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Abstract:

Writing is an exceedingly complicated cognitive activity in which the writer
must display simultaneous control over multiple factors. Effective writing skills
may increase students’ chances of success. Writing is a vital part of language. This
present study designs to investigate the correlation between metacognitive
regulation and writing performance among lraqi EFL University students. A
random sample of 360 students from several Iragi universities (including Baghdad,
Basra, and Mosul), colleges of education, and English departments was chosen
throughout the academic year (2022-2023). Data is collected using two
instruments: a questionnaire to examine metacognitive regulation and a writing test
is conducted to assess their performance in written English. A correlational
analysis is employed to investigate the relationship between metacognitive
regulation and writing performance. The data suggest that Iragi EFL university
students have a good level of metacognitive regulation. Furthermore, the study
found a positive correlation between metacognitive regulation and writing
performance, indicating that students recognise the importance of monitoring their
own comprehension and language production, effectively planning their tasks, and
evaluating their performance in order to improve their skills. It demonstrates that
students are actively engaging in metacognitive processes to enhance their learning
outcomes.
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1. Introduction

English language is the warehouse of world knowledge, because it is recognized as
the means of instruction for higher learning globally (Al-Bayati, 2015).
Professional. Mastering writing is the utmost complex task for English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) student. EFL learners face challenges in creating and organizing
ideas as well as in deciphering ideas into comprehensible texts (Nourdad &
Aghayi, 2016). Chakarverty & Gautum (2000) define writing performance as
reflective activity that requires enough time to think about the specific topic and to
analyze and classify any background knowledge. In the same way, Olshtain (1991,
p. 235) states, “Writing performance as a communicative activity needs to be
encouraged and nurtured during the language learner’s course of study”.

On the other hand, Metacognition can be regarded as a particular sort of
cognition, or more accurately, a subset of cognition. Schraw & Dennison (1994)
defines Metacognition as the ability to reflect upon, understand, and control one’s
own learning. As stated by Brown (1987, p. 30), metacognitive regulation (MR)
is a dimension of metacognition; the means by which we regulate our cognition”.
Also, Ozturk (2017) indicates that MR refers to students’ knowledge about the
implementation of strategies and the ability to monitor the effectiveness of their
strategies. When students regulate, they are continually developing and monitoring
their learning strategies based on their evolving self-knowledge.

1.1 The Problem and its Significance

In Iraq, teaching English as a foreign language constitutes an important process
in the whole educational system. Metacognitive regulation supports students in
managing and optimizing their performance on language learning tasks. Students
who possess metacognitive regulation skills can plan , monitor, and evaluate their
language learning activities more efficiently. They can set specific goals, break
tasks into manageable steps, and allocate their time and resources effectively.
Therefore, both instructors and learners of foreign languages frequently encounter
challenges and obstacles particularly throughout the process of learning and
teaching productive skills. Thus, characteristics like metacognitive regulation have
a significant role in the language learning process and overall performance of Iraqi
EFL students. Attempts have been made to study how this variable is connected to
the English writing performance of these students.

After reviewing the literature, no study has explored the relationship between
metacognitve regulation and performance in writing skills among Iragi EFL
University students. The current study aims to fill this gap effectively.

1.2 Aims of the Study
The study aims finding out:

1. TIraqi EFL university students’ level of metacognitive regulation and writing

performance

2. The correlation between metacognitive regulation and writing performance.
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1.3 Limits of the Study
The study is limited to:
1. lragi EFL university 3rd year students at the departments of English,
Colleges of Education for Human Sciences, at Iragi Universities (Baghdad,
Basra and Mosul), except Kurdistan region.
2. The academic year 2022-2023.
2. Literature review
2.1 The concept of Metacognitive Regulation
Metacognition refers to the awareness and control individuals have over their own
cognitive processes, including their thinking, learning, and problem-solving
strategies. Flavell ( 1979), defines metacognitive regulation (MR) as referring
to:
“ a set of activities that help learners control their learning, working on
the basis of the metacognitive knowledge and referring to processes to
ensure realization of learning goals. This management involves planning,
monitoring, and manipulating the cognitive processes to obtain optimal
learning outcomes” (p. 906).

Referring to Flavell (1979), the ‘meta’ means higher-order cognition. It
encompasses two sections: metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive regulation.
The meta (higher-order) is ‘thinking about thinking’ and which strategies are
recruited as the learner is thinking about how well he understood the text
(monitoring). If he did not get well, he may reread or use a dictionary (regulating).

Jafarzadeh (2016) indicates that Metacognitive regulation plays a crucial role in
English language learning as it enables learners to take control of their own
learning process, monitor their progress, and adjust their strategies as needed.

2.1.1 Metacognitive Regulation Theory
Schraw & Moshman (1995); Hartman (2013); Moshman (2018); Prather &
Becker (2020); and Gross (2023) point out that several theories can be related to
metacognitive regulation which including:

1. Social Cognitive Theory (SCT)

Social cognitive theory is a psychological theory that emphasizes the role of social
and cognitive factors in human behavior. Developed by Albert Bandura, social
cognitive theory suggests that individuals learn from observing and imitating
others, as well as through self-reflection. SCT emphasizes the importance of self-
regulation , self-efficacy and the use of cognitive strategies in achieving goals
(Bandura, 2007). Self-regulation involves monitoring and controlling one's own
behavior and cognitive processes, while self-efficacy refers to an individual's belief
in their ability to achieve a particular goal or outcome ( Zimmerman, 2000).

2. The Information Processing Theory (IPT)

One of the pioneers of cognitive psychology, was George Armitage Miller (1920
2012), who came up with the theory's name and looked at how the human brain
processes and remembers information mechanically. When Miller first proposed
his theories in the 1950s, there were already established theories of cognition. IPT
suggests that cognitive processes can be broken down into discrete steps, including
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attention, encoding, storage, and retrieval. This theory emphasizes the importance
of metacognitive strategies in optimizing these processes (Kumaravelu , 2019).

3. Self-determination theory (SDT)

According to Yu, et al. (2023), Self-determination theory is a psychological theory
that proposes that individuals are motivated by three basic psychological needs:
autonomy, competence, and relatedness. This theory emphasizes the importance of
intrinsic motivation and self-regulation in achieving goals. SDT developed by
Edward Deci and Richard Ryan in (1986) which suggest that these needs must be
satisfied in order for individuals to experience optimal well-being and achieve their
goals ( Deci & Ryan, 1986).

Thus, SDT emphasizes the need for individuals to feel competent and capable
in their activities. When individuals believe in their abilities to engage in meta-
cognitive regulation effectively, they are more likely to engage in these processes
(Saxena, 2020). SDT suggests that providing individuals with opportunities for
skill development, feedback, and mastery experiences can enhance their
competence beliefs and subsequently foster their engagement in metacognitive
regulation.

2.1.2 The Nature of Metacognitive Regulation in EFL

Educational experts are constantly pay attention in Metacognition, which are the
study of human cognitive processes and the development of ways for strengthening
and enhancing these abilities( Dawood & Ali, 2019). According to Piaget’s
theory, the mind makes up a meaning-making system that employs structured
mental operations to access increasingly complex and abstract aspects and relations
in the world (Adey et al., 2007; Dawood, 2021). Drigas et al. (2022) claim that the
functioning of the whole cognitive mechanism depends on the development of the
corresponding metacognitive mechanism that is hierarchically structured through
self-organization and knowledge acquisition processes.

Flavell's (1976, 1979, 1981) conceptualization of metacognition does not
directly relate to the process of learning a second or foreign language. However, he
emphasises the importance of employing metacognition to enhance the
understanding of several aspects of language development.

Furthermore, Anita Wenden has become known for being the pioneer in
applying Flavell's model of metacognition to the study of second/foreign language
learning and teaching. She has extensively researched and published on this topic,
with notable works including Wenden 1987a, as well as practical manuals such as
Wenden 1987b, 1991. Regarding second/foreign language instruction, Wenden
(1998) argues that metacognitive “refers to the enduring understanding individuals
possess about their own cognitive processes and those of others” (p. 516).

2.1.3 Components of metacognitive regulation

As mentioned by Baker (1989); Schraw & Dennisson (1994) ; Lai (2011);
Mahdavi (2014); Dawood, (2013); and Stephanou & Karamountzos (2020),
metacognitive Regulation includes three main components for facilitating the
process aspect: Planning, Monitoring (involve three sub-components: a)
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information management strategies, b) monitoring the comprehension, c)
debugging strategies) and Evaluating . They are as follows:
1. Planning
As mentioned by Mahdavi (2014), planning encompasses the selection of
appropriate strategies for learning language and the distribution of resources that
are efficient in achieving goals. Schraw & Flowerday (2003, p. 1090) admit that
“planning includes goal setting, activating prior knowledge and managing time
allocation.”
Schraw (1998) developed a regulatory checklist of planning to enhance
metacognitive regulation, as highlighted by Dowling (2000) and Tanner (2012).
a. What is the task's nature?
b. What is the goal that I am aiming to achieve?
c. What in my previous knowledge and will it help me with this specific
task?
d. Inwhat direction do I want my thinking to take me?
2. Monitoring
Monitoring is the act of consistently controlling and overseeing the implementation
of strategies in order to accomplish a particular goal (Cera et al., 2013).More
specifically, it encompasses activities of self-observation, focusing on monitoring
one's cognition, motivation, attitude, task demands, time, and need for assistance
(Zimmerman, 2002; Krebt, 2023 ).
Similarly to Schraw (1998), Burner (2007, p. 39) presented a regulatory
checklist of monitoring to enhance metacognitive regulation, as follows:
Do | have a full understanding?
Am | achieving my goals?
Should I adjust the pace depending on the difficulty?
What do | need to do if I do not understand?
Do changes needed to be made?
3. Evaluating
Evaluation “refers to appraising the products and regulatory processes of one’s
learning” (Schraw et al., 2006, p. 114). It is associated with the evaluation of
outcomes achieved and the identification of the learner's reactions to these
outcomes. Moreover, as Veenman et al. (2006, p. 8) state evaluation is “the process
of assessing the progress achieved towards goals, which can then inform future
planning, monitoring, and evaluation.
Likewise to Schraw (1998) and Burner (2007), Anderson (2002) highlighted a
regulatory checklist of evaluation to improve metacognitive regulation, as follows:
a. Have | accomplished the goals?
b. How well did I perform?
c. How might I apply this line of thinking to other problems?
d. Do I need to go back to fill in any "blanks™ in my understanding?

®o0 o
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2.2 Writing Performance

2.2.1 Definition of Writing Skill

Writing is often regarded as the most complex language skill for those who are
learning English as a foreign language because of its complicated grammatical
structure, vocabulary, pronunciation and spelling (Rao, 2017).

Byrne (1988, p. 183) states that writing is “a process of encoding (putting
messages into words) with a reader in mind”. A Raymond (1980, p. 2) point out
that writing is
“More than a medium of communication, it is not only a way to
communicate with each other but it also functions as a means of
expressing ideas and emotions. Through writing, words are permanent,
thus, it expands the collective memory of human beings from the
relatively small store that people can remember and pass on orally to
the unlimited capacity of a modern library”.

Chakarverty & Gautum (2000) define writing as reflective activity that
requires enough time to think about the specific topic and to analyze and classify
any background knowledge.

2.2.2 The Nature of Writing

Research in the field of writing indicated that this skill is quite difficult since
it involves an extensive number of factors in order to produce the final output. It is
more than just a representation of ideas; it is the exhibition of various processes in
which the writer engages, including cognition, problem solving, and social
interaction (Celce-Murcia et al., 2014, p.223).There are as follows:

1. Writing as a Cognitive Process
According to Fodil-Cherif (2021), the human’s brain enables people to engage in
various activities while attempting to write something. It enables them to explore
the world around them, analyze it and then translate it by selecting an appropriate
language (Shaimaa’Abdulbaqi Al-Bakri, 2011).. Celce-Murcia et al., (2014) claim
that cognitive process is a set of skills and knowledge that reside within an
individual. In this regard, Sinclair (2011) successful writers have a keen sense of
observation, enabling them to connect speech and writing and acquire meaningful
information. Brook & Blamire (2023) notes that human beings make sense of the
world surrounding them via abstract mental structures called the schemata which
represents their knowledge of things, events and situations. In addition, Brook &
Blamire draw attention to the fact that there may be particular difficulties involved
if one is required to read or produce content in a language that is not their native
tongue. This is because different cultures have different conceptual frameworks.

2. Writing as a Problem Solving Process
As claimed by Ghafar & Mohamedamin (2022), writing is a complicated skill that
necessitates the incorporation of numerous elements: in addition to linguistics
knowledge and writing techniques, subject, purpose, and audience awareness must
also be taken into account.

As Matsuda & Silva (2019) notes, writing is fundamentally a process of
arrangement, in which sentences and paragraphs conform to predetermined
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patterns. Therefore, learning of writing requires the ability to identify, internalise,
and execute these patterns. Therefore, a proficient writer would consider these
elements and devise suitable strategies that correlate with the goals of the writing
(Al-Kubaisy, 2018).

Furthermore, according to Kern (2000), writing is an active process that
demands critical thinking and the resolution of problems. In order to generate new
information structures, the author must establish a correlation between the
schemata and new elements. However, this creativity could not occur without an
understanding of the culture of the society being addressed (Aziz, 2011; Elaf,
2022).

3. Writing as a Sociocultural Process
Celce-Murcia et al., (2014) claim that writing, as a sociocultural process, is
considered part of a socially and culturally placed set of literacy practices shared by
a specific community. From this perspective, learning to write is the process of
becoming a member of a discourse community, which is a group of individuals
(e.g., biologists, politicians, or even fans of a specific musical genre) who share
beliefs and assumptions about language use as well as particular ways of utilising
language (oral or written) for specific purposes. Academic writing, for example,
has distinct rules for publishing papers in different fields, and some linguistic or
stylistic choices, such as using the passive voice, may be deemed appropriate
writing in one discourse community or discipline but not in another. Furthermore,
sociocultural processes provide important insight into the fact that written texts do
not exist in isolation; rather, the writings that writers create are moulded by and
responsive to other preceding texts.

Writing as a sociocultural process occurs within a context that dictates which
particular process to be followed the writer. In fact, as claimed by Chicho (2022),
there are different steps to follow to write a meaningful piece of work. These stages
namely planning, drafting and revising are common stages that each individual
goes through, yet this cycle is flexible. That is depending on the context, “writers
are immersed, they may decide what steps to take or follow in a particular process,
so they may begin to revise at the moment they think about what to do, and some
others immediately draft their ideas as they are generating them” (Camps, 2017, p.
15).

In light of this, it is possible to assert that writing practices are social processes
due to the fact that they originate from the circumstances that around the writer
(Ghafar & Mohamedamin, 2022; Khalil (2022).

3. Methodology

One of the critical decisions that a researcher should make is to select an
appropriate design for research work. Correlational research is designed to
determine the relationships between two or more variables (Curtis etat., 2016).
According to Mills & Gay (2016), correlational research is referred to as
descriptive research because it describes an existing relationship between variables
and reveals the differences between them in order to describe and analyze,
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collecting data to determine whether, and to what degree a relationship exists
between two or more quantifiable variables.

3.1 Population and Sample

The population in the present study represents (4511) third year university students
who are studying in morning studies in the Department of English at the Iraqi
colleges of education for human sciences except Kurdistan region during the
academic year 2022-2023. While the study sample consists 360 third-year
university students who are selected randomly from the colleges of education in
three universities: Baghdad , Basra and Mosul as is it displayed in Table (3.1)
below:

Table 3.1  Sample of the Study

No. University College Percentage Sample
1 Baghdad College of Education

University /1bn Rushd 35% 122

2 Basra University | College of Education for
Human Sciences 35% 173

3 Mosul College of Education for
University Human Sciences 30% 65
Total 100% 360

3.2 Instruments

Two instruments have been used to achieve the present study’s aims. The first one
is metacognitive regulation questionnaire (MRQ), which has been adopted from
Schraw & Dennison (1994). It consists of (35) items intended to measure the
participants’ level of metacognitive regulation. The MRQ is divided into three
domains: planning, monitoring, and evaluating. The items are distributed as
follows:

1. Planning = 7 items from (1-7) .

2. Monitoring = 22 items from (8-29) which includes three types:

a. Comprehension Monitoring = 7 items from (8- 14).
b. Information Management Strategies = 10 from (15-24).
c. Debugging Strategies =5 from (25-29).

3. Evaluating = 6 from (30-35).

The questionnaire is scored according to a five Likert scale of five points
(strongly disagree, disagree, Neutral, agree, strongly agree), which are given the
score of (1, 2, 3, 4, 5) respectively for the positive items. A total score for the
questionnaire is calculated by summing the scores obtained by the respondent for
each scale of the item chosen. The lowest score gets (35), while the highest score
gets (175). Higher scores indicated to the higher levels of metacognitive regulation
and vice versa for the lower scores
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The second instrument, the writing performance test ( WPT), is related with the
essay writing test .The students are asked to write an essay in response to a
question that asks them to state, explain, and support their opinion on an issue. An
essay is generally a short piece of writing outlining the writer’s perspective or
story. Essay writing is the process of expressing one’s thoughts, ideas, opinions, or
arguments in written form (Sreena & Ilankumaran, 2018). It involves organizing,
structuring, and presenting information in a clear and concise manner, with the aim
of communicating a particular message or viewpoint to the reader (Walshe,
2015).The type of essays used in the present study is formal expository essays.

In the writing skill test, an effective essay will contain a minimum of (250-300)
words. The writing subject is chosen in accordance with the topics they have
previously covered as well as the criterion of authenticity. The total score is (20)
according to scoring rubric which consists of five components of speaking:
Content, Organization, Vocabulary, Grammar, and Mechanics. These components
are leveled from one to four (poor, fair, good, excellent). Thus, the highest score a
student can get is (20) while the lowest score is (4).

3.3 Psychometric Properties of the Instruments
3.3.1 The Validity

Brown & Rodgers (2002, p. 221), states that validity refers to “the degree to
which a test actually measures what is intended to measure”. Two type of validity
has been estimated: face validity and constructing validity, which presented as
follows:
3.3.1.1 Face validity

Face validity is defined “as the degree to which test respondents view the content
of a test and its items as relevant to the context in which the test is being
administered” (McNamara, 2006 ,p.133).

To ensure the face validity of the two study instruments, they have been
exposed to a jury of a specialist in ELT, and applied Linguistics. The jury members
are asked to decide on the appropriateness of the instruments in measuring the
investigated variables. The jury includes 15 professors and assistant professors
from different Iraqi universities. The jury members agree on the suitability of the
instruments and the scoring scheme for achieving the study's aims, except for some
linguistic modifications which are taken into consideration , before putting the final
form of each instrument.
3.3.1.2 Construct Validity

Construct validity an instrument can be evaluated by checking the patterns of
correlations within the scores achieved by subjects responding to the instrument
items. This can be achieved through statistical analysis of the instrument items
(Trochim et al., 2015). To ensure the construct validity of the two instruments, they
have been verified through finding out the item's discrimination power; the
correlation coefficient between item score and the total score of each scale; the
correlation of items with the component they belong to the score of each
component to which the item belongs.

10



(2024 ) &l (2) Bleo (2) 34a)l (63 ) Moo Lelaz Vg ALYl pglall 3l Ao

Also, the correlation coefficient of each component has been calculated with
the total scores of the scale; Matrix correlation coefficients; and item difficulty
level. These methods can help to identify patterns, trends, and relationships in the
data, and to test whether these findings are statistically significant. Results show
that all the correlational coefficients are statistically significant and this indicates
that the three instruments of the study are valid.

3.3.2 Pilot Administration

A pilot study is a method by which a research instrument is introduced to a small
population sample before its final administration (Mohamad et al., 2015). In
conducting any analysis, it is a fundamental step. This administration has been
conducted in order to:

1. Check the clarity of the instructions of the instrument, and

2. Estimate the time allotted for answering the questionnaire or test.

The two instruments have been conducted on a sample of 50 students (not
included in the main sample) from the Department of English of /College of
Education- Ibn Rushed for Human Sciences is selected to conduct the pilot
administration of the research instrument. The pilot study is carried out on 19th,
20th, of February, 2023.

Consequently, the application of the pilot study shows no serious ambiguity
concerning answering the instruments. The time required to answer the MRQ is
found to range between (15-25) minutes. The time required for WPT is (35)
minutes, the whole lesson which is (50) minutes.

3.3.3 Item Analysis

According to the aims of the study, the statistical methods by SPSS are employed
to analyze the research findings of this study.
3.3.3.1 Item Discrimination Power
Discrimination power measures how well each item on the instrument is able to
differentiate between individuals who have high versus low levels of the trait or
attribute being measured (Mbewa, 2017).

The questionnaire is applied to the sample members of (360) students. To
extract the discriminatory power of the questionnaire’s items, the scores of the
sample members are arranged from the highest total degree to the lowest total
degree. The two extreme groups are determined by the total score and by (27%) for
each group which represents the best percentage that can be adopted, because it
presents two groups with the maximum possible size and differentiation.  As well
as, Trochim et al., (2015) suggested that the number of members of each of the two
extreme groups in the total score when calculating the discriminatory power of the
items is (27%) of the sample members. The number of individuals in each group is
(97) students in the upper group and (97) students in the lower group. So, the
number of individuals in the upper and lower groups was (194) male and female
students.

As for MRQ, the t-test was used for two independent samples in calculating
the significance of the differences between the mean of the two groups in the scores
of each item of the questionnaire and on the basis that the calculated t- test value

11
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represents the discriminatory power of the items ( Karim, 2021). Through this
procedure, it is found that all items are valid and distinct because their calculated t-
test value is greater than the critical t-value (1.96) with a degree of freedom (192)
and at a significance level (0.05). Table (3.2) shows the results of calculating the
discriminative power of the items in MRQ.

Table 3.2 Items Discrimination Power of MRQ

w Higher group Calculated | Level of
no.

Mean sSD Mean SD T-value Significanc
at level
(0.05)

6 | avea | 0w | o5 | s | o7r7 | signifoan |
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2666
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4103 | 0.835 2.897 0.729 10.882
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0.705
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The results suggest that the discrimination power values for WPT fall within
the range of 0.369 to 0.397, as presented in Table 3.3 for writing skills. These
results indicate that all the items demonstrate high discrimination powers. It is
worth mentioning that specialists consider an item to have an acceptable
discrimination power if it is 0.20 or higher (Nuanaly, 1970; Ebel & Frisbie, 1991).
3.3.3.2 Item Difficulty Level
Item difficulty refers to the level of ease or difficulty of an item for a group of
students. It is crucial to strike a balance in test difficulty. If a test is too easy, it may
fail to effectively distinguish between high-achieving and low-achieving test-
takers. Conversely, if the test is excessively difficult, it may not yield a reliable
measure of ability (Mesic, 2011). Finding the right level of difficulty ensures the
test accurately assesses the abilities of students.

In WPT, the difficulty formula for subjective questions is utilized to
determine the difficulty level of the scoring components. The findings reveal that
the difficulty level ranges from 0.381 to 0.433, indicating that all of the test items
are within an acceptable and applicable range. According to Khoshaim and Rashid
(2016, p.12), test items are considered acceptable if their difficulty level falls
between 0.20 and 0.80. For further details, please refer to Table 3-3 writing test.
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Table 3.3 Difficulty Level and Discriminatory Power of Writing Skills Test
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3.3.4 Reliability of Instrument

Next to validity, reliability is another important characteristic of evaluating results.
In quantitative research, reliability refers to the consistency, stability, and repetition
of results; that is, a researcher's results are regarded trustworthy if similar outcomes
have been obtained in identical but different circumstances (Daniel & Frederick
,2018).

In the current study, two methods, namely Test-Retest and Cronbach's alpha,
were used to estimate the reliability of the research instrument. Test-Retest
involves administering the same instrument to the same group of participants on
two separate occasions, as outlined by Ustun et al. (2023). This method helps
assess the stability and consistency of the instrument over time. On the other hand,
Cronbach's alpha is employed to evaluate the internal consistency reliability of a
measurement instrument, especially when it consists of multiple items or questions
designed to measure the same underlying construct. This method is discussed by
Heale and Twycross (2015) and Quintdo et al. (2020). Thus, the stability
coefficient value for writing skill is shown in the Table (3.4), these results are
considered consistent and reliable.

Table 3.4 Test-Retest and Cronbach Alpha coefficient for MRQ and WPT

Test-retest Cronbach's alpha

MRQ

To calculate the reliability by using test-retest method, the two questioners are
applied on a pilot sample of (40) 3™ year students , with a time interval of (14) days
from the first application, then the Pearson correlation coefficient is calculated to

14
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the correlation. According to Table (3.4) ,the value is acceptable and has a very
good stability coefficient. The test reliability is acceptable if it is not less than (0.5)
and very good if it is more than (0.8) (Messick, 1995; Zohrabi, 2013).

4. Presentation and Discussion of Results

To determine the level of Iragi EFL university students in MR and their
performance in writing skills, arithmetic means and standard deviation were
computed. The researchers conducted a t-test on a single sample in order to assess
the difference between the arithmetic and theoretical means. The results indicate
that the sample arithmetic mean is (119.681) with a standard deviation of (13.792).
To find out the significance difference between the arithmetic mean and theoretical
one which is (105), one independent sample t-test is used revealing the results
shown in Table (4.1) and Figure (4.1). The computed t-test value (20.195) is found
to be higher than the critical t- test value (1.96). The results demonstrate that there
is a statistically significant difference at (0.05) level of significance and under
(359) degree of freedom, which means that Iragi EFL university students have a
good level of metacognitive regulation.

Table 4.1 The Mean, Standard Deviation, and T- Test Value for the Metacognitive
Regulation Questionnaire

Variable | Sam Arlthm Standa || Theoreti T- Value Significa
ple Compu Cr|t| nce
Averag DeV|at| ted cal (0.05)

Metacogni
tive 119.681 || 13.792 20.195 || 1.960 || Significa
Regulatio nt
n

B mean score

H critical value

mean score critical value

Figure 4.1 Computed and Theoretical Mean for MRQ
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Also, the arithmetic mean and standard deviation are extracted for each domain
of metacognitive regulation, to determent the significance of the difference
between the arithmetic mean and the theoretical mean for each domain, one
independent sample t-test is used, and the results are shown in the Table (4.2) and
Figure (4.2).

Table 4.2 The Mean, Standard Deviation, and T-test Value for Domains of the
Metacognitive Regulation Questionnaire

Domains || Samp Arlthme Standa || Theoreti T- Value Significa
Average Deviati (0.05)
nt
Monltorl 360 27.761 7.677 22.917 1.96 Slgnlflca
n nt
21.843 3.078 23.723
on nt

B mean score

M critical value

planning monitoring Evaluation

Figure 4.2 Computed and Theoretical Mean of Domains of MRQ

According to the Table (4.2) and Figure (4.2) above, the results can be
summarized as follows:

1. For the domain of planning, the arithmetic mean of the sample is

(22.567), the standard deviation is (4.168), the theoretical mean is (21), and

the computed t- test value is (7.131), which is higher than the critical value

16
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of (1.96) at the level of significance (0.05) and the degree of Freedom
(359). This indicates that the research sample has a good level of planning.

2. For the domain of monitoring, the arithmetic mean of the sample is
(75.272), the standard deviation is (7.677), the theoretical mean is (66).The
computed t- test value is (22.916) , which shows that it is higher than the
critical value (1.96) at the level of significance (0. 05) and a degree of
freedom (359). This illustrates that the research sample has a good level of
monitoring.

3. For the domain of evaluation, the arithmetic mean of the sample is found
to be (21.842), the standard deviation is (3.067), the theoretical mean is
(18), and the calculated t-test value is (23.762),is found to be higher than
the critical value (1.96) at the level of significance (0. 05) and a degree of
freedom (359). This is reveals that the research sample has a good level of
evaluation.

To achieve the second aim, Pearson correlation coefficients and t-tests for the
significance of correlation have been employed to identify the correlation between
MR and WPT. The results are illustrated in Tables (4.4).

Table 4.6 The Correlation Between MR and WPT

Productiv || Samp |  Pearson Correlation Significance
e le Coefficients For MR Computed (0.05)

- Critical
skills

According to the Table above, the correlation coefficient between
metacognitive regulation and writing skill is (0.452), and to find out the
significance of the relationship, a t-test is used. The results show that the computed
t- value is (10.044) which is higher than the critical t-value (1.96) at a level of
significant (0.05) and the degree of freedom (358) . This result means that the
correlation between metacognitive regulation and writing skill is statistically a
significant positive correlation; that is, the higher level of the metacognitive
regulation of Iraqi university students, the better their writing skill.

5. Conclusions

1. lragi EFL university students have a good level of metacognitive regulation.

2. lIragi EFL university students' writing skills performance is at a good level.

3. lIragi EFL university students' MR are statistically correlated with their

writing skills, which indicate that MR are positively employed by students.
References
Abed, B. K. (2019). Developing the Writing Skill of the University of
Technology'Students by using Clustering Technique. Al-Adab Journal, (131), 55-
70.

Adey, P., Csap0, B., Demetriou, A., Hautamaki, J., & Shayer, M. (2007). Can we
be intelligent about intelligence? Why education needs the concept of plastic

17



(2024 ) &l (2) Bleo (2) 34a)l (63 ) Moo Lelaz Vg ALYl pglall 3l Ao

general ability. Educational Research Review, 2(2), 75-97.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2007.05.001

Al-Bayati, Z. A. A. (2015). Professional Development in EFL Education: Future
Vision. Al-Mustansiriya Journal of Arts , (70), 1-21.

Al-Kubaisy, 1. R. M. (2018). New Perspectives in Teaching Writing Skill
Communicatively. Alustath Journal for Human and Social Sciences ,225(1), 137-
146.

Anderson, N. J. (2002). The role of metacognition in second language teaching
and learning. ERIC Digest. Center for Applied Linguistic, Washington, DC.
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/ERIC-ED463659/pdf/ERIC-ED463659.

Aziz, S. S. (2011). Analysis of Errors in Paragraph Writing in English by Second
Year Geography & History Students at University of Baghdad. Journal of the
College of Education for Women, 22(2).

Baker, L. (1989). Metacognition, comprehension monitoring, and the adult
reader. Educational Psychology Review, 1, 3-38.

Bandura, A. (2007). Reflections on an agentic theory of human agency. Tidsskrift
for Norsk Psykologforening, 10, 995-1004

Brown, A. L. (1987). Metacognition, executive control, self-regulation and other
more mysterious mechanisms. In F. E. Weinert, & R. H. Kluwe (Eds.).
Metacognition, motivation and understanding (p. 65-116). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Brown, J.D and Rodgers, T.S. (2002). Doing Second Language Research. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Burner, K.J. (2007). The effects of reflective and reflexive writing prompts on
students’ self-regulation and academic performance. Unpublished Doctoral
dissertation, Department of Educational Psychology and Learning Systems.
College Of Education, Florida State University, US.

Byrne, D. (1988). Teaching Writing Skills. London: Longman Press

Camps, D. (2017). A Discussion of the Social Nature of the Writing Process.
Revista de Claselnternacional, 4(8), 15-19.

Celce-Murcia, M., Brinton, D. M., & Snow, M. A. (2014). Teaching English as a
Second or Foreign Language (4th ed.). National Geographic Learning.

Cera, R., Mancini, M., & Antionietti, A. (2013). Relationships between
Metacognition, Self-Efficacy and Self-regulation in Learning. Journal of
Educational, Cultural and Psychological Studies, 7, 115-141

Chakraverty, A. & Gautum, K. (2000). Dynamics of writing. Forum, 38(3)
Chamot, A. U., & O'malley, J. M. (1994). The CALLA handbook: Implementing the

cognitive academic language learning approach. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley
Publishing Company.

18


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2007.05.001
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/ERIC-ED463659/pdf/ERIC-ED463659.

(2024 ) &l (2) Bleo (2) 34a)l (63 ) Moo Lelaz Vg ALYl pglall 3l Ao

Chicho, K. Z. H. (2022). An analysis of factors influencing EFL learners’ writing
skills. Canadian Journal of Language and Literature Studies, 2(2), 28-38.

Cohen, A. D., & Aphek, E. (1980). Retention of second-language vocabulary
overtime: Investigating the role of mnemonic associations. System, 8(3), 221-235.
Curtis, E. A., Comiskey, C., & Dempsey, O. (2016). Importance and use of
correlational research. Natural researcher, 23(6).

Daniel L. Segal & Frederick L. Coolidge. (2018). Reliability. The SAGE
encyclopedia of lifespan human development. SAGE Publications.

Dawood, Z. A. A. (2013). Total Quality Management in EFL Education. Journal of
the College of Education for Women, 24(1).

Dawood, Z. A. A. (2021). Direct Language Learning Strategies in EFL. Alustath
journal for human and social sciences, 60(1), 115-132.

Dawood, Z. A., & Ali, A. J. (2019). Investigating Iraqi EFL Learners' Use of
Selected Idiomatic Expressions. Alustath Journal for Human and Social
Sciences, 58(2).

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1986). The dynamics of self-determination in
personality and development. Self-related cognitions in anxiety and motivation,
171-194.

Dowling Jr, D. C. (2000). How to Ensure Employment Problems Don't Torpedo
Global Mergers and Acquisitions. Depaul Bus. LJ, 13, 159.

Drigas, A., Mitsea, E., & Skianis, C. (2022). Meta-memory: Metacognitive
Strategies for Improved Memory Operations and the Role of VR and
Mobiles. Behavioral Sciences, 12(11), 450.

Eble , Robert .L. (1972) Essentials of Educational Measurement .New Jersey:
Prentice Hall, Inc.

Elaf, R. K.(2022) “The Effect of Cognitive Strategies on Iraqi EFL College
Students’ Writing Anxiety”. Journal of the College of Education for Women, vol.
33, no. 4, Dec. 2022, pp. 27-39, doi:10.36231/coedw.v33i4.1633.

Flavell, J. H. (1979). Metacognition and cognitive monitoring: a new area of
cognitive-developmental inquiry. American Psychologist, 34(10), 906-911.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.34.10.906.

Ghafar, Z. N., & Mohamedamin, A. A. (2022). Writing in English as A Foreign
Language: How Literary Reading Helps Students Improve Their Writing Skills: A
Descriptive Study. Canadian Journal of Educational and Social Studies, 2(6), 61-
70.

Goh, C. C., & Hu, G. (2014). Exploring the relationship between metacognitive
awareness and listening performance with questionnaire data. Language
awareness, 23(3), 255-274.

19


http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.34.10.906

(2024 ) &l (2) Bleo (2) 34a)l (63 ) Moo Lelaz Vg ALYl pglall 3l Ao

Gross, T. (2023.n.d.). Development of Theories on Metacognition and Implications
on Education . Retrieved Oct 17, 2023, from
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.17395.09769

Hartman, H. J. (2013). Metacognition in Learning and Instruction. Springer
Science & Business Media.

Heale, R., & Twycross, A. (2015). Validity and Reliability in Quantitative Studies.
Evid Based Nurs, 18(4), 66-67.
http://ejournal.unp.ac.id/index.php/jelt/article/view/8531

Jafarzadeh, L. (2016). Teacher metacognition: An investigation into lranian EFL
teachers. ANGLISTICUM. Journal of the Association-Institute for English
Language and American Studies, 3(4), 129-137

Karim, S. A., Sudiro, S., & Syarifah, S. (2021). Utilizing test items analysis to
examine the level of difficulty and discriminating power in a teacher-made test.
EDII. 6(2), 256-269.

Khalil, E. R. (2022). The Effect of Cognitive Strategies on Iraqi EFL College
Students’ Writing Anxiety. Journal of the College of Education for Women, 33(4),
27-39.

Krebt, D. M. (2023). The Correlation between EFL Learners’ Academic
Intelligence and the Level of Productive Skills. Arab World English Journal, 14(3).

Kumaravelu, G. (2019). Studying the Relation Between Information Processing
Skills and Metacognition with Academic Achievement. I-Manager’s Journal on
School Educational Technology, 14, 42-48.

Lai, E. R. (2011). Metacognition: A literature review. Always learning: Pearson
research report, 24, 1-40.

Mahdavi, M. (2014). An overview: Metacognition in education. International
Journal of Multidisciplinary and current research, 2(6), 529-535.

Maxim, G. (2009) Dynamic Social Studies for Constructivist Classrooms. NJ:
Prentice Hall.

Mbewa, W. (2017). Item Analysis of English Final Semester Test of the Third Year
Students of the English Department of SMAN | Kupang. SMCC, 121.

Messick, S. (1995). Standards of Validity and the Validity of Standards in
Performance Assessment. Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 14(4), 5-
8.

Miller, P. H. (2011). Theories of developmental psychology. New York, NY:
Worth.

Mills, G. E., & Gay, L. R. (2016). Educational Research: Global Edition. US:
Pearson Education Limited.

Mills, G. E., & Gay, L. R. (2019). Educational research: Competencies for analysis
and applications. Pearson. One Lake Street, Upper Saddle River, New Jersey
07458.

Mohamad, M. M., Sulaiman, N. L., Sern, L. C., & Salleh, K. M. (2015). Measuring
the validity and reliability of research instruments. Procedia-Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 204, 164-171.

20


https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.17395.09769
http://ejournal.unp.ac.id/index.php/jelt/article/view/8531

(2024 ) &l (2) Bleo (2) 34a)l (63 ) Moo Lelaz Vg ALYl pglall 3l Ao

Moshman, D. (2018). Metacognitive Theories Revisited. Educational Psychology
Review, 30(2), 599-606. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-017-9413-7.

Nourdad, N., & Aghayi, E. T. (2016). A comparative study on the effect of
instruction through PowerPoint presentation and whiteboard on EFL learners’
essay writing ability. Modern Journal of Language Teaching, 6(4.5), 46-55.
Okmawati, M. (2021, September). The Role of Metacognitive Strategy in Learning
English. In Eighth International Conference on English Language and Teaching
(ICOELT-8 2020) (pp. 186-191). Atlantis Press.

Olshtain, E. (1991). Functional tasks for mastering the mechanics of writing and
going just beyond. In M.Celce-Murcia (Ed.), Teaching English a second or foreign
language, 235-244. Boston: Heinle & Heinle Publishers.

Prather, J., Becker, B. A., Craig, M., Denny, P., Loksa, D., & Margulieux, L.
(2020). What Do We Think We Think We Are Doing? Proceedings of the 2020
ACM Conference on International Computing Education Research.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3372782.3406263

Quintdo, C., Andrade, P., & Almeida, F. (2020). How to Improve the Validity and
Reliability of a Case Study Approach?. Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies in
Education, 9(2), 264-275.

Rao, P. S. (2017). The characteristics of effective writing skills in English language
teaching. Research Journal of English, 2(2), 75-86.

Raymond, P. M. (1983). Written discourse markers in second language reading.
University of Ottawa (Canada).

Saxena, A. S. (2020). Impact of metacognitive strategies on self-regulated learning
and intrinsic motivation. Journal of Psychosocial Research, 15(1), 35-46.

Schraw, G. & Flowerday, T., (2003). Effect of choice on cognitive and affective
engagement. The Journal of Educational Research, 96(4), 207-215.

Schraw, G. (1998). Promoting general metacognitive awareness. Instructional
science, 26(1), 113-125.

Schraw, G., & Dennison, R. S. (1994). Assessing Metacognitive
Awareness. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 19(4), 460-475.
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1994.1033

Schraw, G., & Moshman, D. (1995). Metacognitive theories. Educational
Psychology Review, 7(4), 351-371.

Schraw, G., Crippen, K., & Hartley K. (2006). Promoting self-regulation in science
education: Metacognition as part of a broader perspective on learning. Research in
Science Education, 36, 111-139. 28

Shaimaa’Abdulbaqi Al-Bakri, P. D. (2011). The Impact of the Six Thinking Hats
as a Teaching Technique on EFL College Students’ Performance in Composition
Writing. Alustath Journal for Human and Social Sciences, (180).

Sinclair, Robert, S.(2011). Thinking and writing: Cognitive science and
intelligence analysis. Nova Science Publishers.

21


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-017-9413-7
https://doi.org/10.1145/3372782.3406263
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1994.1033

(2024 ) &l (2) Bleo (2) 34a)l (63 ) Moo Lelaz Vg ALYl pglall 3l Ao

Sreena, S., & llankumaran, M. (2018). Developing productive skills through
receptive skills—a cognitive approach. International Journal of Engineering &
Technology, 7(4.36), 669-673.

Tanner, Kimberly D. (2012). Promoting student metacognition. CBE:Life Sciences
Education, 11, 113-120.

Travers, C., Morisano, D., & Locke, E. (2015). Self-reflection, growth goals, and
academic outcomes: A qualitative study. British Journal of Educational
Psychology, 85(2), 224-241.

Trochim, W., Donnelly, J.P. and Arora, K. (2015) Research Methods: The
Essential Knowledge Base. Nelson Education, Cengage Learning, Boston.

Ustun, A. B., Karaoglan-Yilmaz, F. G., & Yilmaz, R. (2023). Educational
UTAUT-based virtual reality acceptance scale: A validity and reliability
study. Virtual Reality, 27(2), 1063-1076.

Veenman, M. V. J. (2011). Learning to self-monitor and self-regulate. In R. E.
Mayer & P. A. Alexander (Eds.), Handbook of research on learning and instruction
(pp. 197-218). New York: Routledge.

Wenden, A. L. (1998). Metacognitive Knowledge and Language
Learningl. Applied Linguistics, 19(4), 515-537.
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/19.4.515.

Yu, S., Zhang, F., & Nunes, L. D. (2023). On students’ meta-motivational
knowledge of self-determination. Metacognition and Learning, 18(1), 81-111.
Zhang, L. J., & Qin, T. L. (2018). Validating a questionnaire on EFL writers’
metacognitive awareness of writing strategies in multimedia environments.
In Metacognition in language learning and teaching (pp. 157-178). Routledge.
Zhang, L. J, & Zhang, D. L. (2013). Thinking metacognitively about
metacognition in second and foreign language learning, teaching, and research:
Toward a dynamic metacognitive systems perspective. Contemporary Foreign
Languages Studies, 396(12), 111-121.

Zimmerman, B. J. (2000). Attainment of self-regulation: A social cognitive
perspective. In M. Boekaerts, P. R. Pintrich, & M. Zeidner (Eds.), Handbook of
self-regulation (pp. 13-39). San Diego, CA: Academic.

Zimmerman,B. J. (1986). Development of self-regulated learning. Contemporary
Educational Psychology, 16, 307-313. 33.

Zohar, A., & Barzilai, S. (2013). A review of research on metacognition in science
education: Current and future directions. Studies in Science Education, 49(2), 121
169.

Zohrabi, M. (2013). Mixed Method Research: Instruments, Validity, Reliability
and Reporting Findings. Theory and Practice in Language Studies, 3(2), 254-262.

22


http://www.lifescied.org/content/11/2/113.full
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/19.4.515

