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Key Terms / KA

Content-integrated writing orientation: Connecting writing topics and sources to students' majors or disciplinary content.
Metacognitive strategies: Planning before writing, monitoring during writing, evaluating after writing.
Self-regulated learning (SRL): Learners set goals, select strategies, monitor progress, and reflect to improve.

CALLA: A strategy-based instructional framework (Preparation — Presentation/Modeling — Practice — Self-Evaluation —

Expansion/Transfer).

Part A. Demographic and Professional Background / A\ 1&ti5 %15 5%

1. Years teaching university English courses that include academic writing: years

2. Current course types (check all): [ Comprehensive English [J Academic English Writing [] CET-4/6 Preparation [JESP []

Other:

3. Highest qualification: [JBA [JMA [JEdD/PhD [JOther:

4. Primary student cohort(s): [] 1st year [J]2nd year []3rd year []4th year

5.1 Typical class size: students 5.2 Weekly contact hours: ______ hours

5.3 Main writing genres (check all): [] Paragraph [] Argumentative essay []Expository essay []Report []Summary/Response []

Literature review []Research proposal [ Other:

5.4 Main assessment stakes (check all): [J Course internal [] University-wide requirement [ External examinations [] Other:




6. Prior training in: Content-integrated writing [TYes [INo | CALLA/strategy instruction [TYes [INo | SRL/metacognition [JYes

[INo

7. Familiarity: Content-integrated writing [JLow [ IModerate [JHigh | CALLA [lLow [IModerate [THigh | SRL/metacognition

[ILow [lModerate [ JHigh

Part B. Closed-Ended Questions (Likert Scale) / £ 4] 3 ] i

Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 5 = Strongly Agree

Section 1. Current Course Design and Teaching Focus / 241 iRFE % THS B4 N

Statement/;8 H 1|2(3|4|5
T1. My academic writing classes emphasize language accuracy (grammar/vocabulary) more than idea Slolololo
development and argumentation. M FARE (IR EEIE S M, mIEEELREFISIE,
T2. Writing topics are connected to students' majors or disciplinary content. 5 {385 224 B £ L8 A RHA alalololo
FEY EP N
T3. I explicitly teach genre-related rhetorical moves (e.g., thesis-evidence links, stance, cohesion). FAAffZIZ ololololo
REAERAIIETE 1%,
T4. My writing assignments require students to use sources from their subject areas. &5 1E{E:55 Z R ololololo
FHHZERIAIURI B
T5. My feedback addresses both language accuracy and content/argument quality. F& 515 BN 5 M 15 S 1R olololala
PERTN AR B
T6. Course assessments reflect the kinds of writing students do in their major courses. RFE PG ;2 M2 AE 1E & olololalg
R RIS (E2ER,
Section 2. Content-Integrated Writing Orientation and Feasibility / A% &5 (EBU 5 0] 1717k
Statement/;di H 1/2(3|4|5
T7. Integrating disciplinary content with English writing helps students understand topics more deeply. 7%} Ololololo
WA S EEG RGBT 24 HIR AR 4,
T8. Content-integrated writing tasks increase students' motivation for writing. A& 5 1EE542 & F 4R olalololo
e,
T9. T have access to suitable disciplinary texts/resources in English for content-integrated writing. 3% 7] PAZREX alolololo
EENBEEE TR IOSCER TR
T10. I can align content objectives and language objectives within a single writing task. FxAE{E B — 5 {E(T55 aololalalg
rRME AR BFRE S B .
T11. Managing both content demands and language scaffolding in one lesson is challenging. 7£— 3 1% H [F] i alolalalg
AEBRN A BERANE 5 SR B A PR,
T12. Given adequate support, I would adopt or expand content-integrated writing instruction. 4176 /&% S ¥, ololololo
RIEERASY BANABEGRAE,

Section 3. Metacognitive Strategy Instruction and CALLA Practices / JTLIANHIRIE B S CALLA SE#&




Statement//Ji H

T13. I teach students to plan their writing (e.g., goals, outlines, criteria). FREEZAEMKIEE ATER, $24X.
FRIE)

T14. I explicitly model strategies (e.g., think-aloud, exemplars, annotated samples). FEH#fi/RTOHRME (A0~
BYE, Jufl. FRIEFEAR) o

T15. Students receive guided practice applying strategies with feedback. “#4=1£ i F SIS IR1548 S48 S
K5

T16. I require self-evaluation (e.g., checklists, rubrics, reflective notes) after drafts. F% K4 1F S i fa AT

B /ITAE,

T17. I design transfer activities so students apply strategies to new genres/subjects. I 1T ESN, LA

R R L T (R 2R

T18. I teach when and why to choose particular strategies (conditional knowledge). FREIZAAII DA K AT 40%
PERrE kg (RAMERTR)

T19. I allocate class time specifically for metacognitive strategy instruction. % [ 1B & B 8] B FoCi Al
RISHCE,

T20. Students can describe which strategies they used and explain why. “#4= GEREIA{E F 1 IRLE SR H R R
S8

T21. I use think-aloud protocols (verbalizing my thinking while writing live) to show problem-solving. F& {5 F
HEE4E (5 RN OREEER) RRREE R,

Section 4. Supporting Students' Self-Regulated Learning (SRL) / X #E HERIF T~

Statement//3 H

T22. T help students set personal goals and sub-goals for writing assignments. F&H; B4 N E VRS ILEN
N BFrf¥ BFr,

T23. I require interim deadlines (planning, drafting, revising) to support time management. F% 3K [y B L
H A DASZ 4555 ()5 B

T24. 1 encourage help-seeking (office hours, peer support, resource consultation). FgJih T RALD (EEERS
[H]. FfFESCRE, BWIEEHD

T25. I prompt students to reflect on strengths/weaknesses and revise strategies accordingly. FAE (#2242 B

R S A R R SRS

T26. In my observation, most students show adequate SRL in writing (goal setting, persistence, strategy

shifting). #EHMEE, RBBEAEAT (R RIHEBH) B IHTTEESN.

T27. In my observation, students often delay starting writing due to anxiety/fear of errors rather than lack of

motivation. fEHMEE, FAELHE KEE/MLHmMEITGE1E, mARR=Z2301,

Section 5. Assessment and Feedback Practices / PS5 52 i Stk




Statement//Ji H 1(2(3]|4]|5

T28. My rubrics include both content/argument criteria and language criteria. Fx Y E bR RN (L& N /8
UERITE S AR,

T29. Students receive actionable feedback (e.g., next steps, strategy suggestions). 2742 U E| T /ERY 5 (40
T, EIEELD) S

T30. Peer review is structured (training and rubrics) and improves draft quality. [FfEEFFE S5 EIFITED alalololo
PRiE) HRERGE SRR TR,

T31. I use brief metacognitive prompts with feedback (e.g., "What will you change and why?"). FAE [ it {#

PR TN A TS, o e e e

Section 6. Context, Constraints, and Professional Learning Needs / 1555, W5 E TR
Statement/;di H 1/2(3|4]|5

T32. Institutional guidelines, time allocation, and class sizes support effective writing instruction. HIfJ+5F. Ololololo
i TR) 3 BEANBE R MU SRR B TR
T33. The current curriculum adequately prepares students for disciplinary writing demands. 4 B IR & A2 aololololo
A RERFER R
T34. There is a need for a new pedagogical model for EFL academic writing in my context. fTEFIIERF, 7 ololololo
ZEHTHY EFL 22 R G EEA R
T35. Professional development in content-integrated writing, CALLA, and SRL would help me teach more Slolololo
effectively. NAEESEE, CALLA fl SRL & VA R STE B ARUECT,
T36. With appropriate resources and training, I could implement the MAWM in my courses. 5 i& 4 1Y %3 A1 ololololo
Hll, FeAT DATEBRAR S MAWMS
T37. Many students rely on Al tools to generate content directly, bypassing their own cognitive engagement. IF Slolololo
ARG Al THERAERNE, S8 H NS S,
T38. I need specific pedagogical guidelines on how to integrate Al tools to assist (rather than replace) student Slolololo
writing. FFFER T UM S AT TARE) (MAPEM) AN EERE AR,

Part C. Open-Ended Questions / FF i )8

Please answer in Chinese or English. 1&/HH X 285 X 1EA,

Q1. Routine Teaching Process: How do you usually design and organize a lesson or writing unit? How do you guide students




to plan, monitor, and evaluate their writing? # B AR LIEEWANLHFRIAHR — T IRE— NS ERIT? AisS

MK WIS 1E?

Q2. Self-Evaluation of Teaching Effectiveness: Which part of your teaching is most effective? Which part feels least effective
(e.g., students cannot write after sample analysis, or don't read feedback)? ZUFRUR HIF: EZEHIE 2 AR WS

DERIER AEX MR HENARY, SGts)a~ERBD) ?

Q3. Typical Emotional States: What emotional states do struggling writers show (e.g., anxiety, frustration, indifference,
giving up)? Do these emotions prevent them from trying planning and monitoring strategies? HANELIRES: RXfEFA R

Wt 2 QMg Hik, HERL BEF) 7 XEHE R G 22 IR e SRig 2

Q4. Attribution After Failure: When students receive low scores, how do they explain the reasons? Do they make internal
attributions (lack of talent, low vocabulary) or external attributions (topic too difficult, teacher didn't teach clearly)? 2K/

AR NI RRE I IR ? R IAR (BRZ R, JRVCRAR) EZ2INAR (BEARHE, EIMRUHEE) 2

Q5. Response to Remedial Actions: When you ask struggling students to do self-checking or reflective revision, how do they
usually respond? Was there any moment that helped them feel 'T can do it"? X ANGEHEAY RN : IR E K R MEE A H AR

[ SBAETLIN, MA@ AT S ? A T 2N ZE AT FRAEME?

Q6. Misconceptions of a High-Score Essay: Do students believe 'advanced vocabulary and complex sentences' or 'clear logic
and strong argument' leads to high scores? Do you feel tension between language accuracy and content/reasoning? 1= 73 1E
AIBRME: RN @RI E A ) R B2 A E RIS & 07 RS RENE S IS NE AR 2
[AIAY5K 477

s]

Q7. Metacognitive Awareness: Do students have clear awareness of their most frequent writing problems, or do they rarely

summarize their recurring errors? JCINAIEIR : FAERGTERE A CRE WS ERE, 2RV RS RE HIRHIR?

Q8. Barriers to Strategy Instruction: What are the biggest barriers to implementing metacognitive strategy instruction (e.g.,
limited time, lack of tools, difficulty assessing thinking processes)? SR AT . SLHETCIARI RIS E2 B KRG 211

2 CANITRARR, 6z TH. XECIPHE R4 E) ?

Q9. Vision for Course Improvement: If you could redesign this course, what support would you most want to add (e.g.,

automated thinking-guide tool, more one-on-one time, assessment changes)? Would you prefer cognitive scaffolds (pre-



writing support) or metacognitive scaffolds (post-writing checklists)? MRAEHSGH RS WIEREREEFILIT TR, HAERM
roscfs ANEZNEHES S TR, 22— —iR, W) 2 EEME AR (GRS SRt
X (FEkER) ?

— Thank you for your participation! &2 5! —



