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Introduction and Theoretical Backqground

The process ¢f learning is recognized as a major axis in the field
of educational psychology. So, the educational psychologists consider
learning skills as a central domain to all human beings. These learning
skills are put under investigation, analysis and inteipretation .Many
Researches peiformedin the field ¢f language learning has focused on
the processes through which a second / foreign language is learned as
well as the learner’s production ¢f the target language.In this respect,
Block (2001) indicates that teachers enter the classroom with two
dijferent goals: First, goals concern with the products ¢f learning, or
what students should know or be able to do as a result ¢f learning.
Second, goals concern with the processes cf learning, or the techniques
and the strategies students use to accomplish the learning task. The
two goals reveal that EFL learners are the center ¢f the learning
process.

As a matter of fact, Research into the area ¢f language learning
strategiesbegan in the 1970s as part of the movement away from
teaching-oriented perspective, to the interest in how the action ¢f
learners might ajfect their acquisition of language.In this domain,
researchers (Rubin, 1975; Stern, 1975; Naiman, 1987; Prokop, 1989)
realized that aptitude is not the only factor which indicates language
learning success. On the other hand, language achievement depends
vastly on learners’ endeavors and ¢jficiency. This leads to a great
interest in how individual learners approach and control their own
learning and use ¢f language.In this sense,learning strategies are
defined as thinking, problem-solving processes that the learner
deliberately initiates, incorporates and applies to construct
meaning”Routman (2000: 13().

The idea ¢f using strategies in language learning is emerged from
the Information-processing model (1PM), which is recognized as the
learners’ unique method cf receiving and processing the learned
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material and the way learners generalize, discriminate, transfer or
retrieve the information. In other words, the processing ¢f the
information indicates functioning learners’ mental ¢jfort and using
big deal of correlations between the components cf learned material
and the cognitive construction in the learners’ long—term memory
which leads to a permanent and ¢jfective learning (Slavin, 2000).

The recognition cf language learning strategies (LLS) is derived
Jrom researchers’ and educators’ realization that students are not
passive suljects who respond to what is taught. On the contrary, some
students seem to be successful no matter what teaching methods or
techniques are used while others seem unsuccessful despite the ¢jforts
applied (Prokop, 1989; Cohen, 2000). This situation occupies
researchers’ thinking who assumes that some cf the students’ success
could be attributed to particular sets ¢f cognitive and metacognitive
strategies which learners engage in (Rubin, 1998). Accordingly,
significant shift has taken place in the field ¢f education resulting in
greater stress on learners’ learning than on teachers’ teaching. Hence,
recent researches in the field ¢f ESL/EFL acquisition (Bertoleit-
Fuller, 1997; Grainger, 1997;Herzog, 1995) have focused on learning
as a goal for identifying the appropriate LLS that will enable students
to acquire the language and become succes:ful learners.

Learning strategies play an important role in the process c¢f
second, foreign language, and the use cf these strategies is considered
as an important factor in the success c¢f languagelearning. In this
sense, Yang (1993;1) states that better understanding cf learning
strategies is important for several reasons:

o Students who are successful language learners use strategies
regularly; good learners know how to organize and use irformation
most €, ]gctively for acquiring more skills.

o Many students who do not yet use the strategies can learn how to use
them.

o Students who have acquired learning strategies can better store and
retrieve vocabulary and important concepts in the new language.

o Students can use learning strategies when a teaching strategy is not
working or the material is too dficult.

The significance cf language learning strategies is derived from
being “tools for active, seif-directed involvement which is essential for
developing communicative competence”(Oxford, 1995: 5). Appropriate
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language learning strategies can improve learners’ prcficiency and
their seif-confidence. Pei-Yu (1995) claims that cognitive and
compensation strategies will lead to a high prcficiency level. , Graham
(1997) also proves that the major factor that can influence successful
transition to advanced level is the language learning strategies that the
students either develop themselves or have been taught. The use ¢f
language learning strategies can also give a new way c¢f organizing or
approaching dijficult tasks, provide the students with additional
resources for gaining greater competency in important skills and focus
their attention on learning tasks(Ploetz, 1999; Stewner-Manazanares
et al, 1985). Oxford (1994: 5)acknowledges that clusters ¢f learning
strategies related to particular skills or tasks have more impact on
language learning than single strategies; exactly the same as cognitive
and metacognitive learning strategies cften support each other and
therefore aid the process of language learning. Moreover, Oxford et al
(1989: 35) claims that learning strategies help language learners
participate actively in the realistic communicative situations found in
the classroom: various metacognitive strategies are instrumental in
situations where information must be obtained, compensation
strategies help learners overcome inadequate linguistic knowledge,
cognitive strategies aid learners in using their cognition to understand
and produce language, social strategies help elicit information and
encourage communication and ajfective strategies give learners the
courage and determination to cope with and overcome dijficulties in
communication. In the same perspective, Rubin (1987) indicates that
language learning strategies help learners learn more about how to
learn and what they want to learn; they become focused in their
oljectives and in their approach to these oljectives, and they can
continue to learn even in the absence c«f the teacher. Specifically, the
importance cf learning strategies lurks in its ability to be trainable. In
this domain, researches (Cohen, 1990; Vance, 1990; Oxford
&Croocall, 1989; Chamot et al, 1988) suggest that training students to
the use cf learning strategies can help them become better language
learners. Moreover, Walqui(2006) argues that students’ sense of
autonomy can be developed through the teaching c¢f strategies that
enable students to approach dijferent tasks successfully. She elaborates
that the teaching ¢f metacognitive strategies is a way c¢f handing
responsibility to the learners as they acquire skills and knowledge.
Agreeing with Walqui’s view, Anstrom(2000: 6) insists on the
importance cf integration cf strategy training into the curriculum,
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reporting, “even those students who know how and when to apply
learning strategies can bencfit from thinking strategies use and
learning new strategies”. Similarly, Gilbert (1986), who encourages
researchers to explore the trainability system cf cognitive learning
strategies, assures that metacognitive strategies appear to be highly
trainable and they are more influential than lower level strategies. He
elaborates that although poor learners cannot spontaneously use
metacognitive strategies, it seems very easy for them to get both their
significance and application when they are specifically trained. The
importance «¢f language learning strategies training enthuses
researchers such as Chamot and O’Malley (1994: 27) to construct
instructional models depending on language learning strategies
teaching; the cognitive academic language learning approach
(CALLA) is one but rather most famous models that is constructed by
Chamot and O’Malley, aiming at integrating learning strategies with
instruction in academic language and content, believing that students
will learn academic language and content more ¢jfectively by using
learning strategies; besides, incoiporating the use cf learning
strategies within the content enables students see the relationship
between the strategies they use and their own learning ¢jfectiveness,
and gain greater autonomy as a learner.

Researchers’ ¢jforts did not step at the extent of identifying
strategies for language learning. They proceeded further to investigate
variables that ajfect the use c¢f learning strategies. A study by Bertoleit-
Fuller (1997) indicates that students who demonstrate a higher degree
of motivation would tend to employ more strategies than students who
lack this motivation. Oxford (1985) adds that learning siyle has a
significant influence on students’ choices c¢f learning strategies.
Moreover, dijferences in gender have their own ¢jfect. Female students
use relatively more strategies than do male students(Kaylany, 1996).
Researchers have also classified language learning strategies into
dijferent categories according to various criteria such as whether they
contribute directly or indirectly to language learning (Rubin, 1987;
Oxford, 1996); whether they are cognitive or metacognitive and
whether they meet the requirements ¢ f the language tasks they practice
in the classroom, in individual study or during interaction with others
(Poltzer, 1999; Mccarthy, 20006). While taxonomies and inventories are
comprehensive, they cften vary in terminology and dcfinitions; yet,
most investigators refer to three (ypes cf strategies: cognitive,
metacognitive and social-cjfective(Ox ford & Crookall, 199()
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One major strategy classification is attributed to Oxford
(1990:16).She classified strategies into two classes: direct and indirect,
with the former including memory, cognitive and compensation
strategies, whereas the latter encompasses metacognitive, ajfective and
social strategies. These strategies were d¢fined according to Oxford as
Jollows (1990:3§):

1. Memory strategies, or as sometimes called mnemonics, are “power ful
mental tools” which include techniques that help the learners store
new ir formation in memory and retrieve it when it is needed.

2. Cognitive strategies, as decfined by Ehrman& Oaford (1990: 312{,
re fegr to skills t%at involve manipulation or transformation cf the
language in some direct way. Cognitive strategies are essential in
learning a new language. Cognitive strategies consist ¢f practicing,
sending and receiving messages, analyzing and reasoning and
creating structure for input and ouiput.

3. Compensation strategies enable learners to use the new langua;edfor
either comprehension or production despite limitation in knowledge.
(O ford, 1990)

4. Metacognitive strategies or ‘“beyond-the-cognitive” strategies are
actions which go beyond purely cognitive device, and which provide a
way for learners to coordinate their own learning processes.
Metacognitive strategies include centering your learning, arranging
and planning your learning and evaluating your learning.

5. A fective strateﬁies are techniques which help learners gain better
control over their emotion, attitudes and motivation related to
language learning.

6. Social strategies refer to actions concerning other pecple in the
language learning process.

Background of the Problem:

English major students are facing serious dijficulties in coping
with lectures where English is the medium cf instruction. As a result,
many cf these students withdraw from English mcjor and switch to
another, while others are successful and are able to overcome
language learning dijficulties. This situation supports what is proved
by the previous studies that successful learners use learning strategies
that can improve their peiformance. A quick glance on the table below
indicates the number ¢f students enrolled in English major in the last
two years. It also shows the number of students who failed and the
number ¢ f students who dropped out
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Table 1. Failure and Withdrawal ¢f EFL students

Students on Roll Students Left
New From Total | Failure Drop-outs Total Balance Percentage
Previous
307 100 407 - 107 107 300 26.3%
172 300 472 212 73 285 187 60.4%

The rates of students’ failure and withdrawal to the total number
of the new students indicates a serious problem that could be
attributed to the inappropriate use ¢f language learning strategies, for
Buehl(2001) has assured that successful learners use appropriate
learning strategies that can help in improving their peiformance. In
addition, Al-Saeed(1995) has proved that learners’ success is referred
to the appropriate use ¢f language learning strategies that are suitable
to their own stage cf language learning, personality ()ype, age, and
puipose cf learning the language.

Statement of the Problem:

Previewing the results indicated by the previous studies, it is found
that many cf these studies have recommend the need for investigating
the use cf cognitive and metacognitive strategies by college students
(Abu Ghararah, 1996) while others have recommend the need for
comparative studies between beginners and advanced students in the
use of language learning strategies (Chen, 1995 &Torut, 1994 & Al
Saeed, 1995). On the other hand, it is indicated through surveying the
Saudi universities that there are few studies which handle the topic ¢f
language learning strategies despite the fact which reveals that
developing the process ¢f learning a language should be preceded by
the identification cf learning strategies (Abu Maghli et al, 1997).
Accordingly, this study intends to identify the uses ¢f cognitive and
metacognitive strategies by freshmen and seniors English majors while
learning English grammar and vocabulary and to detect the distinction
in the relationship between the application c¢f the categories f
cognitive and metacognitive strategies used by the freshmen and
seniors while learning grammar and vocabulary.

Questions of the Study:
The problem cf the study will be specified through the following
major questions:

First: What cognitive and metacognitive strategies that are used by
the freshmen and the seniors’ English mcjors to learn grammar and
vocabulary?
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Second: What are the correlations between the application ¢f the
categories ¢f cognitive and metacognitive strategies used by the

Jreshmen and the seniors’ English majors while learning grammar
and vocabulary?

The following sub- questions can be emerged:

. What kinds cf cognitive strategies do freshmen and seniors English
mcjors use while learning grammar and vocabulary?

. What kinds cf metacognitive strategies do freshmen and
seniors 'English mcjors use while learning grammar and vocabulary?

. What is the correlation between the application cf the categories cf
cognitive and metacognitive strategies used by the freshmen and the
seniors’ English mcjors while learning grammar?

. What is the correlation between the application cf the categories cf
cognitive and metacognitive strategies used by the freshmen and the
seniors’ English mcjors while learning vocabulary

Hypotheses of the Study:

The following hypotheses were tested in this study:

. There are no statistically sign.ficant d,ferences in the kinds cf
cognitive strategies used by the freshmen and the seniors’ English
mcjors while learning English grammar and vocabulary.

. There are no statistically sign.ficant d,ferences in the kinds cf
metacognitive strategies used by the freshmen and the seniors’
English mcjors while learning English grammar and vocabulary.

. There are no statistically sign.ficant correlation between the
application cf the categories ¢f cognitive and metacognitive strategies
used by the freshmen and the seniors’ English mcjors while learning
English grammar and vocabulary.

The purpose of the Study:

The current study was cf twafold puipose:

1. It aimed at ident fying the cognitive and metacognitive strategies used
by the freshmen and the seniors’ English mcjors to learn grammar
and vocabulary.

2. It aimed at exploring the relationship between the applications cf the
categories ¢f cognitive and metacognitive strategies used by the
freshmen and the seniors’ English mcjors while learning grammar
and vocabulary.
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Significance of the Study:

The study has both theoretical and practical sign ficances:

The theoretical significance:

1.

Language learning strategies domain is considered as an important
issue for research because it allows students to be actively involved in
the learning process.

The use cf language learning strategies facilitates and enhances
language learning especially for adults who must constantly be
prepared to face l.fe's changing circumstances.

Language learning strategies are considered as one cf the promising
learned capabilities which cause positive changes in the learners’
learning ability.

The practical Significance:

1.

To the best knowledge cf the researcher, this study is one cf the few
studies that attempt to investigate the use cf language learning
strategies by college EFL learners.

It will present some pedagogical implications that give EFL teachers
an insight into the learning behavior cf the students in order to teach
them ¢, fectively.

Supervisors, curricula designers as well as textbook writers will
benefit from the results cf this study. Supervisors will vary their
supervising activities to raise the teachers’ awareness about the
importance cf LLS instruction. Curricula designers and textbook
writers will produce EFL texts and teaching aids in a way that may
suit students’ learning behavior and improve their achievements in
English.

The research instrument for gathering data may function as a tool for
drawing students’ attention to acquire other learning strategies that
they do not know about.

Many researchers (Torut: 1994, Al-Saeed: 1995, Chen: 1995) have
recommended that more studies are needed to detect the correlations
in the use cf language learning strategies among EFL college
Students.

Teachers outside the language field may find practical ideas within
the LLS since these strategies can be applicable to other sulject
areas.
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Research Design:

The study is descriptive and analytic in its nature. Through this
descriptive analytic research, students’ uses ¢f cognitive and
metacognitive strategies in learning English grammar and vocabulary
are identified by using seif-reported questionnaire. In addition, the
correlation between the uses ¢f cognitive and metacognitive strategies
and the learning ¢f English grammar and vocabulary are also explored
as a matter ¢f finding out how these strategies work with language
tasks.

Subjects of the Study:

The suljects, who represented the population cf the study, consists
of (426) female freshmen and seniors’ English majors. Thesuljects are
ranged from 19 to 22 years ¢f age. The entire suljects, whose native
language is Arabic, had studied English for six years in both
intermediate and secondary schools. The suljects are divided into two
groups. The first group includes 211 freshmen (66.8%) out ¢f 313
enrolled in the same academic year. The second group consists ¢f 105
seniors (33.2%) out ¢f 113 ¢f the same grade. The decrease ¢f numbers
of students was due to their absence on the day ¢f administrating the
questionnaire.

Instrumentation:

For the puipose «f the current study, a questionnaire, entitled as
“Cognitive and Metacognitive Strategies Questionnaire in Learning
Grammar and Vocabulary” (CMSQ), is designed by the researcher to
obtain the needed data for the study. The questionnaire consists ¢f five
sections. The first section ¢f the questionnaire package is a letter to
introduce the topic cf the study to the students, to explain the puipose
of the study and to instruct the students to how to respond to the
statements ¢f the questionnaire. The second section ¢f the
questionnaire package consists ¢f 19 statements concerned with the
uses cf cognitive strategies in learning English grammar. The third
section ¢f the questionnaire package includs 21 statements concerned
with the uses cf cognitive strategies in learning English vocabulary.
The fourth section encompasses 20 statements pertained to the uses ¢f
metacognitive strategies in learning English grammar. The last section
includs 20 statements focused on metacognitive strategies in learning
English vocabulary.
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Questionnaire’s Reliability:

Two basic methods are used to estimate the reliability of the
questionnaire: Cronbach’s alpha through which the overall internal
consistency cf the questionnaire appeared to be highly reliable (.92)
and split haif which also emphasizes the high consistency and
reliability cf the questionnaire (.91).

Questionnaire Validity:

In order to estimate the questionnaire’s validity, content validity
and face validity are utilized. Achieving content validity, the
questionnaire is submitted to ten prcfessors in English education,
applied linguistics and teaching methodology to examine the accuracy
and the suitability c¢f the statements. The panels ¢f experts are also
requested to find the relation cf the statements to the oljectives ¢f the
study. Suggestions are given to omit 14 statements because they are
unrelated to the topic, and 13 statements are modified to make them
understandable and within the level ¢f the students.

To check the face validity ¢f the questionnaire, 6 statements are
dropped from The section cf cognitive strategies in learning grammar,
18 statements are omitted from the section cognitive strategies in
learning vocabulary, 17 statements are excluded from the section ¢f
metacognitive strategies in learning grammar while 6 statements are
dropped from the section ¢f metacognitive strategies in learning
vocabulary. The reason for the elimination cf the statements is due to
the recommendations c¢f the panels ¢f experts who found that the
overall number cf the statements ¢f the questionnaire is too big (127
statements). Accordingly, the statements c¢f the questionnaire are
reduced to 80 items.

Statistically, discriminative validity is achieved to detect the validity
of the questionnaire (see Table 2). T- testis utilized to explore the
comparison and ther¢fore to obtain the sign ficance (Al-Tabib, 1995).

The results of the t-test, as shown in Table 13, indicates that the
questionnaire is valid except for statements 16, 18, 28, 33, 36, 39 and
40. Therefore, these items are excluded from the questionnaire in order
to enhance its validity.

Data Analysis:
Data treatments are carried out using the Statistical Package for
the Social Science (SPSS). The treatments covered four analyses as

Jollows:
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Table 2. Relationship between the Means ¢f Two Groups Using T. test

IT M STD. T. SIG IT M STD. | T. SIG
H L H L H L H L
1 373 274 115 106 -3 56 001 2 352 235 103 131 392 000
3 321 210 134 116 -3 56 001 4 348 226 120 129 392 000
5 452 342 83 118 -4 27 000 6 336 210 139 108 410 000
7 333 200 129 106 -4 52 000 8 315 216 139 129 295 001
9 224 148 135 100 -2 57 01 10 197 142 133 62 213 01
11 352 252 112 112 -3 56 001 12 479 426 48 100 267 01
13 470 377 53 141 -343 001 14 418 358 118 115 2 06 01
15 373 271 118 119 -343 001 16 339 310 152 147 79 NS
17 406 310 132 147 -275 001 18 382 374 157 137 20 NS
19 427 297 94 117 -4 89 000 20 455 368 71 105 3 86 000
21 430 361 95 112 -2 65 01 22 470 313 59 112 2 96 000
23 397 245 105 112 -559 000 24 418 310 73 104 479 000
25 388 216 117 134 -544 000 26 452 384 80 118 4 07 000
27 388 303 127 149 -243 01 28 464 429 74 119 138 NS
29 415 352 100 106 -245 01 30 412 232 93 125 6 50 000
31 442 361 90 138 -276 001 32 261 168 122 94 341 001
33 373 339 118 112 -118 NS 34 412 297 96 140 3 81 000
35 400 252 112 129 -4 90 000 36 306 297 146 130 26 NS
37 394 271 103 107 -4 67 000 38 430 361 81 126 2 59 01
39 348 300 100 115 -178 NS 40 406 365 106 108 155 NS
41 333 203 111 91 -51 000 42 458 339 79 123 4 56 000
43 418 335 92 123 -30 001 44 473 323 52 106 715 000
45 476 394 56 112 -37 001 46 439 LT 75 102 719 000
47 448 313 67 109 -4 0 000 48 288 158 117 67 549 000
49 261 155 132 77 -39 000 50 330 161 1311 76 6 35 000
51 309 187 126 102 -4.3 000 52 309 161 153 80 4 88 000
53 318 174 133 103 -4.8 000 54 367 187 119 102 6 48 000
55 439 326 75 148 -38 000 56 455 335 62 105 548 000
57 482 368 46 117 -51 000 58 461 335 56 105 5 90 000
59 458 294 66 109 -72 000 60 436 316 74 119 4 82 000
61 461 345 56 121 -4.9 000 62 445 342 71 112 4 38 000
63 442 323 71 96 -57 000 64 470 339 53 120 5 58 000
65 333 226 145 118 -33 001 66 394 271 125 127 3 90 000
67 391 265 118 125 -4 1 000 68 382 232 98 128 523 000
69 330 206 129 115 -4 1 000 70 321 190 136 101 437 000
71 448 374 91 121 -28 001 72 373 232 88 101 591 000
73 370 229 140 140 -4 0 000 74 370 190 119 94 6 71 000
75 445 326 71 106 -53 000 76 403 248 116 118 528 000
77 476 355 44 106 -59 000 78 445 319 87 108 513 000
79 436 252 93 115 =70 000 80 415 297 94 133 4 09 000
a) Descriptive statistics analysis such as means and standard

deviation.

b) Pearson correlations.
¢) Cronbach’s Alpha and split ha f.

a) Parametric statistic test cf sign ficance such as t- test.

In order to answer the questions on determining the kinds ¢f
cognitive and metacognitive strategies used by the suljects ¢ f the study,
the collected data are tabulated and analyzed by means and standard

deviation and ranking, known as descriptive statistics analysis.

On the five-point rating scale, statements with scores from 3.5 to
5.0 are in the highest- ranking group; those with scores from 2.5 to 3.4
are in the medium-ranking group; and statements with scores 2.4 to

1.0 are in the lowest-ranking group.
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To test the research hypotheses which attempted to detect the

relationship between the uses ¢f cognitive and metacognitive strategies
by the suljects to learning grammar and vocabulary, t-test and
Pearson Correlation are utilized. A significance level ¢f 0.05 was set
Jor rejection or no rejection of null hypotheses.

Findings of the Study:

3.

The current study has reached the following findings

. Freshmen English mcjors employed cognitive and metacognitive

strategies with moderate average (m. 3.4). However, their uses cf
cognitive strategies in learning vocabulary were more frequent.

Freshmen uses cf cognitive strategies in learning grammar were also
moderate (m. 3.2). Spec. fically, they used transferring and analyzing
and reasoning with high frequency while practicing was used with
moderate pace.

Unlike the uses cf cognitive strategies in learning grammar,
freshmen’s uses cf cognitive strategies in learning vocabulary were
relatively higher (m. 3.6).

Strategies such as highlighting, transferring and imagery while
learning vocabulary were all scored with high frequency whereas
grouping has scored the least frequency.

Comparing practicing while learning grammar (m. 3.1) and while
learning vocabulary (m. 3.7), it is quite clear that this strategy was
used with higher frequency while learning English vocabulary than
while learning English grammar.

Freshmen uses c¢f metacognitive strategies while learning grammar
and vocabulary were equally moderate 571 3.4).

In learning grammar, se.f-monitoring was the most frequently used cf
strategies (4.1) followed by seg’-management and centering your
learning (3.5). In learning vocabulary, centering your learning was
the most frequently used cf strategies (m. 4.ég) followed by se.f-
monitoring and se f-management (3.5).

Comparing with freshmen’s uses c¢f strategies, it appeared quite
obvious that the senior English mcjors in Girls’ College ¢f Education

used cognitive and metacognitive strategies with high frequency
(m.3.5).

Although seniors’ uses cf cognitive strategies in learning vocabulary
was higher (m.3.6) than their uses cf the same strategies in learning
grammar (3.3), seniors’ uses cf transferring while learning grammar
and vocabulary was with high frequency.
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Even though the seniors dealt with practicing in the same way as the
freshmen’s, the former group used wider variety cf cognitive
strategies with high frequency while learning vocabulary such as
elaboration, auditory representation, imagery and highlighting.

The same as the freshmen, grouping was the least frequently used cf
Strategies.

The seniors’ uses c¢f metacognitive strategies while learning
grammar were scored the same as their uses cf metacognitive
strategies while learning vocabulary (m. 3.6).

It is found that the most pcpularly used cf strategies in learning
English grammar was respectively se.f-monitoring, centering your
learning and se f-management. However the arrangement cf theses
categories d.jfered slightly in learning vocabulary, starting by
centering your learning, se f-monitoring and se f-management.

Overall, the total uses cf cognitive and metacognitive strategies by
the freshman English mcjors were moderate (m. 3.4) while the uses
cf these strategies by the senior English mcjors were high (m. 3.6).

Using Pearson Correlation and t. test, the results indicated that
there were sign.ficant relationships between freshmen use cf
cognitive and metacognitive strategies while learning grammar and
vocabulary. This relationship became stronger when metacognitive
strategies were used while learning both grammar and vocabulary.
On the other hand, freshmen use cf cognitive strategies correlated
highly with learning vocabulary rather than with learning grammar.
Similarly, metacognitive strategies were used more while learning
vocabulary than while learning grammar.

There were sign ficant relationships between the uses cf cognitive
and metacognitive strategies by the seniors while learning grammar
and vocabulary in favor cf the uses cf metacognitive strategies while
learning both skills. However, there was non-sign.ficant relationship
in the uses cf cognitive strategies while learning grammar and while
learning vocabulary. On the Contrary, there was sign. ficant
relationship in the uses cf metacognitive strategies while learning
grammar and vocabulary on beha. f ¢f vocabulary learning.

Comparing both groups in their uses cf strategies indicated that
there was no relationship between the freshmen and the seniors uses
cf cognitive and metacognitive strategies while learning grammar
and vocabulary, except for their uses cf cognitive strategies while
learning grammar which showed sign.ficant relationship at level (p
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Conclusion of the Study:

The main finding ¢f the study led to the following conclusions

. Freshmen uses cf cognitive strategies while learning vocabulary were
more frequent than their use cf cognitive strategies while learning
grammar. However, their uses cf metacognitive strategies while
learning grammar and vocabulary were with equal frequency.

. Although the seniors’ uses cf cognitive and metacognitive strategies
were with high average, their uses cf both strategies were strongly
correlated with vocabulary than with grammar.

. Besides the use cf wide variety cf strategies, there was sign. ficant
relationship between seniors’ uses cf cognitive and metacognitive
strategies and the learning c¢f grammar and vocabulary. This
relationship became stronger with the uses c¢f metacognitive
strategies while learning vocabulary. The broad uses cf strategies
specially the uses ¢f metacognitive strategies are a good sign that this
group is successful learners.

. At a more spec.fic level, both freshmen and seniors used practicing
more frequently in learning vocabulary than in learning grammar
while their use ¢f grouping was the least frequent. However, within
their use cf metacognitive strategies, it was found quite clear that
both groups inclined to use sef-monitoring, sef-management and
centering your learning the most.

. There was no existing relationship between the uses cf cognitive
strategies by the seniors and their learning glf rammar and
vocabulary. Similarly, the relationship was vanished when comparing
the two groups in their uses cf cognitive and metacognitive strategies
while learning grammar and vocabulary.

. The use cf deduction, induction within cognitive strategies and
directed and selective attention within metacognitive strategies were
quite pcpular among the sulject cf the study. This may imply that
students focus on test- passing process rather than communication
process.

Implication:

Given the limitation cf this study, its main findings seem to have
the following theoretical, methodological and pedagogical implication:

Theoretical Implication

Research on language learning strategies has suggested that
whether aware or unaware cf strategy use, all Second ,foreign
language learners employ learning strategies in language learning.
However the degree «f strategy use dijfer according to learners’ level
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of praficiency. In this study, it was found that the seniors used most ¢f
the strategies in the two categories, cognitive and metacognitive, with
high frequency. On the other hand, the freshmen did use cognitive and
metacognitive strategies, yet their use was with moderate frequency.

Moreover, learning strategy choice is influenced by number ¢f
Jactors including duration, motivation and the type «f tasks. The factor
of duration has ajfected the use ¢f strategies by the advanced group ¢f
this study. It was found that the use ¢f metacognitive strategies in
learning grammar and vocabulary was high while the use ¢f cognitive
strategies in learning the same skills was decreased. Besides there were
some strategies that were used with grammar learning while others
were used with vocabulary learning, yet some strategies were used with
both tasks such as seif-monitoring, selective attention, directed
attention and sef-management. This may support the fact that
metacognitive strategies are applicable to all language tasks while
cognitive strategies are related to specific tasks. Finally, the use of
practicing, whether with high or moderate frequency, by the two
groups while learning grammar and vocabulary is a good indication
that these groups cf the study are highly motivated to learn FL.

Methodological implication

The summative ratings scales or as sometimes called seif-reported
questionnaires provide a general assessment ¢f each student’s 1ypical
strategies across a variety c¢f tasks. This is identical to the
questionnaires c¢f the current study where various strategies such as
imagery and auditory representation are related to vocabulary learning
whereas induction and deduction are related to grammar learning. In
addition, many students discovered a great deal about themselves while
answering the questionnaires; this has contributed significantly in
raising students’ awareness towards the use cf strategies while
learning FL.

Pedagogical Implication

1. It is teachers’ repertory to be totally aware cf the use cf language
learning strategies in language learning and thercfore to present
them as part cf their teaching methods.

2. Most teachers are not aware cf students’ learning strategies as
previous studies showed (O Malley, 1987, Oaford, 1985).
Accordingly, teachers should investigate students’ current use cf
learning strategies so that they have some ideas about what strategies
need to be er forced.
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3. Successful language learning depends on the collaboration cf
teachers and learners. Thus, learners’ active involvement should not
be neglected; rather than this, greater concern is needed for
understanding learners and their thought processes the engender
while learning the foreign language.

4. While teaching, teachers should help learners develcp the use cf
cognitive and metacognitive strategies while learning grammar.

5. Teachers should encourage students to practice the grammatical
structures presented in the class, irforming them that correct
grammatical utterances or statements are important to be
understandable.

6. Human memory is crucial to the concept cf language learning,
including language learning (Ku, 1995). The more association
attached to an item, the easier retrieval cf the item. Elaboration as a
}vub-category cf cognitive strategies would be reirforced for ¢, fective
earning.

7. As it is discussed previously, cognitive strategies are task dependent.
So, in teaching, there should be a matching cf a strategy to a
language task. This provides a rationale for teachers to show students
how to employ that strategy for the apprcpriate type cf task.

8. As previous studies (Chamot, 1985) indicated the ¢, fective correlation
between the level c¢f prcficiency and the use c¢f arranging and
planning, teachers should train students to use this strategy by using
techniques such as skimming or scanning the text at hands. They also
need to encourage students to arrange a suitable schedule to organize
the process cf Z%nguage learning. In addition, other strategies that
emerged in the study having stronger relationship with prcficiency
should be reirforced to more successful students and taught to less
successful students. This would provide cpportunities to refine or
extend their repertoire cf learning strategies.

Recommendations:
Based on the findings «f the study, the following recommendations
appeared important:

1. Language learning strategies needed to be incorporated into the
curriculum. Students with a low level ¢f English prcficiency may not
know that appropriate language learning strategies will help them
improve their English. They need to know what strategies successful
English learners use and they need to be trained to use them. Good
students may also bencfit from this corporation, some strategies that
they have been using may not be apprcpriate for spec.fic tasks, there
may be strategies that they have not used yet, or they have not use
certain strategies frequently enough.
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2. Supporting the role cf se. f-learning, it is recommended that textbooks
designers design series ¢f FL textbooks based on the cognitive
academic language learning approach (CALL) in which high priority
is given to the academic language develcpment and direct instruction
in learning strategies, accompanied with a CD-ROMs through which
students are trained through activities to use the apprcpriate
strategies related to spec.fic tasks, including the learning ¢ ]@mmmar
and vocabulary.

3. It is a common teaching method in language learning classrooms to
pay little attention to the conscious ¢, forts learners make in mastering
the language. This teaching orientation to maintain students in a state
cf inteﬁectual dependency on teachers, course materials and teaching
method is particularly a problematic issue. Thus, it is recommended
to train students to be a strategic competent and to unload them with
big number cf course material, encourage them to use additional
rgsourzles, a strategy that is found to be rarely used by both groups cf
the study.

4. Freshmen use cf cognitive and metacognitive strategies in general
was moderate. So, it is recommended to have the classroom learning
situation representative for real | fe events and activities. In this sense
Oxford &Ehrman (1995, p. 378) suggested “the more that a foreign
language classrooms can become a ‘language experience’ situation,
the more likely the students will find the need and the will to use
language learning strategies at a high level and the more rapidly they
wilf advance towards prcficiency”. This does not mean to ignore the

structured instruction, but using authentic situations such as role-

plays or simulations are also needed.

5. Since motivation, strategy use and prc/ﬁciency were intercorrelated,
and environmental factors is a variable that lead to higher strategy
and higher motivation, teachers, who might not be able to change the
environments outside the classrooms, can start to motivate students
from inside classrooms by develcping students’ se f-cor fidence and
sef-¢,ficacy. With helping students selecting strategies that are
suitable to the task at hand, provided with good strategy training;
hopefully, students might get higher grac?%s and become more
motivated to use strategies.

6. It is essential to hold sessions for EFL teachers to be introduced to
the use cf cognitive and metacognitive strategies on language
learning and how to utilize the techniques and approaches cf these
strategies in learning English.

7. It is strongly recommended to link the cognitive and the metacognitive
strategies in order to improve students’ language achievement. This
linkage should be accomplished by explicit explanation cf why
particular strategies are important, how these strategies can be used,
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how to evaluate their usefulness and how to transfer them to new
situations and tasks.

8. The study raised several critical issues and questions regarding the
apprepriateness and value c¢f the Girls’ college ¢f Education
curriculum and method cf teaching EFL, like applying the discrete-
point policy tests, starting teaching the educational suljects in the
third and ]gurth levels, giving the practical training during the term.
So, it is recommendec? from the high authority to bencfit from
researches done in this area to develcp the curriculum and the
evaluation techniques.

9. It is agreeable that freshman English mcjors like other freshmen in
other departments face extreme cor.fusion when entering the college
due to the environmental changes. Accordingly, many cf them have
irferior learning strategies anf lack ¢f motivation due to their poor
se f-concept and emotional state. So, it is recommended to implement
small group counseling; its main job is ¢, fering students appropriate
guidance strategies that may assist them in their personal and
academic develcpment. This will promote se f-cor fidence as well as
prepare them for advanced studies.

Suqggqgestions for Further Researches:

Several Suggestionsneed to be investigated in future researches:

1. Although sef-reported data collection instruments are universally
acknowledged as instruments for collecting data from large groups, it
is needed to determine whether using d,, ferent assessment methods cf
data collection will yield d jferent results. Further studies could use
task-oriented techniques such as think-aloud protocols or journal-
writing to collect data.

2. The study isimplemented by using the university level language
learners, it might be revealing to repeat it for intermediate and
secondary levels to see .f the results are similar. if they are, then we
;vou;d have evidence that learners use the same strategies at all
evels.

3. The current study compared between the freshmen and the seniors in
their use cf cognitive and metacognitive strategies. It might be
¢, fective [ other studies compare between second and foreign
anguage learners in their use cf strategies while learning English.
This may broad the ident fication cf additional types cf strategies that
may be uscful for both groups.

4. It is worth .f longitudinal studies are conducted to investigate the use
c7f strategies by the four course levels in Girl’ College cf Education.
his will help in understanding learning d, ficulties at d,ferent stage
and how students maintain their motivation or persistence in dealing
with d, ficult tasks.
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5. This study ident fied the use cf cognitive and metacognitive strategies
in learning grammar and vocabulary. More studies are neede§ to
investigate the same strategies with other language skills, reading
writing, speaking or listening.

6. The current study deals with the ident fication cf cognitive and
metacognitive strategies while learning grammar and vocabulary.
Further studies may %e needed to investigate other strategies such as
compensation strategies, social strategies and c¢fective strategies in
learning the other language skills

7. The use cf learner strategies has been investigated with no focus on
learners’ errors. It would be bencficial to locate the source cf
students’ errors to see whether most cf their errors actually derive
from wrong use cf learning strategies or not.

8. Since this study is descriptive in its nature, the focus is on surveying
strategy uses. Further studies are needed to design strategy training
program and to assess its validity on improving students’ achievement
in language learning.

9. Other studies are needed to use the content analysis technique in
order to analyze EFL textbooks focusing on whether the textbooks
contain application cf strategies on the language task included.
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