part of
developing writing skill.
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