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Abstract: Previous research works on strategy instructionvshioat not all L2 strategy training
has been effective; the results of those reseaarksshave been inconsistent and inconclusive.
The present research paper aims at identifyingatiects of metacognitive strategy instruction
on vocabulary learning of Jordanian university sats through a ten weeks instruction
program. To achieve this purpose, vocabulary testsed on Nation’s (1990) vocabulary size
test were used. Sixty students from Jordan UniyeasiScience and Technology were randomly
chosen to participate in the present study. Theesits were randomly assigned to a control
group (n=30), and an experimental group (n=30). Ptile experimental group received explicit
instruction on using metacognitive strategies wriite control group did not receive any
instruction. The instruction model was based on @uognitive Academic Language Learning
Approach (CALLA) proposed by Chamot and O’Malle@94). The findings of this study
revealed that the explicit instruction on using acegnitive strategies proved to be effective. The
experimental group surpassed the control grouphi@ post-instruction vocabulary test. The
implication of this study is that metacognitiveastgies instruction should be integrated into the
regular vocabulary classes to help students beamore autonomous learners.
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INTRODUCTION

Learning vocabulary is considered as an esserdralghen communicating in second or foreign
language (Read, 2000; Meara, 2002; Al-Khasawneli2@R0In teaching second or foreign
language, teachers face difficulties to help sttgléarn a notable amount of vocabulary. It is
apparent that using dictionaries and repeating svordny times are the most preferred strategies
among students to learn new or memorize new wdsdsd(oud, 2013). According to Nielsen
(2003), "research that has attempted to investigetech vocabulary strategies are most
commonly used by second language learners hasledvéamt more mechanical strategies are
often favored over more complex ones (p. 4)".

Vocabulary learning strategies have been defineshany ways and the definitions are highly
related to language learning strategies definit{@atalan, 2003). Many scholars provide
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different definitions of vocabulary learning strgites (see Table 2.6, page 73). Sokmen (1997, p.
237) defines vocabulary learning strategies asdastmade by learners in order to help them to
understand the meaning of a word, learn them, amdrhember them later”. Cameron (2001, p.
92) views vocabulary learning strategies as “thgoas that learners take to help themselves
understand and remember vocabulary items”. Simgilé8chmitt (1997, p. 203) claims that
vocabulary learning strategies are “knowledge alfweiimechanisms (processes, strategies) used
in order to learn vocabulary as well as steps dio@s taken by students (a) to find out the
meaning of unknown words, (b) to retain them ing@darm memory, (c) to recall them at will,
and (d) to use them in oral or written model”.

To provide a better understanding of vocabularynieg strategies, it is useful to classify
vocabulary learning strategies first. Schmitt (198lassified vocabulary learning strategies into
two categories. The first category includes striatefpr the discovery of a new word’s meaning
(e.g. Determination Strategies and Social Strag@giehe other category includes strategies for
consolidating a word once it has been encountered lemory Strategies, Cognitive Strategies,
and Metacognitive Strategies). Among the abovesiflad strategies, metacognitive strategies
are said to be the most fundamental strategieledoners to be independent learners (Anderson,
1991; Zhao, 2009; Tabeei, Tabrizi, and Ahmadi, 20B2cording to O’Malley and Chamot
(1990), metacognitive strategies are consideratieasost essential strategies to reach learning
autonomy. They also claimed that without metacagmistrategies, it would be difficult for
learners to plan, monitor, and evaluate their iegrprogress.

METACOGNITION

Metacognition has long been recognized as the mgsificant component in language learning
(Pintrich, 2002). The term metacognition first ap@el in 1976 by the developmental
psychologist John Flavell. Flavell defined metadbgn as thinking about thinking. Its scholarly
definition comes from cognitive psychology thatkinmetacognition to the person‘s knowledge
regarding one's own cognitive processes and pradoctanything related to them. Active
monitoring, consequent regulation, and synchronidrthese processes to achieve a goal also
seem to be the necessary components of metacaoy(f@vell, 1976; Goh, 2008).

The use of metacognitive strategies activates érarrthinking and leads to improved
performance in learning in general (Anderson, 20@2cording to Wenden (1998), learners
who have metacognitive abilities seem to have tleWing advantages over others who are not
aware of the metacognition role in learning anotheguage:

1) They are more strategic learners.

2) Their rate of progress in learning as well as tjuality and speed of their cognitive
engagement is faster.
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3) They are confident in their abilities to learn.

4) They do not hesitate to obtain help from peeachers, or family when needed.

5) They provide accurate assessments of why theguacessful learners.

6) They think clearly about inaccuracies when falaccurs during an activity.

7) Their tactics match the learning task and adjests are made to reflect changing
circumstances.

8) They perceive themselves as continual learmedan successfully cope with new situations.

The previous studies on metacognitive strategiephasize the importance of metacognitive
strategies instruction on the learners’ learninggpess (Zhao, 2009; Coskun, 2010; Wichadee,
2011; Tabeei, Tabrizi, and Ahmadi, 2013). In orttereffectively instruct learners to employ
metacognitive strategies, several models of metdtiog strategies instruction have been
proposed. The Cognitive Academic Language LearAipgroach (CALLA) model proposed by
Chamot and Rubin (1994) proved to be the most &@ffectrategy instruction model. In the
CALLA model, students’ prior knowledge and theirbhaof evaluation of their own learning
seem to be the major principles. This model has fistruction phases as explained below
(Chamot and Rubin, 1994, p. 43-44).

1) Preparation: students prepare for strategy instnudty identifying their prior knowledge
about and the use of specific strategies. For elgngetting goals and objectives,
identifying the purpose of a learning task, oveawing and linking with already known
materials.

2) Presentation: the teacher demonstrates the nenirigastrategy and explains how and
when to use it. For instance, explaining the imguace of the strategy and asking students
when they use the strategy.

3) Practice: students practice using the strategly wagular class activities such as asking
guestions, cooperating with others, and seekingtipeaopportunities.

4) Evaluation: students self-evaluate their use ef ldarning strategy and how well the
strategy is working for them. For example, self-itamng, self-evaluating, and
evaluating their learning.

5) Expansion: students extend the usefulness of Hraitey strategy by applying it to new
situations or learning for them. For instance,ragnag and planning their learning.

To provide a clearer picture on the influence ofanegnitive strategies instruction, a number of
studies have been conducted. O’Malley and Chat@8Q) conducted a study to investigate the
effect of metacognitive strategies instruction agm@merican high school students. The students
received instruction in metacognitive, cognitivexdasocio-affective strategies. The students
were divided into three groups: the first groupeieed instruction in metacognitive strategies,

the second group received instruction in cogniawel a socio-affective strategy only, and the
third was control group which received no strataggtruction. Results showed that the
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experimental groups performed better than the obgnoup, and that the metacognitive group
had a better performance than the cognitive groughe post-tests.

Thompson and Rubin (1996) studied the influencemetacognitive and cognitive strategy
instruction on the listening comprehension perfarogaof American university students learning
Russian. The listening scores of the experimentigreceiving systematic training in listening
strategies were compared to the scores of a signtarp who received no instruction over a two-
year period. Pre- and post-tests showed that th@ests who received strategy instruction in
listening to video-recorded texts improved sigmifily over those who had received no
instruction at the end of the two years.

Vandergrift (2003) trained students in the use oédgtion, individual planning, peer
discussions, and post listening reflections thadlenap the metacognitive strategies in beginner
elementary school and university contexts in FraBtedents in both groups were more focused
on the advantages of predictions for successfi@riag, the place of collaboration with a partner
for monitoring, and the confidence-building functiof this approach for developing listening
comprehension ability.

Recently, Tabeei, Tabrizii and Ahmadi (2013) inigded the influence of teaching
metacognitive strategies on listening comprehensiarong Iranian English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) learners at Iran Language Instifilti in Parsabad, Iran. For that purpose, 72
EFL learners were selected as the participanteettudy. The learners were divided into two
groups, one control and one experimental group. Wetacognitive Awareness Listening
Questionnaire (MALQ) was administered to check lisrners’ awareness of metacognitive
strategies. The experimental group was instructedige metacognitive strategies based on
Chamot and O’Malley (1994) model of metacognititeategies, while control group did not
receive any instruction. The findings of this stushyowed a positive effect of metacognitive
strategies instruction on listening comprehensiamoregg Iranian learners. The findings also
revealed that there was no difference between fetearners and male with regard to listening
comprehension after the instruction process.

RESEARCH QUESTION
The present study is motivated by the followingesesh question:
1) Does metacognitive strategies instruction promb&vocabulary learning of Jordanian
university students?

METHODOLOGY
Research Design
This research deals with the experimental designt a@ms to examine the influence of
metacognitive strategies instruction on the use/lb$s. In this study, the participants were
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randomly selected and divided into experimental ematrol group. The experimental received
explicit instruction on using metacognitive straésg while control group did not receive any
strategy-based instruction. Both groups received tests (before and after the instruction
process) to check the effect of the instructioncpss. These steps constitute the principles of
guasi-experimental design. The independent varigbtais study is the metacognitive strategy
and the dependent variable is the vocabulary legroi experimental and control groups.

Participants

The participants of this research were 60 stude3fisin the control group and 30 in the
experimental group. The students were belong to theee faculties (Medicine=20,
Engineering=20, and Agriculture=20) at JUST. Alld#nts were considered as low proficiency
in English language due to their scores obtainedhm English language placement test
conducted by the university at the beginning ofheacademic year. There were 30 female
students and 30 male students in this experimeatage range of the participants was between
18 and 24.

Research Instrument

Vocabulary size tests (pre-test/post-test) were asea research instrument of the present study.
The researcher used a pre-test which contains Sifptatchoice items based on Nation’s (1990)
multiple-choice test in order to check the homoggnef the two groups (control and
experimental) in vocabulary size. The same testalsasused after the training period in order to
measure the outcome of metacognitive strategiésisteon. Several reasons led this research to
employ these tests. Read (2000) point out thatoNatitest has proven to be a good diagnostic
measure of vocabulary level and he assumes thati¥lalmost the standard test of vocabulary.
Nation (2001, p. 21) states thatthe test is designed to be quick to take, easyaknand easy

to interpret. Moreover, it tests the English lexical proficignaf students from large samples of
words from different word frequency levels, whickirfg chosen randomly, represent the entire
vocabulary at these levels (Nation, 2001).

Considering validity as one of the most importamaracteristics of a test, the vocabulary tests
were based on Nation's (1990) multiple-choice testmeasure the vocabulary size of the
students. This test has been used as an instrumer@asure the students' vocabulary knowledge
in several previous studies. In terms of the validf the training instruments, CALLA has been
used in different contexts successfully. It islad on the website of the CALLA model that it
is being implemented in approximately 30 schootrdits in the United States as well as in
several other countries (Coskun, 2010). To enwedliability of the tests, reliability estimates
included Cronbach’s alpha was used to gain a aatmfy reliability. The value of Cronbach’s
alpha for pre-test was .717 which indicates good satisfactory reliability value (DeVellis,
1991).
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The Procedure of the Instruction

The strategy training was implemented over a sp@wnoonths and a half (i.e. week one to week
10). First, the vocabulary strategy training wagegito both control and experimental groups.
These sessions lasted for two weeks; each clatd lésr one hour and 30 minutes (once a
week). In lesson one, the teacher administereghiirdest to check the homogeneity of the two
groups in vocabulary learning as mentioned eailielesson two, the teacher explained the main
purpose of conducting the experiment for both cdrdnd experimental group, and to present
various VLSs exist for both groups as well. In tesshree, the teacher encouraged the students
(control and experimental) to think about other almdary learning strategies they used and
share the ideas together.

The second part of the training dealt with metadogn strategies training. In this phase, only
experimental group received explicit instruction metacognitive strategies starting from the
third week of the instruction process. The insinrciprocedure was based on CALLA model of
teaching learning strategies which includes fivémphases as follows:

» Preparation: the purpose of this phase was to ex@ad discuss the meaning of
metacognitive strategies to the students, to sthewrtain components of CALLA model,
and to elicit the students’ prior knowledge of noegnitive strategies. In this phase, the
teacher showed the importance of metacognitivaegfies and he distributed handouts
containing various metacognitive strategies.

» Presentation: this phase concerned with makingogpiate plan and set specific goals
for vocabulary learning. The teacher discussedWs strategies employed to unknown
words through reading task. The students were talsght about the different strategies
which they might use to unknown words encounteredeits, the teacher provided
illustrations and examples on using such strategies

» Practice: in this phase of instruction, the stugdmve been given the opportunity to
practice using various metacognitive strategies witthentic learning tasks. They were
also encouraged to make conscious efforts usingauoghitive strategies in combination
to vocabulary learning strategies. The teaches@gband guided the students to monitor
the various metacognitive strategies availablehemt At the end of this phase, the
students become aware of the different metacogndtirategies use in different tasks.

» Evaluation: the main purpose of this phase is tvigle opportunities for the students to
evaluate their strategies in learning English vataty. Through this phase, the teacher
checked the students’ development in metacogniiv&reness in their vocabulary
learning. The teacher used some activities to d@vstudents’ self-evaluation such as
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self-questioning and checklists of strategies udedthose activities, the students
expressed their beliefs and opinions about thefliermé metacognitive strategies.

» Expansion: in this phase, the teacher encouragedttients to use strategies they found
most influential in their vocabulary learning. Thiegve also told to apply those strategies
in different tasks and contexts. At the end of rindion period, both control and
experimental group were given the vocabulary pest-and it was compared with pre-
test results to find out the effect of metacogeitstrategies instruction in the students’
vocabulary learning.

RESULTS

This section provides the findings obtained to arswhe fourth research questioBoes
metacognitive strategies instruction promote theabmlary learning of Jordanian university
students?

Independent samples T-Test was used to analyzpas$sble variances in vocabulary learning
between the two groups participated in the two batay tests. The participants' scores in the
vocabulary pre-test were analyzed to check the lgemeity of the two groups in the vocabulary
knowledge level. The participants were consideredloav proficiency students in English
language due to their scores in the English languglg@cement test administered by the
university. The following tables reveal the vocalylpre-test results before the metacognitive
strategies instruction.

Table 1: Means and Standard Deviation of the VotatylPre-Test

Student's group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
TEST Control 30 4940 .08406 .01535
Experimental 30 5173 .10913 .01992

Table 2: Results of the Independent Samples Trtés¢ Vocabulary Pre-Test

Levene's Test
for Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
Std.
Sig. (2- Mean Error
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference | Difference Lower Upper
TEST Equal 2.325 133 -.928 58 .357 -.02333 .02515 -.07368 7002
variances
assumed
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Equal -.928 54.452 .358 -.02333 .02515] -.0737 .027p8
variances

not assume

The independent samples T-Test analysis of theégstescores shows no significant differences
(t=-928; p>.05) between the mean scores of theestsdn the two groups. In other words, the
two groups were homogeneous in terms of vocabliaoyvledge at the beginning of instruction
process. Subsequently, metacognitive strategiesuat®n was applied to the experimental
group only while the control group did not taketparthis phase of the experiment. In order to
compare the effect of metacognitive strategiesruetbn on the students’ vocabulary
knowledge, both control and experimental group veehainistered a vocabulary post-test at the
end of the instruction process (see Tables 3 and 4)

Table 3: Means and Standard Deviations of the Valtzaly Post-Test

Student's Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
TEST Control 30 .5067 .10996 .02008
Experimental 30 .5807 .15787 .02882

Table 4: Results of the Independent Samples Trtés¢ Vocabulary Post-Test

Levene's Test
for Equality
of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interval of the
Difference
Sig. Std.
(2- Mean Error
taile | Differe | Differe
F Sig. t df d) nce nce Lower Upper
TEST Equal 4.096 | .048 -2.107 58 .034 - .03513 - -.00369
variances .07400 .14431
assumed
Equal -2.107 51.778 .040 - .03513 - -.00351
variances .07400 .14449
not
assumed

As shown in table 4.53 above, the results of tliependent samples t-test indicated that the
mean scores of the experimental group (M= .580evegynificantly different (t=-2.107; p<.05)
compared to the control group (M= .506). In otherds, the experimental group outperformed
the control group in the vocabulary post-test. €fae, the metacognitive strategies instruction
seemed to have contributed to the vocabulary legrimnprovement of students.
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DISCUSSION

This section provides discussions of the resultshef experimental design. The comparison
between scores in both tests (pre-test and pd3tdemonstrated that experimental group has
made a significant progress after the explicitrington on using metacognitive strategies. These
findings seem to corroborate with previous reseavorks focused on other types of learning
strategies such as mnemonic association (Cohemphdk, 1981), keyword semantic (Brown
and Perry, 1991), monolingual dictionary (RonaldQ®), and rote memorization, keyword, and
semantic mapping (Sagarra and Alba, 2006). In mdgithe results of experimental design are
consistent with the previous studies on strateginitng of other language skills such as listening
performance (Vandergrift, 2003; Coskun, 2010), aedding comprehension (Ghazal, 2007;
Celic and Toptas, 2010).

The results of this study suggest that it may beebelal to raise the overall strategic awareness
among learners by directing students’ attentiorthi® various strategies which learners feel
comfortable and effective to use. To achieve thereshentioned point, explicit strategy
instruction for students might be beneficial. Laage teachers should introduce the various
learning strategies to students, find out whatatiias the learners are already using, help them
to monitor the use of strategies based on diffetasks, and help them to evaluate the
effectiveness of using these strategies (ChamoQakNidlley, 1987).

CONCLUSION

The main purpose of the present study was to irgagst the effect of teaching metacognitive
strategies on vocabulary learning among Jordanmaversity students. For this purpose, the
scores of control and experimental group were coetpat the end of instruction period. The

results revealed that the post-test scores ofxperanental group were significantly higher than

those of the control group. These results prove ttia teaching on the basis of the CALLA

model was successful to develop the students’talidi learn vocabulary. However, the results
obtained cannot be generalized to all EFL contéxtdordan as the number of respondents,
instruction model, and the instruction period casilg change the results of such studies.

The results of experimental design might trigger rengesearch works to explore the
effectiveness of various strategy training or sgtinstruction models on students’ performance
in English skills in general, and in vocabularyrteag in particular. The studies which prove the
effectiveness of strategy training may convince IBhglearners, course book writers, teacher
trainers, and curriculum designers to pay attentmithe advantages and benefits of strategy
training or instruction, and integrate these sg@®in their classes, course books, and curricula.
Many questions remain. This final chapter concluthespresent investigation, yet also begins a
new chapter for further research works.
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