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Abstract

Metacognition has become one of the hot topics in psychology and has exerted
a profound influence on the field of second language education in recent years. The
research literature of Metacognitive strategy instruction (MSI) is increasing and
different research results are presented. In order to integrate these relevant research
results and findings, this study aims to explore whether students with different
backgrounds have differences in metacognitive awareness and listening
comprehension under the guidance of MSI in listening by discussing and analyzing
the variations. Hoping to clarify the relationships among various variables.

The SCOPUS, WOS and EBSCO databases were searched in the study. 30
research samples were included for analysis, and 5 moderator variables were
explored. The results show that the MSI has a significant effect on students'
metacognitive awareness and listening comprehension. The combined effect of MSI
on metacognitive level was 0.476, which was a medium effect. Meanwhile, the
results also showed MSI has a significant impact on learners' awareness of planning
and evaluation, problem solving and directed attention. The overall effect on
listening comprehension was 0.952, which was a high-intensity effect. Variables
that affect its effectiveness include the teaching environment, students' language
proficiency, and the length of the intervention. The influence of MSI on the
listening awareness of the second language may be complex. Although there are
theoretical connections, the influence of MSI on the development of metacognitive
awareness is still uncertain and needs further research.

In the conclusion, the study provides suggestions for the future study of MSI.

Keywords: metacognitive strategy instruction, metacognitive, metacognitive

awareness, listening comprehension, meta-analysis
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R. (2015).
11] Kh i
[L1] Khonamr, =\ | A NE=20 . =g
F., & Ahmadi, . - 4 il EA X
gor 5 NC=20 z
F. (2015)
[12] e MPS e dp NE=27 " .
Jerotijevi¢-TiSma, e (1-5 #) NC=30 v IS { X
D. (2016) AN " B
[13]Cho, Y. A, e NESTL . ¥ .
(2017). (2-5 %) NC=67
[14] Taguchi, K. ) NE=16  , .. .
His 1E O ORE = ns
(2017). ' (6-9%)  NC=22 | £ooF
[15] Bozorgian,
H., Fakhri MPS < ¥ NE=60 ) . EX
: o ® * mE X
Alamdari, E o5 (>10 % ) NC=60 cd
E.(2018)
[16] Lye,S.E.,& MPS B NE=23  _ >/
I« ® % mE <7 *
Goh, L. H.(2018) = #3¢ (1-5 %) NC=22
17] Taheri, P., &
[Heglayat Zade,m. CAHEA e NE=30 Ty g me < F X
A R 6-0 ¥ NC=27 o
(2018) Ea ( 4
[18] Sastry, M. 3
Hy NE=50
M., & Joy,A.S. H vE "_E < F *
6-9 % NC=50
(2018). ( )
[19] Tanewong, I\A/IPS | + 3y NE=31 i % ms 4w "
S. (2019) BN (>10 % )  NC=33
20] Fathi, J., &
[Har]nidizz;(,jer; MPS = NE=27  ws me s %
! B >10 % NC=25 o
R.(2019) AR ( %)
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[21] Al-Jahwari,

M., Al-Mekhlafi,
v H =
A. M., . IiAPS ' 2p NE=51 < % wp e %
Al-Barwani, T., & E #3¢ (6-9 %) NC=61
Abdulraheim, A.
(2019).
22] Pei
'[I' ]Sus\;z;mthep MPS = NE=32 v DS Ca %
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1.(2019) SR ( )
[23] Maftoon, P.,
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&Fakhrl_ o Hp NE=30 g o L L5 %
Alamdari, (>10 % ) NC=30
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a s [*) esrgE > [-] mady o~ [ns] méE¥ -
MPS=£.4 ~ R4k 5 & 7] (Metacognitive Pedagogical Sequence)

CALLA=:w¥ vz = & ¥ 2 ;2 (Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach)
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BB B TR A 2T o e R R R L B RER R EL(R T
PRR) o PRE A AT A B F Rk - BREROCERCE] 0 T R L N oA
Ty R "F,'z B - B R TR B Y 3% 3 & % #ic (Borenstein,
etal., 2011) o

1395 Cochrance +# hE & - £ [ita 5 sk £ L 202 B ket
FRFH -RABFRELEE IR A 22 g chd Btk AT
RR o B TR R RS T L Baldea 4o
Rt foa R o & Fd TR REARY HEHDTRCRIE S 2
3 - Ra NIRARE NP F RO b RIS T

$R v EATERA 28 S MM REE (2254 52009) %

FERARS > PP SR AL O LR E R T AR 5 F 20 TR
FREEABRA] RP AHAT G ANF TR T AR o

YRR W2 Ehskiz o

~ BT o Bl meta A7 £ERX Y A F o v - iELE

ACRFLELAREZ D & 057 w0 % T EF3Fdh? EMEATF By~
Fravckd  FEFRAL- BALBE 95% G R F R 4ok M
EfdE 2w G R o A BEROPFFEEP TR E (Higgins &
Thompson, 2002) -
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Gl FHEX  EF §ERAAT AR AOUERE > Fl i BR R art
&) EF M HFAL A 7 b (Huedo-Medina et al., 2006) = 4 & » 3£ ¢ F |20
AP R R B s RPN RFHERE . Q
PR ea- BRI AP THRERSSDERT CQITL R FIFE KT
seit 4 (Gavaghan etal,, 2000) » 48 & > 4ok A 7 BB R > Q (T4 B itk
S eni®* %+ (Higgins etal.,, 2003)c F]4t » § #7172 B 5 B & 0B FLpF -
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Pies D e Bpihr stfhidd & B E R @ 2 g L 975 e en
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AT B Tt a2 e 1 R RE > R R BT
HAE R FHE T T Qs LR P st = 1009%%(Q —df)/Q -
¥QikEredid B (k-1) 2FhL B F Qe Lk 100§ 12
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2 R

C FERPA T %% L MAR R B (Higgins & Thompson,

2002) > FIPEF B AR E PGNP EEGFAN c BT R FERERX > A7

0=.05 B E K ET 4 Ande R 8 o Aol B

> 1345 Cohen (1992)s7= & & p
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05 %% ¢ R emck 508 &b % &G Arck £ o AT A AR
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Bl4-1. B ~RTREEREH AR LB L2 B

Study name Statistics for each study Std diff in means and 95% CI
Std diff  Standard Lower Upper

in means error Variance  limit limit  Z-Value p-Value
Rahimi, M., & Katsl, M. {2013) 0.548 0.298 0.083 0.354 1.533 AT 0.001
Che, Y. A, {(2017). 0.285 0.2 0025 0029 0702 2128 0.034 .
Chen, C. C., & Tseng, D. 5. (2017) 0.081 0.8 Q.08 DEIR 0.388 .356 0.7z .
Taguchi, K. (2017). 0223 020 0108 D47 0875 0.885 0.487 i
Lye, 5.E., & Goh L. H. (2018 0.564 0.304 0082 0032 1.180 18653 0.084 i
AbJahwari, M., AbMekhizfi, A M., AlBarwani, T., & Abdulrahaim, A, (2015). 0417 0.152 0.037 004 0.752 2078 0.030 .
Maftoon, P., & Fakhri Alamdari, E.(2020) 0.748 0.ET 0.071 0.225 1.272 .m0z 0.008

0.410 0.089 0008 0235 0585 458 0.000 *

-1.00 -0.50 0.00

Favours A

0.50

Fawours B

1.00
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R a2 o A A e - RlfEgs g3 AR o FlU RS TAHE
(Duval &Tweedie, 2000) ~ Begg % & 4p b 4 2% ~ 17 (Begg & Mazumdar, 1994)#?
4 pek >HcA 45 (Rosenthal, 1991) % § & BLorfs 2B fo e 4 2% o
Tt @ v B Bk FE R BHL - B F B TG S

P 3 A EORT AR R e B 4T 0 S ERT R e onk £ o BH R D
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T > Duval & Tweedie #4287 AiRL B 2 RZ BB 2H T 2558 0 7
BB A A S gtk R 5 0303,95% 0 % F 5 [0.143,0.462](4r
Bl 4-2-B) - 1345 Begg S 5ApM T % > § P -] 3005 B &7 3 DR
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Funnel Plotof Standard Error by Std diffin means Funnel Plot of tandard Error by St dif in means
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BoxkEREY L 67.5% kA% 53 &R FIE (Higgins & Thompson,

2002) > FIHE P AEB R BN L AP R R R F A B HRP Rk R LR

.3\

SR L R G AL S RO - HEAAERA L P o
d 34 or e e 3 & (Schulze, 2004) 0 12 8 M3 8 ROF i A 7 1
ek o
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243 B4 AR g i S H i R A 3P EL daes £

95% 13 #F % BOH e s
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7 TR 5 R A e
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i & 5 8.849/4 54799 0065
e o O5I5™T 0184 0846 3049 (P<OD)

IR GBLAN  FEUNEL B4eT B 44-A T3 0 fie £ Duval &
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Bl 4-6. FL ~snamilnd 3o o Rl L F L KA F

Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Std diff in means

Standard Error

Std diff in means
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F 4-6. A ARG HEHP AL R A BT Ak

95% 1 if % R

for

F1% kg TR PR ZiE % #ic  Qtotal/df 2 P

- 0.431%%* 0220 0.641 4.007(P<.001)
s 5 15.080%%/4 73475 0.005

0.481*  0.049 00913 0.913(P<.05)

W

F E

g hmp Lot FEHABELRB AT B 4-7-A #7570 fe & Duval &
Tweedie ¥ 42 & FH 2 23F > AR TR AT > A7 7 kL Bl 2 Rl
MR R R LR R R AR (R 4-T-B) - T vk £ 502335 95%
AR % B 5[0.042,0.423]o ¥ b > i Begg % sAp bl ¥ % ¢ 0P @ 5 0327 % .05

o AT XA 0 F =05 HEFAT > 2R 18 B

[

BT R
%EZ&E%T‘H’JQ)‘%(#EH AAE E e 3.6 1) 4 MR w ok B ® L
AEEF T Z E5 4.181°P<001 > % 7L F IAREEE o 4R KIS 4T

EA i

R

WELRRLF g AT R -

B 4-7. BeF ~RuAm i HF S R R L IR AR

Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Std diff in means Funnel Pl of Standard Erfor by Std diffin means
1] I
(AR} 04
§ §
Y i on
E T
q ] L]
H H
§ ]
U] "
03 034
0 (1] —
- e
e
20 15 10 45 0 05 10 15 H 20 15 10 45 (L] 05 L 15 0
A }"?'ﬁ‘_—-/%—l E] B: —i #T 1 Tfr /ﬁi '%]
75

DOI:10.6814/NCCU202100407



FI8F RAARTERKERRES ZREPL R
AR LG R RENZ0EFT P AP 23N AR mRIT L
RGO o B AW Y R EEF T KL M 2 B R
P BO2LY MB 2 LY BAIUE 2T LR BORE - 167 T B
3 ~HEO3RLYPE AR LFTER EARTREFIEOERLEER
FRREALFIREA NS CTHFAT S 69 % » flENTHFAT FA
FREEI0% 2 0t B 3 -FFT AT REEWDFIERERT > T2 T
TEHATA 5 T BIMA Y ARG KE AR HP 3 SHAFT P EL
%7 CALLA 3 BECEHA 12T P fE2 fodk * 0 4 & B0 %5 1 MPS
Pr SRR FIRD ORI B R F R 4o Goh (2008)4% 2 e
AT K E =% & Anderson (2002) #% 1 e E 5 0 AR BHESR & i
o INFTHRA S FAEFATEHRY L BTy R LT HRE oW
Pt ? 700 A1 Y AS R o
REL LIS TR LTS
5 BAEFHEAMYRY ARG Ok E N {2 DR LR
RS o 50 ST HES RBap AP0 23 BT R A gk £
dod 470 B Tk % 0 SR Bl4c B 4-8 #7570 Q(22)=96.238 > P<.001
I2=77.140 » £ @ £ ik 2R3 L0 77.14% 0 Ko * B otk

)

EHEdRBTE "AP AR LB B NpEEL B Y AN R

B
PR o TPl ST R N 2 PR R F AT o

76

DOI:10.6814/NCCU202100407



Bl 4-8. Fa4 ~Ruam i K M LR L St

Model Study name Statistics for each study 5td diff in means and 95% Cl
5td diff  Standard Lower Upper
in means error Variance  limit limit Z-Value p-Value

Coskun, A. (20M10).7 0.985 0.335 0.112 0329 2343 0.003 —
Rasouli M., Molekhan, K., &Karbslaei, A. (013 2133 0.238 0.057 1.656 8.359 0.000
Rahimirad, M., & Shams, M. R {2014) 1.180 0.306 0.094 0.679 3849 0.000
Movahed, R. (2014). 0.583 0.287 0.082 0.421 3.420 0.001 —
Fahim, M., & Fakhri, E. A, (2014) 0.287 0.088 5414 0.000
Zeng, Y. (2014 0.268 0072 0.003 —
Rahimirad, M., & Moini, M R. 0.410 0.001
Khenamii, F., & Ahmadi, F.92015 0.410 0.168 0.000
Jerotipvi?-Ti?ma, D.{20 %) 0.278 0.078 0.004 —
Cho, Y. A (2017). 0.173 0.030 0.005 _._
Tagudhi, K. (2017). 0.323 0.108 0733 -
Bozrgian, H.,?Fakhri Alamdari, E.{2015 0.207 0.042 0.000
Lye 5. E., & Goh L. H. (2018} 0.259 0.085 0.480 i
Taheri P., & Hedsyat Zade, M. (2015) 0.274 0.075 0.008 -
Sastry, M. M., & Joy, A S. (D18). 0.214 0.045 0.000
Tanewong, S5.7(019 0 0.038 .
Fathi, J., & Hamidizmdeh, R.{20 13} 0.135 i
Al-Jshwari, M., AHMgkhBfi, A M., AlBarwani, T, & Abdulrsheim, A, (2015, 0.185 0.038 0.001 —
Fei T.?Suwanthep, J.(2019 25 0.063 0.008 -
Maftoon, F., & Fakhri Alamdari, E.(2020) 0.287 0.071 0.005 —
Dousti, H., & Atolfathiad, H.(2013 0.280 0.068 0.002 —
Rahimi, M, & Katal M. (013 0.285 0.082 D121 0.950 0.134 i
Nosrating, M., Ghavidd, 5., & Zaker, A (2015) 0.255 0.050 1.070 2343 0.000

Fioeed 0.055 0.003 0.809 1.024 0.000

-1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50
Favours A Favours B
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T (P<.001)
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48 F AR REHK LRP LA SR A RER S

95% 2 #f W

T RFH
§$$ A% 2 I [ [
Bk %% E T e ZE Qg/df PE Qwig

2
¥A & 4 1.458 0.656 2.26  3.564(P<.001) -
e 1.847/1 0.174 95.070***/21

RS 19 0.877 0.632 1.121 7.018(P<.001)

% 2 0.881 04 2158 1352
. 2 0.424* ~ 0.031 0.817 2.117(P<.05)
?P'g
B 15.051**/5  0.010 61.379***/17

v 12 1.260*** 0.934 1.586 7.569(P<.001)
=R

G 4 0.729%** 0.482 0.976  5.785(P<.001)

LAY 2 0.269 -0.28 0.816 0.964

5.685

£ 7 0.851*** 1526 3.131 (P<.001)
fi ~
' 4.367 11.984%%/3  0.007 83.655***/19
R g 7 0.841*** 0.469 1.233  (P<.001)

4.947

£t ] 8 1.029*** 0507 1.174 (P<.001)

#3 9.758

X 4 1.852*** 1480 2.223 (P<.001)
®E

, 28.719%**/2  0.000 39.552**/20
BE 4 H3 0.749*** 0.468 1.031 5.218(P<.001)

<7 16 0.738*** (0.539 0.937 7.259(P<.001)

CALLA 5 1.381*** 0.712 2.049 4.045(P<.001)

fi ~

S 2.362/2 0.307 81.501***/20
"3 MPS 12 0.863*** 0.588 1.139 6.140(P<.001)

His 6 0.785*** (0.383 1.187 3.830(P<.001)
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Mohammadian, A.,
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E.(2020) 30 11.43 3.71 30 13.7 2.99
Chou, M. H. (2017). 44 12.91 3.05 44 10.91 2.32
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Personal Knowledge (PK)

Study name Group-A Group-A  Group-A Group-B Group-B  Group-B

y Sample Size Mean Std-Dev Sample Size Mean Std-Dev
Mohammadian, A., Khoshsima,

15 14.67 2.02 16 12.63 2.7

H. & Dehghani, N. ( 2016 )
Cho, Y. A. (2017). 71 2.981 1.15 67 2.657 1.097
Lye, S.E., & Goh, L. H. (2018) 23 3.116 0.788 22 2.576 0.83
Pei, T., Suwanthep, J.(2019) 32 2.36 0.93 35 2.72 0.94
Maftoon, P., & Fakhri Alamdari,
E.(2020) 30 13.3 2.61 30 9.86 2.96
Chou, M. H. (2017). 44 10.55 2.15 44 11.8 2.01
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Directed Attention (DA)

study name Group-A Group-A  Group-A Group-B Group-B  Group-B

y Sample Size Mean Std-Dev Sample Size Mean Std-Dev
Mohammadian, A., Khoshsima,

. 15 20.2 1.57 16 17.69 2.98

H. & Dehghani, N. ( 2016 )
Cho, Y. A. (2017). 71 3.44 0.937 67 3.287 0.858
Lye, S. E., & Goh, L. H. (2018) 23 4.434 0.85 22 4.318 0.573
Maftoon, P., & Fakhri Alamdari,
E.(2020) 30 19.33 2.84 30 17.43 3
Chou, M. H. (2017). 44 18.32 2.89 44 16.32 2.18
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a3 L AT KRR 2R Rk
Group-A Group-A Group-A Group-B Group-B Group-B Teaching

Study name Sample Size  Mean Std-Dev g?zr:ple Mean Std-Dev Proficiency Gender Environment intervention model
Coskun, A. Secondary
(2010). 20 815 13.6 20 68 13.8 low both School short CALLA
Rasouli, M.,
Mollakhan, K., - g 1225 213 52 8.04 1.78 intermediate both language ot CALLA
& Karbalaei, institute
A. (2013)
Rahimirad, M.,
& Shams, M. 25 17.24 2.38 25 14.7 1.9 intermediate F University short MPS
R. (2014)
Movahed R. 5 2558  5.62 25 1998 579 low both ~ University - MPS
(2014).
Fahim, M., &
Fakhri, E. A. 30 27.83 1.80 30 22.53 4.3 intermediate both University long MPS
(2014)
(Zze;&)Y' 30 1617  3.87 30 1317  3.63 i both University  short else
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Rahimirad, M.,

& Moini, M. 8 69.24 3.38 7 62.7 2.9 intermediate F University short MPS
R. (2015).
Khonamri, F.,
X . . language
& Ahmadi, 20 22.9 4.599 20 13.15 3.731 intermediate F - - CALLA
institute

F. (2015)
?2%01’7\)(. A 71 11.06 2.99 67 9.63 2.86 low-intermediate - University short else
z_za(?lu;)h" K. 16 18.38 3.44 22 18.77 5.15 low-intermediate  both University Medium else
Bozorgian,
H., Fakhri . language
Alamdari. 60 16.5 2.15 60 12.96 2.51 high both institute long MPS
E.(2018)
Lye, S.E., &
Goh, L. H. . .

23 20.43 6.494 22 19.18 5.243 high both university short MPS
(2018)
Taheri, P., &
Hedayat Zade, 30 76.33 7.06 27 71.11 7.37 intermediate both university Medium CALLA
M. (2018)
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Sastry, M. M.,
& Joy, A. S.
(2018).

22.22

3.92

50

18.44

3.05

intermediate

both

university

Medium

else

Tanewong,
S. (2019)

31

21.68

4.55

33

19.18

4.88

low

both

university

long

MPS

Fathi, J., &
Hamidizadeh,
R.(2019)

27

22.93

6.42

25

20.23

6.47

high-intermediate

both

university

long

MPS

Al-Jahwari,
M.,
Al-Mekhlafi,
A. M.,
Al-Barwani,
T,&
Abdulraheim,
A. (2019).

51

11.33

3.1

61

9.57

24

low

secondary
school

Medium

MPS

Pel,
T., Suwanthep,
J.(2019)

32

11.19

3.16

35

8.77

4.08

intermediate

both

university

long

MPS

Maftoon, P., &

Fakhri
Alamdari,
E.(2020)

30

25.33

3.06

30

22.53

4.3

intermediate

both

university

long

else
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Dousti, H., &
Abolfathiasl, 32
H.(2013)

72.8

8.8

32

65.39

9.19

intermediate both

university Medium

CALLA

Rahimi, M., &
Katal, M. 25
(2013)

22.44

4.104

25

20.64

4.281

high-intermediate both

university long

MPS

Nosratinia, M.,
Ghavidel, S.,
& Zaker, A.
(2015)

30

23.43

1.54

30

19.95

2.54

intermediate both

language

. Medium
institute

else
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