CHAPTER 4
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Introduction

The obtained results and findings of this study provided usefu hts on the

impact of metacognitive strategies on the listening performance of Malaysian ESL learners
in the IELTS listening preparatory course. The obtained quanti 'vezd ql‘alitative results
to t W research

L ]

questions: [ _\(,}

are presented and discussed in the following sections acc

i) What is the level of awareness on metacegnitives strategies @Veen the

participants in the experimental grw{con \p? X

i) How do the IELTS listening \&Q of the
group differ from the IELE Iistenimﬁi;ﬁres

control group? ‘% “ Q
iii) What do the participantS'think I se o@etacognltlve strategies in the

IELTS listenin@ prepatatory cqurse?” | §
4 ¢ &
4.2  Awareness orv%c gni il/e S egieng

\ N
With resp% e firsteobj tyle s study, the following research question

(RQ1) was ad%l. In arder/to jexamiie the level of awareness on metacognitive
’

strategies the partic antgin@' experimental group and control group, the use of

T4

metac We strategies among the}c'S)L learners in the IELTS listening preparatory course

e ed. The MALQ data and learners’ checklist from the pre-experimental stage
@t-experimental stage were analysed and discussed in the following subsections.

RQ1: What is the level of awareness on metacognitive strategies between the participants

in the experimental group and control group?
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The 21-item MALQ was used in this study to elicit information on the level of
awareness on metacognitive strategies among the participants in the experlmenta
and control group. In particular, the MALQ data were used as the mal@Any
improvements in the level of awareness after the treatment of metacogniti gies and
conventional instruction were identified at this point. In other words, the LQ data were
used to countercheck the level of awareness on metacognitive_stratégies in listening
comprehension among the participants before and after t m (i.e., explicit
instruction of metacognitive strategies for the experimental .ﬁ'qunstructlon

ring the i veht‘@tage)

ces bét he c@rol group

re Iysedgdmg to the
identified metacognitive strategies, specmwanmg an |@1rected attention,

‘% -
N \{o
4.2.1 Experimental group 1 %\
Figure 4.1 present%gamed sult r{ se of metacognitive strategies
ro

’ & _
75) in percentage during the pre-

for the control group). Meanwhile, the learners’ checkli

_j

among the participants NQexper

up
experimental stage d t-e 'al st g%/ The results of MALQ revealed that
mental translatio y (
participants 4 %per'

Qo tpe 1
30% w&g t ost used metacognitive strategy among the
directed attention strategy (36. 00%0,7 eanwhile, problem-solving strategy (2.67%) was

n ‘group@rmg the pre-experimental stage, followed by
the le metacognitive strategy among the participants in the experimental group.

metacognitive strategies used included person knowledge strategy (13.36%) and

ng and evaluation strategy (10.67%).
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Figure 4.1: Responses of the experiw gr.

The participants in the expenment&@ were required to @plete the MALQ

during the post-experimental stage. Th %ned r@ag %h re‘p_,[\esented in Figure 4.1,
4]

revealed an increase in the use o trapslati étrat@(S?.B:%%), planning and

evaluation strategy (28.00%); prollem- olving tegy (4.00%) among the

participants. However, dire% tlon? teg (‘1(5 &% and person knowledge strategy
(0.00%) were less @rm he\st expe ntal stage compared to the pre-

experimental stage. \ O
After th expe@ental group received explicit instruction to
apply meta itive stnﬁtegj |r listening skills, they demonstrated more
advancem&w using and adeStI eir interpretation. The above results demonstrated
increas he use of mental translation strategy and planning and evaluation strategy
e participants, which reflected the awareness on these two metacognitive

strategies. Additionally, there was also a slight increase in the awareness on problem-

solving strategy, but limited awareness on directed attention strategy. None of the
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participants was aware of person knowledge strategy during the post-experimental stage.
In short, although the awareness on metacognitive strategies was rather low during 'LVHI

experimental stage, the participants were able to apply certain metacogniti\e%xgies

after the intervention stage. A
N

N

Figure 4.2 presents the obtained results on the use of gnitive strategies

g !iurin the pre-

experimental stage and post-experimental stage. The results of ‘the Mé‘a{&z‘mat

directed attention strategy (38.67%) was the most us etacogniti jg)’/ a‘ﬁ\rct?ng the
s &

\taqg, followidv by mental

%), @ planning and

4.2.2 Control group

ce

QD

among the participants in the control group (n = 75) J

-t

participants in the control group during the pre-exRimen

translation strategy (26.67%), person know@q}éate

evaluation strategy (13.33%). Meanwhile,M—sW g&. 0%) was not used

among the participants in the control gﬁg aring %@ri e /&Stage.

a4 Q-
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V Figure 4.2: Responses of the control group in MALQ
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The obtained results revealed an increase in the use of mental translation strategy
(40.00%), planning and evaluation strategy (14.67%), and problem-solving w
(1.33%) among the participants in the control group during the post-experi@age.
Meanwhile, directed attention strategy (33.33%) and person knowledge st 10.67%)
were less used during the post-experimental stage compared to the pre-eme'ental stage.

The above results indicated a paradoxical use of metaco iwrategies among
the participants in the control group. The directed attention, m gma'ion, and person
knowledge strategies were among the most used strategie ring eMerimental

@

stage. Meanwhile, the participants mainly used m translatio plﬁn@ and

po% imental.,_stage. The
item OQ?XLQ.

evaluation, and problem-solving strategies duri

@D

=
—h
—

subsequent subsection presents the results of it

4.2.3 Item analysis of MALQ and th ners’ ¢ \1me ,<\
N

The 21-item MALQ was u%is s&dyt icit information on the level of
awareness on metacognitive str@m]v € partici in the experimental group
and control group. In part he MALQ ata @ used as the main data. Any

g <Q
improvements in the Iev%warer }ﬁe the %Lment of metacognitive strategies and

conventional instru@

re identified” at tléfdoint. The items of the MALQ were
¢

!
. The arfer’e:c't?ecklist was used as a supporting data which

categorised base Sﬂ@
NN
was gathere% e experi al grs@ during the intervention stage. The items from

the learnﬂ&ecklist was matche@l‘l the items from the MALQ.

2:3.1 Rlanning and evaluation strategy
The MALQ items 10, 14 and 20 for the planning and evaluation were categorised
based on MALQ Scoring Scheme (refer to Appendix F). Table 4.1 presents the responses

of the participants in the experimental group and control group on Item 10 (Before
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listening, | think of similar items | have listened to) during the pre-experimental stage and

post-experimental stage. Evidently, most of the participants in both groups agreed th

use their prior knowledge of listening texts before the listening tasks, as s \M the

number of participants in percentage who responded, “strongly agree‘%ee’

Qal group who

“partly agree”. Besides that, the number of participants in the experi

04

to 26.7% (post-test).

z%

strongly agreed to the statement increased from 3.3% (pre-tes

Likewise, a significant increase from 36.7% (pre-test)

b

, and

post-test) was

demonstrated among those in the experimental group who onde ‘WHowever,
®

the number of participants in the control group who s
decreased from 6.7% (pre-test) to 3.3% (post-test).

the control group who agreed to the statementw

test) to 13.3% (post-test).

Table 4.1:

\(q

F@Qqnses

, he Au

ly agreed to) thie _Kfak‘xent

of participants in

antb\ decCreased @7%3.3% (pre-
&

Snt) &

Pre-experimentahstage® | ¥ Postexperimental stage
Response Control group i Controlgroup | Experimental
(%) (%) group (%)
Strongly agree 6.7 3.3 16.7
Agree 33 LN 133 43.3
Partly agree 40. :’ 56.7 26.7
Shightly 16.7 13.3
disagree
Disagree - 10.0 -
Strongly \ 4 |
disagree (ﬁ ) I i )
Total 100f ) 100 100

£p

7

es of the participants in the experimental group and

Table 4.2¥presents the respo
)

contr up on ltem 14 (After listening, | think back of how I listened and about how |

o differently next time) during the pre-experimental stage and post-experimental

e+ Most of the participants in both groups responded “strongly agree

2 13

, “agree”, and

“partly agree”. In particular, the participants in the experimental group generally agreed
that they use their prior knowledge of listening texts equally before and after the listening
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task. The number of participants in the experimental group who agreed to the statement
slightly increased from 20.0% (pre-test) to 23.3% (post-test). This may be contrlb?by
the participants who were exposed to various listening texts during the interv age
However, the number of participants in the same group who 1nd10ated%|y agree”

decreased from 50.0% (pre-test) to 40.0% (post-test). On the other hand, Rﬁrtmpamts in
the control group revealed otherwise. In particular, the numbe (Nlmpants in the
control group who strongly agreed to the statement remained Yt.at '13.3% whereas

the number of participants in the control group who indic “agr G’Wstatement

X

increased from 30.0% (pre-test) to 33.3% (post-test). I C}
Table 4.2: Responses f 4\" \/‘r
Pre-experimental stag Menm@lﬁ- | stage
Response Control group Experl prerlmental
(%) % 244 group ()
Strongly agree 13.3 10.0
Agree 30.0 43 - 46.7
Partly agree 46.7 %’3 ] 26.7
Slightly @
disagree 6.7 0.0\ 13.3
Disagree 3.3 2- 3.3
Strongly ) i )
disagree
Total 10 | 2 ¥ 100

\ - \
Table 4.3 pre the res L the C|pants in the experimental group and

control group on I I ve'a ,’1 nﬁr%Jas | listened) during the pre-experimental
stage and pos -&I‘hent Py ajo of the participants in both groups agreed that
they use tﬁ%

perce &of those who responded “strongly agree”, “agree”, and “partly agree”. In

r knowledge of I@ ing texts before the listening tasks based on the

ar, the number of participants in the experimental group who strongly agreed to the
%ent significantly increased from 16.7% (pre-test) to 26.7% (post-test). Meanwhile,
the number of participants in the experimental group who responded “agree” slightly

increased from 20.0% (pre-test) to 40.0% (post-test). Similar to the prior results, the
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responses of the majority of the participants in the control group contradicted the responses

of the participants in the experimental group. Despite that, the number of particip?'m

the control group who responded “‘strongly agree” slightly increased from 6.

7

@test)

to 10.0% (post-test). Likewise, the number of participants in the conﬂ*oup who

responded “agree” doubled up from 20.0% (pre-test) to 40.0% (post-test). ?

Table 4.3: Responses for Item 20

A\ w 4
Pre-experimental Stage Past-experimental Stage
Response Control group | Experimental | Contr P J |Experimental
(%) group (%) 0 . %p (%)
Strongly agree 6.7 16.7 26. Ty
Agree 20.0 20.0 No.o BN
Partly agree 66.7 50.0 < 6.7 ! & 'Ag
Slightly b’j
disagree 3.3 100 ?" _K:%, \-,..&6'0
Disagree 3.3 3.3 Y RO I
Strongly \, \ 5
disagree ) c) : & )
Total 100 1 0 100
NS
Discussion & Q

revealed the progress of the pa

the above MALQ

texts that they have

ten

listening. RefemnENble 43,1

supported the

Q-

3w

Its.

q
Referring to Table 4.4, tl\%ww%(it b
i

rgor@ntion stage, further supported

Wts d’ring i
‘r : (
results. In general, th i pknwevealed that they think of similar

to 41ds

earn 1§ Checklist after listening for Q10 further

ha §

//

seque@'
N

p—

4

<>

O

make predictions before they start

MALQ res
revised thef ions as requir aftsreach listening session.

e&&%-listening for Q4, which

4&-{general, the participants revealed that they

oY
Table 4.4: Learniers’ checklist before listening (Q4)
Lesson1 | Lesson2 | Lesson3 | Lesson4 | Lesson5 | Lesson 6
Listening (%) (%) (%) (%) (%0) (%)
Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | No
made my
predictions about | ., | g4 | 55 | 50 | 8o | 20 | 80 | 20 | 100 | - |100] -
what | think |
might hear.
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Table 4.5: Learners’ checklist after listening (Q10)

Lesson1 | Lesson 2 | Lesson 3 | Lesson4 | Lesson5 | L
After Listening (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | Nogt No
I revised my
predictions as| 30 | 70 | 60 | 40 | 70 | 30 | 90 | 10 | 100 100 | -
required.

Overall, the participants in the experimental group demonstragw; propensity of
applying the planning and evaluating strategy for the listening aslw the intervention.

In general, the participants in the experimental group thou Si

|Iar% task that
they had previously listened to before they took on the listening task wheregthey ev{ﬂa'ted

C;)
Figure"4 , It was e@'ént that

strate prov mt in their

its om 10.67% to

their answers and had specific goals in mind.As shown
the participants in the experimental group dem

awareness on planning and evaluation strategWe

28.00%. Similarly, the above MALQ res

tS re

ir ne Qparticipants in the
ed\ ,\_s{
ata ich were s@lar to the listening task

hthec

experimental group in connecting the h

that they have listened to or read p

Their awareness 0 Ia mg an
metacognition theory (FIaveII, 39)

, s rag |and arch ﬁ%retrleval of the contents in memory.

erm‘és’they attempted.

evaluatio ﬁitegy was in line with the

*

th@etacognltlve strategies, learners are
able to manage the i
the artici n

Furthermore, maJ it repared to pay attention and concentrate

on what they rlng the listening taskS. The results showed that the majority of the
participant xperlme al g(ou@'r'eed that they think back of how they listened and
how th %gt do differently nex\nme after the listening tasks further. This reaffirmed
hat was postulated by Goh (2008), specifically on the ability of learners to

ritically evaluate the input they receive when listening in order to decide whether to retain
or filter the necessary learning style. On a similar note, the results also supported the claim

that was made by Vandergrift (2002) where listeners use the metacognitive strategies to
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improve listening skills when they are able to evaluate the success of their learning
approach. As shown in Table 4.5, majority of the respondents agreed on rewsm?!h
predictions after listening, if necessary (during the intervention stage). (’}

On the contrary, the participants in the control group only showed f%ﬁ increase
in the use of planning and evaluation strategy from 13.33% to 14. 67%We 4.1). The
overall results from the control group clearly demonstrated th t ticipants either
failed or were undecided on how to evaluate their listening p ce 1ompared to the
participants in the experimental group (after the intervention e).

However, the obtained results of the present stud ared tq cont d’ct @Ialm
that was made by Sheorey and Mokhtari (2001 r(=s.e\ plne@@lat ESL
listeners are more likely to use all metacogni tgeggl i inch@l.anning and
evaluation, directed attention, person kno d proble Ivir@%he present study

found that the participants in the expe tal w 8] mental translation
% \

strategy and planning and evalua tegy. ' It qdee necessary to highlight

o
o
=
(o
@D
—:

appropriate metacognitive strat && “ST U|de ESL listeners to adopt
Iste

the required listening skillsw t their

&
close link between th;“matlon[ g thgyand the means of engagement and
ug

input processing t elec egle \&ﬁong the learners. By comparing the

rlg'p I lency This study postulated the

improvement in EE ted etac H‘veetja?egles according to the choices made by the
0

learners the uldsfacilitate the Is?mrs to become better learners. Ultimately, they
would b to successfully scor@ﬁer grades in the listening component of the IELTS
exam

QDlrected attention strategy

The MALQ items 2, 6, 12 and 16 for the directed attention strategy were

categorised based on the MALQ Scoring Scheme (refer to Appendix F). Table 4.6 presents
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the responses of the participants in the experimental group and control group on Item 2 (1
focus harder on the text when | have problem understanding) during the pre-experi

stage and post-experimental stage. Evidently, majority of participants agreed @ use
their prior knowledge of listening texts before the listening tasks, as show number
of participants in percentage who responded “strongly agree”, “agree”, amrtly agree”.
As for the experimental group, the number of participants who agreedwto the statement
slightly increased from 40.0% (pre-test) to 46.7% (post-te %e.as 'the number of

participants who partly agreed to the statement doubled up 10.0% (pre-test) to 2
3

0.0%
results in sﬁu@;ere

d “Stl’&l ree”’. from 26.7%

i ipants@;g responded
; Ba@‘on the responses

(post-test). Meanwhile, the control group presented diff

was a decrease in the number of participants who

(pre-test) to 16.7% (post-test). However, th

“agree” doubled up from 36.7% (pre-test& g?:)% (post-
@problems during the

given, the participants had to focus haﬁwhen t \n&u
‘E y N,

listening task. It is crucial to get b rack'|n order«to 2(/ n their attention on the
3
r@n 2

questions or tasks given. \

Pre-experi v Post-experimental Stage
Response Co Control group | Experimental
(%) group (%)
Strongly agree | 16.7 30.0
Agree b) 63.3 46.7
Partly agree %’ 13.3 20.0
S_Ilghtly i 33
disagree
Disagree : - -
S.t”’”g"'\ : . 6.7 :
disag
To 100 100 100 100

Table 4.7 presents the responses of the participants in the experimental group and
control group on Item 6 (When my mind wanders. | recover my concentration right away)
during the pre-experimental stage and post-experimental stage. Evidently, the majority of
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participants agreed that they use their prior knowledge of listening texts before the

listening tasks, as shown by the number of participants in both groups who resw

“strongly agree”, “agree”, and “partly agree”. The tabulated results revealed (%&cant

increase from 6.7% (pre-test) to 16.7% (post-test) among the part in the

experimental group who responded “strongly agree”. Meanwhile, the Im)ants in the

same group who responded “agree” remained constant (36.7% i N and post-test).
&

On the contrary, the participants in the control group responded different y, The number of

fro lmdm-test) to
23
b o
10.0% (post-test). As for those who agreed to the statementithe number peftlipg tsin
the control group remained similar at 40.0%. ' 4 \j("
f : NS {\\T

participants who responded “strongly agree” slightly decre

Table 4.7: Respo 0 tenv?

Pre-experimental Sta xperimental Stage
Response Control group | Experitaental | Control grodp.)| Experimental

(%) oup (%) =~ (%) . | group (%)
Strongly agree 13.3 C 1 10.0N 16.7
Agree 40.0 . 40000 36.7
Partly agree 33.3 43.3
Slightl
disggrg; 10.0 £33 3.3
Disagree 3. LYy 3.3 -
Strongly e
disagree - ﬁvl (@4 3.3 )
Total @y \P 100 = 100 100

¥ AN

Meanwhil@!AS re%t?e' respg'}nses of the participants in the experimental
group and c@mp (}n emA2 (1 @0 get back on track when 1 lose concentration)

during the“pre-eéxXperimental stage c:@?)ost-experimental stage. Evidently, most of the
partici Nalso agreed that they use their prior knowledge of listening texts before the
list tasks, as shown by the number of participants in both groups who responded
‘strongly agree”, “agree”, and “partly agree”. In particular, the number of participants in
the experimental group who responded “strongly agree” slightly increased from 26.7%
(pre-test) to 30.0% (post-test) but those who responded “agree” slightly decreased from
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40.0% (pre-test) to 36.7% (post-test). On the other hand, the number of participants in the

control group who strongly agreed to the statement during the pre-test and post-t

similar at 16.7%, while those who responded “agree” increased from 33.3% %Xt) to

=N

46.7% (post-test).
Table 4.8: Responses for Item 12 ?
A
Pre-experimental Stage }Méntal Stage
Response Control group | Experimental Experimental

Table 4.9 presents the responses@se parti

control group on Item 16 (When | hi%cult)ﬂmde
stop listening) during the pre-ex Mtal S
%ps alslpa.g}aj thar:gvey use their prior knowledge of
sho

most of the participants in %

listening texts before t

responded “‘strongly;

participants in the

responde

S

T

increased fr% %A) (pre-test ?

ee” significantly inc

wemng ,
@ C‘a 99

2 s

pos

&
<

Post-
Contr, I%

(%) group (%) ( ) _group (%)
Strongly agree 16.7 26.7 ' 0.0
Agree 33.3 40.0 6.7
Partly agree 40.0 23.3 23. ' ':. gﬁ.oj
Slightly )
disagree 10.0 10.0 7& ﬁo.c; U ;&
Disagree - - ?. 3'&3\ b U -
Strongly
disagree ) ) \' °\1 ' g )
Total 100 &‘q 1 4 100

N
YI t éperimental group and

> .
dln@at | hear, | give up and

t@perimental stage. Evidently,

Qﬁ the number of participants who

, d “pcwj% agree”. In particular, the number of
imental group who st ngly agreed to the statement significantly
N

0@post-test). Likewise, the number of those who

-
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@)aded from 10.0% (pre-test) to 33.3% (post-test). As

for th;Nl group, the number of participants who responded “strongly agreed” (from

0.0%) and “agree” (from 23.3% to 30.0%) also increased as well.




Table 4.9: Responses for Item 16

Pre-experimental Stage Post-experimental St
Response Control group | Experimental | Control group | Experim
(%) group (%) (%) greu
Strongly agree 6.7 13.3 10.0 4
Agree 23.3 10.0 30.0 .
Partly agree 26.7 26.7 33.3 0.0
gl'ggg?e’; 36.7 30.0 16.7 T 10.0
Disagree 6.7 20.0 6.7 \J 6.7
Strongly ?‘
. - - 3 -
disagree v
Total 100 100 Uoo
@
Discussion \T

Apart from the mental translation strategy, di

Wd
listeners must avoid using mental translation@;/

of this strategy remains more prominent in an

present study. The participants in t; :sfua/ %(p%

most used strategy among the participants. Althou

translation strategy and directed

strategies. The obtained M

using specific metacognitive

gies_in @r

LQ
;ra’

<
Nv\( 02) hi

ille eners, the use

g

Ca)
ttention strategy \!va'ssthe next

ghted that

g& rence to use mental

]
y om@ to other metacognitive

d the%}pability of the participants in
(
dSceptain their success in the test.

The above str?%\ehepr@eﬁec@nd efficient approach for beginner-

level learners to N

2

nslation ateg'y anuzdlrected attention strategy are perceived as a more

Less proficient

since the w
natural%g

the

tening, ski

N
?lhez’%ﬁbn feel compelled to use these strategies.

tend/to use both ghése strategies compared to proficient listeners

>4
process. The respo\%s%s towards these two strategies in the MALQ among

nts reflect their awareness on metacognitive strategies. The present study also

@that learners can be rather selective towards certain strategies that they consider

more effective in facilitating and improving their listening skills. For instance, under the

directed attention category, the majority of participants agreed that they focused harder on
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the listening texts when the texts were too difficult for them to understand. Referring to the
obtained results from table 4.7 of the item analysis, the numbers of participanw
responded “strongly agree” and “agree” were among the highest. Additio the
participants also indicated that they did not give up easily or stopped list hen they
encountered difficulty in understanding the listening texts. In other words)the participants
were aware of their listening ability and engaged seriously in the listeninguactivity.

The obtained MALQ results in this present study con me' claim that was
postulated by Vandergrift (2002), whereby a successful lis mu WO‘ activate
the appropriate listening processes as required accordin the given ')r f}a‘zt:on.
Referring to the following table, the majority of partici g vell stop@'listening

mpre%rs on plays an
W@he task becomes

more challenging. Therefore, the level %mplexi \a%s j@\'{ask for IELTS ESL

when they encountered difficulty in the givenw g taﬂks.

important role in keeping ESL learners t focus, espe

of'their anguage.comprehension in stages

&

f
el
(from easy to difficult) to ensur hﬁy a e imp@heir listening skills.
Referring to Table@*:l r

supported the above M results'

understand what the@esul i

listeners should be set according t

b

earners ec!kh'boefore listening for Q1 further

N
al, t%participants revealed the difficulty to

m gi(@%up and eventually stop listening before

) X~

Lesson1 | L 2 | Lesson3 | Lesson4 | Lesson5 | Lesson 6

they even start thﬁ ening task.
\
; : le 411 ners‘&ecklist before listening (Q1)

Befor ing (%) ) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Yes | No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No
lu d what
do after
listeni and |
asked the| 40 | 60 | 100 | - 80 | 20 | 90 | 10 | 100 | - |100 | -
teacher for

clarifications  as
required.
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Nevertheless, the obtained results in Table 4.11 further supported that the
participants concentrated on the listening task. As previously shown in table AYwe
participants in the experimental group revealed that they directed their attentio@s eing
treated with explicit instruction of metacognitive strategies. In other words; isplayed
better ability compared to the other participants who were undecided on ther they were
able to recover concentration when their mind wandered off whi Mg. This was in

¥

line with the findings of Bozorgian (2014), whereby when a i nable to maintain

attention on what he or she is listening, he or she may not intereste attention
oy
and focus on the given listening tasks. I _\C}
Table 4.11: Learners’ checkili r list\eﬁi 8) VC

After Listening (%) (%)

oV
Lesson 1 | Lesson 2 | Lesson L%s 4~} Lesson'S | Lesson 6
No

Yes | No | Yes N\ No ' Y.,
=4
I concentrated on 100 - 100! - |1 3 10%?5 F }06
v

Hence, the obtained results ed the'importance of concentration when

K\

the listening task. % .

m% rgf-\y BES

it comes to listening for Iangua%hers] ich ¢an bgaen as a motivating factor for
rn

listeners to focus on listen a similar note, the*a'dings of Marrapodi (2006) also
4 &

supported the above n therery\acognit' trategies require learners to apply

deep processing in 4he p cess? lringéﬁnguage skill. As demonstrated in the

¢
present study, EE %ar,cipa S i é'xperjlmental group became fully focused on the

o
iﬂs“r\eased. The obtained results in Table 4.12 also

Y.
revealed e participants paid \ﬁon to the keywords that were stressed.
K

Table 4.12: Learners’ checklist after listening (Q11)

listening ta

e diffic ovel

Lesson1 | Lesson 2 | Lesson 3 | Lesson4 | Lesson 5 | Lesson 6
A istening (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes| No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No

| paid attention to
keywords that| 10 | 90 | 40 | 60 | 80 | 20 | 80 | 20 | 100 | - |100| -
were stressed.

129



The obtained results in this present study supported the findings by Oxford (1990)
and Chang and Chang (2014), whereby learners effectively engage in reflecting th?m
learning abilities and making use of appropriate listening strategies. Thefs also
claimed that it is beneficial for learners to develop metacognitive strategies‘?&tening in
order to enhance their ESL listening skills. Besides that, the obtained results of the current
study also supported the findings of another study that was con uw the Malaysian
setting that demonstrated high level of awareness on metacog qg;(fes for listening

among the Malaysian students (Rahimirad and Zaree, 20 As s tWandergrift
X
as ment a's@ and

arly{ Whagwey hear.
ing\ Wledg@r.ieval, and

accompanying-verification (monitoring) sses, which ror@ explored in the

(2002) and Goh (2000), certain metacognitive strategie

directed attention are often adopted when learne

Accordingly, these strategies reflect pro%

present study.

]
&
4.2.3.3 Person knowledge stratﬁe\z Aj §
The MALQ items M 5

based on the MALQ ligng S

responses of the par% int ' oup and control group on Item 3 (I find
¢
that listening i@\ is more difficlt &ga? reading, speaking, or writing in English)
i

NN
during the pré-experimental st 'ﬁnd pué?experimental stage. Clearly, the participants in

()

both gro@sﬂy agreed that the Yt.heir prior knowledge of listening texts before the
listeni Xs, as shown in the number of participants who responded “strongly agree”,
Q, and “partly agree”. In particular, 33.3% of the participants in the experimental
strongly agreed to the statement during the pre-test, but the number of participants

reduced to 16.7% during the post-test. However, the number of participants in the

experimental group who responded “agree” slightly increased from 30.0% (pre-test) to
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43.3% (post-test). Similarly, the number of participants in the control group who
responded “agree” increased from 36.7% (pre-test) to 40.0% (post-test). On the othe ,

the number of participants in the control group who responded “stronglye%was

similar for both pre-test and post-test (10.0%). A
Table 4.13: Responses for Item 3
Pre-experimental Stage Post-eantal Stage
Response Control group | Experimental | Control g Experimental

(%) group (%) ._group (%)
Strongly agree 10.0 33.3 16.7
Agree 36.7 30.0 3.3
Partly agree 40.0 20.0 26. 7y~

Slightly ' N
isaoroe 10.0 16.7 3.3 ’ ‘J J ;{3

Disagree 3.3 - . 3.37 ' Jd C

Strongly ] ] o

disagree N «;Q\ \3
|1

Total 100 10e - 100

Z
o
Table 4.14 presents the response %ar i WT e Q&perimental group and
control group on Item 8 (I feel that Iis%’g comprehension i@glish is a challenge for
o

me) during the pre-experimental st post- i enta&fa'ge. Based on the tabulated

data, it was evident that mce of ie partici’yants po@ups agreed that they use their
prior knowledge of Iiste{gt b TELQ .stg'- tasks, as shown in the number of
participants who resp&‘ stro@e”, “ ”, and “partly agree”. The number of
participants in th@me ta%‘ﬁs‘gnﬁéﬁlmly decreased from 43.3% (pre-test) to
10.0% (post-t %nwhi , there
i
p

as‘aslight increase in the number of participants in
g o Novcci
o responded “agrajo%” specifically from 30.0% (pre-test) to 46.7% (post-
N

test). e other hand, the number of participants in the control group who responded
‘stro agree” slightly increased from 13.3% (pre-test) to 20.0% (post-test). Likewise,
@nber of participants in the control group who responded “agree” also increased from

36.7% (pre-test) to 46.7% (post-test).

“,

the same g
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Table 4.14: Responses for Item 8

Pre-experimental Stage

Post-experimental St

Response Control group | Experimental | Control group | Experimental
(%) group (%) (%) greu

Strongly agree 13.3 43.3 20.0 4
Agree 36.7 30.0 46.7 .
Partly agree 30.0 23.3 26.7 6.7
g:égg?e)é 13.3 3.3 3.3 ? 13.3
Disagree 6.7 - - \[ 3.3
Strongly ?

) - - 3 -
disagree 1
Total 100 100 L 00

Table 4.15 presents the responses of the participafits. in the experim til g@md

control group on Item 8 (I do not feel nervous When

pre-experimental stage and post-experimental tage

0 ng te
rt‘l%
ight

agreed that they use their prior knowledg

shown in the number of participants 1

G‘agree77

, and “partly agree”.

group who responded “strongly a

(post-test). In the same

decreased from 40.0% (pre-test

in the control group

In pa

x -te
res on d “s ngly
\

enpm er of part

ewie

en to En ish exts)ﬁurlng the

vide

N

nts who responded

st of R‘partlupants
re thedlistening tasks, as
hxre 0]1Qed “strongly agree”,

\ts in the experimental

0.0% (pre-test) to 26.7%

“agree”

wever, the number of participants

shghtly increased from 6.7% (pre-

test) to 13.3% (p@ In/thé’s ’llouﬁ,—%h}e number of participants who responded

“agree” incr %

30 o (p -t t) @3 3% (post-test).
able 4. L'ijaesponses for Item 15

Pre- experﬁental Stage

Post-experimental Stage

R Control group | Experimental | Control group | Experimental
(%) group (%) (%) group (%)
agree 6.7 20.0 13.3 26.7
30.0 40.0 33.3 23.3
agree 50.0 16.7 36.7 40.0
Slightly 3.3 20.0 - 10.0
disagree
Disagree 10.0 3.3 13.3 -
Strongly - - 3.3 -
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disagree

Total 100 100 100 100

Discussion \

Referring to Table 4.16, the learners’ checklist before listening for Qa QS)nd Q7
further supported the above MALQ results. The circumstances of Q2?Q5 occurred
when the participants perceived that listening in English was rrw llenging than

reading, speaking, or writing in English before they start liste 'ngWarly, the obtained

results for Q7 further supported the obtained MALQ result paﬂi!{? were not

@

nervous when they listened to the English texts before theplistening tasks. c§'
Table 4.16: Learners’ checklist before listening (Q2, Q3, and Q7) .\
4. b
€sso

Lesson 1 | Lesson 2 Lessovess 4 r@"Lesson 6
0] 0] 0, [0) [0)
Before Listening (%) (%) %) B| TNt (N (%)

Ye | No | Ye | No |¢vre Ye\ Y& ol Ye| No
s s N AN s

vocabulary of the 4 ;5 r 0 0
topic of the text. 6 Y

Q2: | have thought N dl <U
about the 20 | 60 | 60 Gﬂ 80 | 3 g O<\10 10

Q5: | have prepared
myself to pay

attention and to| 10 | 90 - 10 - 10 -
0 0

concentrate on what

I will hear.

QT7: I have - 10 10

4

The preser@pro idéed I'.e(/io@rye such as from table 4.15 proved listening

skills as the &Hlen?i ski @(er compared to other language skills, such as
‘PJ {
speaking, S%g’ and writing skiLIsj\B&s stated by Vandergrift (2002), listening is an

invisi Nntal process that is d?ﬁcult to describe—Ilistening requires the listeners to

encouraged myself. &0 i} 40;1 801201 g | - |70
N
. @)
Isto

neously (1) discriminate sounds, (2) understand the wvocabulary used and
ammatical structure, (3) interpret stress and intonation, and (4) retain and interpret these
language aspects within the larger sociocultural context. The human brain does not only
work through speaking or watching; it also registers listening as a process that focuses on

133




the audio as part of an integrative learning variable. On a similar note, Richards (2008)
also proved the same theory and claimed that listening is connected syllabus to rewm
one’s skill with other communication skills. The theory was combined with se \lomy
and tolerance for errors to build communication competence and present tk&ortumﬂes
to improve the accuracy and fluency of language. Both of these stuMopelled the
present study to explore how the learners would perform durin&he~ ening tasks. In

particular, the listening tasks were assigned individually to t par'ts in this study

where they were required to brainstorm on the content o list nln within a
oy
limited timeframe. ‘-}
The above MALQ results explicated imp Vi enfe c@énges of

acquiring listening skills (compared to other IW ski

as s@c ng, reading,
and writing skills) among the parﬂmpants%& the partiCi

ts i ch groups agreed

that listening was rather challenging fo t durin %-t t,@tl post-test. For these
participants, mastering listening sk%perc&ved dlfflcqcf}desplte being taught on
the strategies to master the skills. The parti in th erlmental group expressed
nervousness even after th e reate lmth dll etacognltlve strategies. It was
highly apparent that al all the '0 ts a on the difficulties to listen, which
explained the nervo es rmg |sten|ng tasks. In line with the findings

of Morley (20013: in iIIs cdh be aé?cal set of skills to learn compared to other

language sk%
agreed thﬁ

tening was highly c@nengmg due to their limited capability to listen

attempt 'mastem% a language. Besides that, the participants also

efﬂm% hich supported the findings of Keshavaraz and Mobara (2003) on the need to

3

certain level of capability to listen efficiently.



4.2.3.4 Mental translation strategy

The MALQ items 4, 11 and 18 for the mental translation strategy were cate?!!i
based on MALQ Scoring Scheme (refer to Appendix F). Table 4.17 presents t@nses
of the participants in the experimental group and control group on Item 4 (I‘H;date in my

head as | listen) during the pre-experimental stage and post-experimentalfstage. Clearly,

the number of participants in both groups who responded “stro lwe” “agree”, and

“partly agree” revealed that the participants mostly agree t[cey 'use their prior

knowledge of listening texts before the listening tasks. artic IaWumber of
ey

ongly fagree” ‘ig.&ﬁﬁ}antly

participants in the experimental group who responde

increased from 16.7% (pre-test) to 30.0% (post-t

re% n in@-ﬁse from

he ex@&ental group
ol @(fp were different.

26.7% (pre-test) to 46.7% (post-test) among t a
who responded “agree”. However, the re §>r0m the

se
The number of those who responded “SW agree \'htgl

crea d from 16.7% (pre-
N
test) to 13.3% (post-test), while th r of't'h re@ded “agree” during the

pre-test and post-test remained

Post-experimental Stage

g
Response Contro up | Experime Control group | Experimental
"' ;ﬂ@ Q}up (ng‘ (%) group (%)

Strongly agree ,\iG. ’ N 1160 13.3 30.0
Agree l.o) 0.0 J 267 40.0 46.7
Partly agree % 36.7 ) ) ‘\‘53/.3 33.3 20.0
Slightly & f 33 10.0 33
disagree 7~
Disagree - '}? - - -
S_trongL\ ] N ] 33 ]
disag
To 100 100 100 100

Table 4.18 presents the responses of the participants in the experimental group and
control group on Item 11 (I translate keywords as | listen) during the pre-experimental
stage and post-experimental stage. Evidently, majority of participants agreed that they use
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their prior knowledge of listening texts before the listening tasks based on the number of
participants in both groups who responded “strongly agree”, “agree”, and “partly ?’
The number of participants in the experimental group who strongly agreed to t(e%ment
slightly decreased from 20.0% (pre-test) to 16.7% (post-test) and the num ose who
responded “agree” also decreased from 33.3% (pre-test) to 36.7% (post-tmowever, the
responses from the control group revealed different results in this study” The number of
participants who responded “strongly agree” significantly decr m ]'3.3 % (pre-test)

to 6.7% (post-test), while the number of those who respon “agr ”Wincreased

"X
from 33.3% (pre-test) to 40.0% (post-test). ' _\‘-}
Table 4.18: Responses 1&’ \j("
Pre-experimental Stag = i _TStage

Response Control group | Experi '} xperimental
(%) gr t’% & group (%)

Strongly agree 13.3 & 16.7
Agree 33.3 333 NG 36.7
Partly agree 33.3 %0 43.3
j."gh“y 20.0 6.7 33
isagree
Disagree - 2> -
Strongly
disagree ) i )
Total 109 ) | . 2 s 100

Table 4.19 pr&t er |ons fthe@cipants in the experimental group and
control group on I@XI translat (}r('i bﬁdéﬁ}rd as | listen) during the pre-experimental

stage and pos —&H‘hen}gl tage. id@y, most of the participants agreed that they use
N
0 g

their prior e of listening tex@{).efore the listening tasks, as shown in the number
of pa M‘[s in both groups Wh\O responded “strongly agree”, “agree”, and “partly

c%particular, the number of participants in the experimental group significantly
increased from 10.0% (pre-test) to 30.0% (post-test). However, the number of participants
in the experimental group who responded “agree” to the statement remained consistent at
36.7% in both pre-test and post-test. However, the participants in the control group who
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responded “strongly agree” slightly increased from 10.0% (pre-test) to 13.3% (post-test),

while the number of those who responded “agree” slightly increased from 30.0% (pw

to 36.7% (post-test). (q\

Table 4.19: Responses for Item 18

Pre-experimental Stage Post-experi Stage
Response Control group | Experimental | Control group xperimental

(%) group (%) (%) \l group (%)
Strongly agree 10.0 10.0 30.0
Agree 30.0 36.7 36.7
Partly agree 50.0 40.0 N 0.0
Shightly 6.7 10.0 ] ‘\Jss
disagree o~
Disagree 3.3 3.3 - 1 N
Strongly f
disagree ) ] 33 ,.,! X
Total 100 100 V| 100

Discussion

&

Referring to Table 4.20 and Table 4.21%¢he 1 mer’3 ckl'sQefore listening for
A

Q5 and after listening for Q11 further supported }\h%

)
en K&—encountered difficulty in

L&%sults. The participants
decided to translate word by wor:

understanding the listening text

checklist after listening forw efl %participants attempted to translate

in mind as they Iistena&\ Q

MZO:'L@

r supported by the learners’

ist before listening (QS5)

(.—J%

son’, esso esson 3 | Lesson4 | Lesson5 | Lesson 6
Before Listepi (% )(A)) (%) (%) (%) (%)
)| Yes | No+| Yes &5 Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | No
| have prepa = (.:V‘
myself ay P
attenti nd to| 10 [ 90 | 20 | 80 |100| - |100| - |100| - |100| -
on
ill hear
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Table 4.21: Learners’ checklist after listening (Q11)

Lesson1 | Lesson 2 | Lesson 3 | Lesson 4 | Lesson 5
After Listening (%) (%) (%) (%0) (%)
Yes | No | Yes| No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | Nogt

| paid attention to
keywords that | 10 | 90 | 40 | 60 | 80 | 20 | 80 | 20 | 100
were stressed.

Table 4.22: Learners’ checklist after listening (

Lesson 1l | Lesson 2 | Lesson 3 | Lesson son5 | Lesson 6
After Listening (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | No es [[No [ Yes | No

I used my
knowledge of the
topic to help me| 20 | 80 | 20 | 80 | 70
guess the words |
did not understand.

Among the considered metacognitivef les in“this study, tal translation
strategy was mainly used, which increase st) t@7.33% (post-test),

among the participants in the experimeca’roup SFi\ggﬁegl) 4y

Wh_jh may be due to the
e cpaps i
increase in the level of awareness oﬂ%og itive st e‘gie%:&’-t e listening aspect when

X
the participants attempted to rel t they listened during their learning process to the
audio that they were listen ccording to 5’\@ scoring guide, a high score or

higher percentage for t Wtal trrns strategy-reflects effortful processing through

the first language tw int ith a@jﬂtﬁ’on to an overall processing of input.
’ ? (,)

Furthermore, tqdart' pants in

t

Xperimental group agreed that they only translated
keywords d\@

NN
listehi s}, which was evident in the results of learners’ checklist
for Q11 clearly shows that @ental translation strategy, especially the word-to-

\ﬁtion, is used when learners listen to L2 texts. After the treatment of

itive strategies, the participants in the experimental group became more selective
eir translation by only translating keywords to facilitate their comprehension of the
aural texts. It was deemed plausible that at this point, interference may occur in the form of

cognitive process that requires active translation from the first language. In other words,
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the awareness on metacognitive strategies in listening potentially encourages the learners
to be active mental translators of the information, specifically translating words frow!'w
first language in order to grasp the words in the second language. (’}
The present study provided vital evidence such as from table 4.15 ﬂN listening
skills as the most challenging skills to master compared to other language’skills, such as
speaking, reading, and writing skills. As stated by Vandergrift (2 WIlstenlng is an
invisible mental process that is difficult to describe—Ilisteni |res the listeners to
instantaneously (1) discriminate sounds, (2) understan e Vv aszed and
grammatical structure, (3) interpret stress and intonation, 4) retaln a m'er&ﬁe}these

language aspects within the larger sociocultural ¢ he h not only

work through speaking or watching; it also re Ew eni

the audio as part of an integrative IearmN e. On a Si

also proved the same theory and clalmw listeni $nn

one’s skill with other commumcatmé

and tolerance for errors to build_communic 0 e§ nd present the opportunities
?c

to improve the accuracy %
present study to explj@ th@ ouldiggvrorm during the listening tasks. In
particular, the liste S W i 'ed i@fdually to the participants in this study
where they wer u edt brai n isteni ithi

Qv NN
limited tlme% {\

Y-
ordingly, the majority @artlmpants in the experimental group agreed that

they t% d word by word for the listening tasks. In line with the findings of Peng Lan

t focuses on

ﬁ
o
Q
D

ilar @Rlchards (2008)

c@\syllabus to reinforce
N,

ned with self-autonomy

%

y 0 f ngu g‘s.' B@' of these studies propelled the

.
.

@ hen ESL listeners go through the listening process, they are likely to relate the
audio that they listen to their own understanding, which can either be in the language or
context form. However, the findings of this study differed from the findings of Mohammad

et al. (2016) where the use of mental translation to listen to the Jordanian literature among
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the Jordanians was found low. This may be due to the background of the participants in the

mentioned study that required less dependence on the mental translation strategw

they only required their first language. The participants in the present study \A@lired

to grasp the listening texts in a second language (English language). -\

According to the scoring guide of MALQ (refer to appendix F), a%h score (or in
percentage) for mental translation strategy reflects effortful ng in the first
language. In other words, this may interfere with the overall at z d input processing

in the form of cognitive process that requires active transla in th fwjage The

among the participants prompted them to be acti | transl thkﬁarmatlon
provided. In order to comprehend the words in dl gua the p@v pants had to
translate these words from their first Iangu&)

Hence, the use of mental tran n was g ;{\'elevant among ESL

N
learners in acquiring a second lan géna &lng mostia the participants in this

study preferred to translate and hthe rmagion @eard to their understanding.
;mg

fa or f E'S,I_\@rners to enhance their listening
&

skills for the IELTS list womp %(_/
& §
¢
4.2.3.5 Problem- str eg (j)
The mms’ivj i:{\and 19 for the problem-solving strategy were

categorl sed on MALQ Scor@Scheme (refer to Appendix F). Table 4.23 presents

This can be concluded as

the re of the participants in the experimental group and control group on Item 5 (I
% ords that | understand to guess the meaning of the words that I do not
stand) during the pre-experimental stage and post-experimental stage. Evidently,

most of the participants in this study agreed that they use their prior knowledge of listening

texts before the listening tasks, as shown in the number of participants in both groups who
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29 (13

responded “‘strongly agree”, “agree”, and “partly agree”. In particular, the number of
participants in the experimental group who responded “strongly agree” slightly dew
from 16.7% (pre-test) to 10.0% (post-test). Similarly, the number of partici a\h the
experimental group who responded “agree” also decreased from 50.0% (p#&to 30.0%
(post-test). As for the control group, the number of participants who remd “strongly

agree” significantly decreased from 20.0% (pre-test) to 3.3% (pOQE-tes %On the contrary,

the number of participants who responded “agree” slightly incr om 40.0% (pre-test)
to 43.3% (post-test). .\d
"X
Table 4.23: Responses for It J J _\(,}
Pre-experimental Stage Post-experiniental'Stage
Response Control group | Experimenta nt r rimental
(%) group (%) .\.‘(‘;m?ﬁgk\ oup (%)
Strongly agree 20.0 16 3. S, 100
Agree 40.0 : 438 ok 30.0
Partly agree 36.7 238 400 13.3
Slightly - AY
disagree 3.3 -] 10),% 26.7
Disagree - . w®  an 20.0
Strongly ] ] & ]
disagree i é
Total 100 »" 100 100

) ARS;
Table 4.24 preset&the seé pé’?@pants in the experimental group and
control group on Iterr& [ pare \Qﬁ I understand with what | know about
o)

the topic) during @ex erimeptal ‘s{agégnd post-experimental stage. The obtained
results depict &gﬁifi}a patter —@majority of participants agreed that they use

their prior ko ge of listening tex@ﬁfore the listening tasks, as shown in the number
of pa M‘[s in both groups who responded “strongly agree”, “agree”, and “partly

ec%, In particular, the number of participants in the experimental group who responded
‘strongly agree” remained consistent at 20.0% for both pre-test and post-test. Meanwhile,
the number of participants in the experimental group decreased from 46.7% (pre-test) to

33.3% (post-test). However, the number of participants in the control group who strongly
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agreed to the statement slightly decreased from 10.0% (pre-test) to 6.7% (post-test). On the

contrary, the number of participants in the control group who responded “agree” in

from 40.0% (pre-test) to 53.3% (post-test).

Table 4.24: Responses for Item 7

R
D

Pre-experimental Stage Post-experi Stage
Response Control group | Experimental | Control gro xperimental

(%) group (%) (%) % group (%)
Strongly agree 10.0 20.0 6.7 20.0
Agree 40.0 46.7 33.3
Partly agree 36.7 23.3 2 d 6.7
g."gh“y 10.0 6.7 ] \st.?
isagree ¢ o~
Disagree 3.3 3.3 - 1 33y
Strongly f
disagree ) ) 33 , ;
Total 100 100 = 100

Table 4.25 presents the responses (@épa jn t ex%e:g{nental group and
rienc

control group on Item 9 (I use my ex a ‘kno\ tm\help me understand)
% S\ A
during the pre-experimental stage and post-expegimental Stage. I%obtained results on the

number of participants who resN

N
revealed a significant pattecwhg the ma’ority f,pa@
ste

prior knowledge of listening te

participants in the

imental

fore t

Tou ho

S

o

N

9 Q
“stro ree”,&%"gree”, and “partly agree”
ants agreed that they use their
n@.&asks. In particular, the number of

onded “strongly agree” significantly

reduced from 43.@-&5 o 1 %'(pr@-%gt) whereas the number of participants in

the experiment

test) to 53:3%

st-test).

p who res
' 4

n th{ oth,
5

n edfgee” significantly increased from 33.3% (pre-

Thand, the number of participants in the control

group;Nresponded “strongly ag\ree” significantly increased from 16.7% (pre-test) to

ost-test) but the number of those who responded “agree” decreased from 40.0%

@t) to 23.3% (post-test).
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Table 4.25: Responses for Item 9

Pre-experimental Stage Post-experimental St
Response Control group | Experimental | Control group | Experimental
(%) group (%) (%) greu
Strongly agree 16.7 43.3 36.7 4
Agree 40.0 33.3 23.3 .
Partly agree 30.0 23.3 33.3 6.7
Slightly 6.7 i 33 Y' 33
disagree _
Disagree 6.7 - - \[ -
Strongly ?
) - - 3 -
disagree 1
| Total 100 100 '

Table 4.26 presents the responses of the parti

control group on Item 13 (As I listen, I quickly adjus

not correct) during the pre-experimental stage and pgt-exp

\W

results depicted a significant pattern—th

taSQ.

in the experim til g

terpr?ta on

goo
‘re;Band

| rea{z’é that is
w

MI stz%\?he obtained
ed that they use

¥o

As shown in the

their prior knowledge of listening texts before the-listefiin
o ) I&
following table, most of the particip heth groups re@uded “strongly agree”,

experimental group who r
test) to 16.7% (post-test)

who responded “agre@sed

the contrary, as fo

participant

ond

How

.

I

X 1
r, tw r O{e_/

10.0% fro

O

rest@o

it

icipants in the experimental group

e 4.26: Responses for Item 13

“ Q-
t, th&'ﬁfmber of participants in the
N

“agree”, and “partly agree” to the SM nt. w
stronJ @y increased from 10.0% (pre-

7% (pre-test) to 36.7% (post-test). On

N
\h l @) . «
% trol gfou lr nuﬁ-ﬂ;er of participants who responded “strongly
agree” decrc@ﬁn 13.3%
h

10.0% (post-test) whereas the number of

sponded “agree” inQ;;sed from 26.7% (pre-test) to 36.7% (post-test).

&)
Tabh

S

Pre-experimental Stage

Post-experimental Stage

Control group

Experimental

Control group

Experimental

(%0) group (%) (%) group (%)
Mly agree 13.3 10.0 10.0 16.7
Agree 26.7 46.7 36.7 36.7
Partly agree 46.7 26.7 40.0 10.0
j’."ght'y 13.3 16.7 10.0 10.0
isagree
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Disagree - - - 6.7

Strongly i i 33 .
disagree '

Total 100 100 100 ,ﬁﬂkz

Table 4.27 presents the responses of the participants in the experim%rzup and

control group on Item 17 (I use the general idea of the text to help me gue meaning of

words that | do not understand) during the pre-experimental stage Mt-experimental

stage. A large proportion of the participants agreed that they thz priclr knowledge of
er of,.p

listening texts before the listening tasks, as shown by th WS in both

groups who responded “strongly agree”, “agree”, ar%ﬂy agree”. In a'Ti.C‘i%!?the

number of participants in the experimental group who ‘Stronglyagreed/to theistatement

slightly increased from 20.0% (pre-test) to Z;@wt-
(o

eve%@number of

participants in the experimental group rewm\ % 8&)oth pre-test and

post-test. On the other hand, the nu@r)o partici n$ i /@\control group who
(13 29 b + \

responded “‘strongly agree” slightly ed ffom /o (prit‘est) to 10.0% (post-test)

whereas the number of participanNo r agreegs({gniﬁcantly increased from

N
26.7% (pre-test) to 43.3% (est-te;. T ( §
Tab

b 4
\ 4|21\\RP{ nsesé@ﬁftem 17

-exp Stage™) Post-experimental Stage
Response imental | Control group | Experimental
(%) group (%)

10.0 23.3

43.3 46.7

16.7 16.7

26.7 6.7

- 6.7

3.3 -

% 100 100 100 100

Table 4.28 presents the responses of the participants in the experimental group and

control group on Item 19 (When | guess the meaning, | recall everything else that | have
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heard, to see if my guess makes sense) during the pre-experimental stage and post-

experimental stage. The majority of participants agreed that they use their prior know

of listening texts before the listening tasks, as shown by the number of partici@both

groups who responded “strongly agree”, “agree”, and “partly agree”. I icular, the

number of participants in the experimental group who responded “stronglyfagree” slightly

increased from 16.7% (pre-test) to 26.7% (post-test) but the number of ‘participants in the
o

same group who responded “agree” decreased by 3.3% from e,-test) to 36.7%

(post-test). However, the number of participants in the control g uWesponded
oy

“strongly agree” remained constant at 10.0% for both pre-test and post-t tllvgés the

number of those who responded ‘““agree” significa incYeased r .7%@;E-test) to

&
43.3% (post-test). é
Table 4.28: Re@' Itemw\ d‘

Pre-experimental Stage . Post-experimental Stage

Response Control group entab-*ﬁrlr Qeup Experimental
(%) p(%®) | (%D group (%)
Strongly agree 10.0 16. © 400 26.7
Agree 26.7 40 ~43.3 36.7

Partly agree 46.7 T B3l | D333 20.0

Shightly 13 YN Y 10.0
disagree ' w4y ' '
3 N &4 3.3 6.7

Disagree

D S
trongly ) ] ]
disagree '\ \\\P X 33

| P

Discussion

Total 00 ~ | 100 100 100
% 3
NS
Yw

Referrian’ able 4.29, the obt@'@ed results reaffirmed that, before listening, the
\

p
o

partic \opted to listen and compare what they hear with their knowledge,

rstanding, and experience about the topic or the general idea of the listening text (to
Qhe meaning of the words they hear) if they encounter difficulty to understand the
listening texts. In addition, the following results in Table 4.35 further reaffirmed the use of

prior knowledge of the topic to guess unfamiliar words among the participants.
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Table 4.29: Learners’ checklist before listening (Q1, Q3, and Q5)

Lesson1 | Lesson2 | Lesson 3 | Lesson4 | Lesson 5 6
Before Listening (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) Y0)
Yes | No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes No
Q1: | understand
what | have to do
after listening and
| have asked the| 40 | 60 [ 100 | - | 80 | 20 | 90 | 10 | 10 100 | -
teacher for
clarifications  as
required.
Q3: I have thought
about my
knowledge about| 70 | 30 | 70 | 30 | 100 | - 100 | -
the topic of the
text. C}T
Q5: | have "
prepared myself to
pay attention and | 10 | 90 | 20 | 80 | 100 100 | -
to concentrate on
what I will hear. c ?’ Q\
Table 4.30: Learners’ ht i
7 4
Lesson 1 essom&—#sion'zl\:‘*LessonS Lesson 6
After Listening | (%) @) 402 (%) (%)
Yes | No YeshNo Jf Yes JANO | Yes | No | Yes | No
I used my > o Q
knowledge  of %
fhe topic 10 help | 90 e(py 70 '3(5 b | 40 |100| - |100| -
guess the &
words | did not 4
understand. K\ ,%
4 (}W
Basically, ‘Zﬁxnit' e'Str 1‘os! ar&@ed to monitor one’s thinking and learning.

8w . o
prior tocujsﬁ-r'ung and during the listening task. Overall, the

Therefore, I(zgﬂh
strengths aS knesse
\

in this study used words that they know to guess difficult or unfamiliar words

(2]
-
w “:T
QD
D
—
=
3
o
>
=
o
=
—
=
@.
=
©°
D
=
—
o
=
3
QD
>
O
D
5
—
D
=
3
w
o
-
—
=
@,
=

partici
rstand the overall listening text. They also made use of their knowledge and
erience about the topic to guess the meaning of the words and recalled any prior

listening texts that they heard to evaluate whether their guesses make sense.
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The participants in the experimental group displayed a slight increase in using and
adjusting their interpretation after they received treatment of explicit instruction iw
metacognitive  strategies, specifically problem-solving strategy, fo(%kning
comprehension. These results supported the claim by Cubukcu ( whereby
metacognitive strategies may challenge learners in handling and regulatir&\?information
that they obtain in order to master a particular language skill. The obtaimed results of the
present study also supported the claim by Mayer and Wittrock m \‘Valczyk (2000),
whereby when learners do have problems to understand and%eflect e"hagdg process

dy, the p Ma@ the
ing{ olvl@rstrategy.

f using cogni strategies to

they may eventually neglect the process. In the prese

experimental group demonstrated lower awarene

They may have given more focus on other proéesses
acquire IELTS listening skills. ) é
A
)&
4.3 IELTS Listening Test Scores a e léarner. xerc scores
With respect to the second I %j dy, ﬂ:&%llowmg research question
(RQ2) was addressed. Bas ze foIIO\)lng sqlt@stenlng test scores, this study

determined whether the e of rate g(%ﬁnfluences the IELTS listening test

ta

scores of the partic |p e ex gro rsus the control group).

RQ2: How do the % ing t s;ores‘ﬂj the participants in the experimental group

differ from th &'ﬁstepl Dgﬁ S oregéﬁ‘the participants in the control group?
Q/ ' X

O
SO

4.3.1 ed sample t-test for learners’ exercise scores
ccordingly, Table 4.31 presents the mean scores of pre-test and post-test for both
Qnental group and control group. In particular, the mean score of experimental group
increased from 59.40 (pre-test) to 74.12 (post-test). On the other hand, the mean score of

control group only increased slightly from 54.48 (pre-test) to 59.04 (post-test). The paired
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sample t-test was conducted to determine if the intervention of metacognitive strategies
influences the listening test scores of the participants. Referring to Table 4.?&
difference between the mean scores of pre-test and post-test for the experimen \) (by
14.72) was statistically significant (Mpost-test = 74.12, SD = 8.81, t (24) = -SAQ < .05) at
0.05 level with an interval between 18.35 and 11.08. The recorded etWed statistic

ce between the

mean scores of pre-test and post-test was not significant wit dl"ference of 4.56
(Mpost-test = 59.04, SD = 3.92, t (24) =-3.20, p > .05).

imental gr n é&trol
4 &

(0.74) indicated large effect size. As for the control group, the dlffe

Table 4.31: Mean scores of pre-test and post-test for e

group y
Mean N V[ Std. Beviation Error
% ‘X\ Mean
Experimental Pre-test 59.4000 213 Q. 2.46712
group Post-test 74.12 10. 7 (N 2.02675
Pre-test 54.4800 | W75+ 07 |  1.77681
Control group Post-test 59.0(0% AN, 1.65477
¥ N
o ¥ 9
Table 4.32: Results of paired sa% -test fm@men afg'roup and control group
Paired Differences ]
Std 95% Confidence Sig.
Mean Errdr Interval of the df | (2-
Deviation Difference tailed)
Mean
Lower Upper
Sfofffg'me”ta' 1472 | 881 [1.76212|-18.35684 |-11.08316 |-8.354| 74 | .000
Control group |-4.56000| 3.29242 | .65848 | -5.91904 | -3.20096 |-6.925|74 | .010

J &
.1 )) S
432 On wNOVA lépeat?d measures for learners’ exercise scores
ile, one-way ANO\;R with repeated measures was conducted to evaluate
f metacognitive strategies during the intervention stage, specifically from
@1 to Lesson 6, in terms of the listening test scores (based on the learners’ exercise).

The obtained results were expected to support the obtained main results of pre-test and

post-test for the IELTS listening test scores. Referring to the following Table 4.32 the
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average score for Lesson 1 was 4.06 (SD = 0.70), which steadily increased to the average

score of 8.01 (SD = 0.78) for Lesson 6. The differences in the mean scor
statistically significant, which proved the significant effect of metacognitive st

the listening test scores (Wilks’ Lambda = .012, F (5, 70) = 1165, p = .0

assumption of sphericity was not met. Referring to Greenhouse-Geis
results of one-way ANOVA with repeated measures

learners’ exercise from Lesson 1 to Lesson 6 significantly di

276.406, p < .001).

- ed

)01

the result of Mauchly's test of sphericity was statistically significant (p <901}

addition.

. hence, the
correction, the

the ‘mean scores of

51.521) =
=3

N
A

Table 4.33: Results of one-way ANOVA with repeat‘ed‘meauresm

Scores from the learners’ Mean Std. Deviation N
exercise
Lesson 1 4,0667 .70391 75
Lesson 2 4.6267 1.02368 75
Lesson 3 4,9867 76217 75
Lesson 4 5.4133 .80695 75
Lesson 5 6.2267 .96665 75
Lesson 6 8.0133 77970 75
\ ]
\ ] N _,::55
Hypothesis |[Error|.. Partial Noncent. [Observed
Effect Value F Sig.| Eta '
df df Parameter| Power®
Squared
Scores Pillai's | g50 111646300 5000 [70.000,000 988 |5823.195| 1.000
from the [Trace
learners’ Wilks' b
exercise |Lambda .012 1164.639 5.000 [70.000.000 .988 |5823.195| 1.000
!I__Ig[sélln9883.1881164.639b 5000 [70.000,000 .988 |5823.195| 1.000
Roy's
Largest |83.188[1164.639% 5.000 {70.000.000 .988 |5823.195| 1.000
Root
—~==g
&L\k
Mauchly's Test of Sphericity?
Within |Mauchly's|Approx. Chi-| df | Sig. Epsilon®
%Subjects w Square Greenhouse- |[Huynh-Feldt| Lower-
Effect Geisser bound
Scores
fromthe | 4, 156.611 |14/.000]  .680 716 200
learners
exercise
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Tests of Within-Subjects Effects
Type I Partial
Source Sumof | df SMean F Sig. | Eta Noncent.
quare Parameter
Squares Squared
Scores fromiSphericity | 2,5 591 | 5 | 148718 [276.406 .000 | 789 | 1382.032
the learners’JAssumed
exercise gg?sesrg;ouse- 743.501 | 3.399 | 218.772 [276.406 .000 | .789 | 939.487
Huynh-Feldt| 743.591 | 3.582 | 207.569 [276.406/ .000 | .789 990.193
'l;g;"ﬂ 743.591 | 1.000 | 743.591 276.406 .000 | .789 | 276.406
Error  [Sphericity
(Scores) |Assumed 199.076 | 370 38
Greenhouse-| 159 476 bs1.501 701
Geisser
Huynh-Feldt| 199.076 [265.096 .751
Lower- 199.076 |74.000| 2.690
bound
N A0 .~
Discussion C!) &
As previously indicated, this study analyged the res f IKIQS’ exercise scores
between the experimental group and ¢ ;rol !ro%p%yai ed cs};)%ple t-test and one-way

ANOVA with repeated measures\

study. The approach of incorpor.

Lesson 1 to Lesson 6, which w
ng

the first with the p&}of @n

improves.

Accordi

due to

ow

eekl

!
4

nduci

g

)

e obtained results
P ‘
scores of tswipants Si ificgntlthncreased following the intervention. This may be

C?’

ive impact of the inte

mean

q
iffer cesi(uﬂe obtained scores from
ed ofra we basis, were evaluated in this

| O

re§ éi@;son 1 to Lesson 6) was deemed as

W,

C

er the performance of participants
ired sample t-test indicated that the listening
vention used. In line with the findings of Anderson

'bQ
(20% performance of learners can be improved when they are explicitly taught on

apply specific strategies to acquire listening skills compared to those who are not

exposed to such strategies. Furthermore, Goh (2006) also highlighted that explicit

instruction of metacognitive strategies would motivate ESL learners to acquire listening

150



skills and assist them to improvise their listening performance. Therefore, it is highly
imperative that learners are exposed to metacognitive strategies in order to impro i
listening performance. After all, the test scores play an important motivating f@ any

learning strategy, as learners are motivated to improve themselves to achie I scores.

Although Sumarsih (2017) found that the learners’ listening smid improve
after they were explicitly taught on how to use the metacogniti emgies, this prior
study focused on the scores during the pre-test, intervention, oz-tes Therefore, the

validity of the findings was questionable, which explainedathe fo uw study to

Y
examine the scores from the pre-test, post-test, and wee res ddrin e‘nﬁv}ntion
stage. Hence, in order to support the above main r this €t e-way ANOVA

with repeated measures was conducted, which erag V{; across six

theﬂ th
lessons increased from 4.06 (SD = 0.70) to@ =0.78).

metacognitive strategies on the leamers’%:ise scor\m%fo @dtistically significant,
N

which clearly demonstrated the imp%of re&)rdin the tez(/ ores during the teaching
and learning process to ensure m irl entation eentervention for the learners.
e lexpe

Based on the obtained f th
d &
effectiveness of followingythe exw : gﬂg the metacognitive strategies on a
repeated practice am@ng le line (i‘ﬁﬂ' the findings of Shimamura (2000) and
¢
Niemi (2002), le rg@are able to rfd?mc_/\za in the given tasks when they are exposed
e hn

NN
itive stra 'son-éﬁpetitive practise.

9
4.4 xnterview and the learner’s discussion

ith respect to the third objective of this study, the following research question

T@ effect of

to the use of

was addressed using a semi-structured interview approach, which involved 10

selected participants. It should be noted that general strategic behaviours at varying
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degrees were highlighted and reported from the perspectives of the participants in the

groups.

RQ3: What do the participants think about the use of metacognitive strategies (%XLTS

listening preparatory course?

=

Accordingly, each participant was given an individual code (ple% refer to table

Table 3.4). The recorded interview responses were analysed usi Mematic coding
ki

approach. The following Table 4.34 provides the identified the
the following subsections. In order to support the identific

the excerpts from the learners’ discussion were extracte
triangulate the acquired results of post-experimenta
The excerpts from the interviews were cited a:

(T1, LA3), T1 refers to Transcription 1 Kas an

AN
Lo

the participants.

While the excerpts from the lea

example:

(T4, LC 1, GLC), T4 refers

given to the participant ad\
participant belongs to,x
T

oup

N

R

S

1S

<

&
-spltscﬂ‘}]ematic coding

OIIS%
$

%gription L LOL ié as@ample of a code name
GLCis A of tﬁ'

ch are discussed in

of t eWg themes,
@
\ %

obtained results &er d to
OS% nten@/mon.

exanj@.g~
of @ﬁde name given to

A
N

cited as the following

the group discussion the

\ ble 4
Interview mns ‘Anchors Themes
What do @bﬁk about etdeognitive Improved listening skills
using etacqOniti s ategies 1. A new learning strategy for
strategies i TS listefling X~ listening
coursA C.}’ 2. Listening became easier
\ N 3. Unique way to focus on
listening
4. Student-centred approach
do you start planning Experience of 1. Planning
when listening? using a. Predict
w do you do monitoring metacognitive b. Prepare
after you completed the strategies 2. Monitoring
planning stage? a. Discuss with friends
How do you do evaluation 3. Evaluating

when you completed the

a. Analyse the questions and
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Interview questions Anchors Themes
monitoring stage? compare the scores
5. How do you do problem- b. Looking into the sco
solving as the final stage of 4. Problem-solving \
learning listening skills? a. Reflection
6. Do you follow or skip the Sequence of To improve the restlts and to be
stages in  metacognitive strategies aware of the ¢ nces of
strategies? Why? avoiding the se
7. What are the advantages of | Advantagesof | 1. Improve listening skills
using the  metacognitive using 2. Promote‘mdependent learning
strategies in listening? metacognitive
strategies
8. What are the disadvantages | Disadvantages of | 1. Ha rk ,ast
of using the metacognitive using 2. mej to ster the
strategies in listening? metacognitive S ies’ \3'
strategies o X
9. Does using metacognitive Learning aid velop ']nor nfidehce
strategies help you to handle Unde?ta dt audiQ,.p ayed
your problems efficiently NV
when listening? Why? ‘\\\ e

10. Do you have any suggestions | Suggestio M [ 1. “Shou be «=introduced in
or comments that you would co m&) hoals Qn
like to share about listening n\ 2. Sheuld pe more guidance
AN
A

using the metacognitive

Ny
strategies? 0) \\T
-

& Z‘%
&

4.4.1 Improved listening skillv.\. '%jS

The first emerging theme was related to the effectiveness of using metacognitive

-y I ru”

strategies in terms of improved listening skills among the participants. A semi-structured

™ | Y <<

question was put forward during the interview session to ascertain the perception of

rFN 1. N AL

participants on the use of metacognitive strategies in IELTS listening preparatory course.

Q7 I 1) ¥

Four sub-themes were identified for this identified theme, which are discussed in the

Q\Q L

following: \Qf

a) \N learning strategy for listening
e first identified sub-theme was related to the use of metacognitive strategies in

aching listening skills, which was identified as a new learning strategy for listening.
Some of the participants identified the use of metacognitive strategies as “something new”
and “very interesting” since they were able to “learn listening skill” using these newly
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introduced listening strategies. Some of the responses indicated the use of such teaching
approach as a new way of teaching listening skills. Evidently, the participant?ﬁe

generally supportive of using metacognitive strategies for listening in the classne%\

It is something new to me, and | find it very interesting becausefl am
able to learn listening skill when | use these strategies. \,

(T1, LA3) Y‘
|

This is the first time | came across a way to learn liste

(T1, LB1) .\d‘
Yv

D [ JIS
Discussion 2 \r

Clearly, the use of metacognitive strategie%as

learning for the participants. They also viewe(%ygtrat

metacognitive strategies motivated their m to-learn

improved learning approach, and allowged )en}' 1%'3

% q

Flavell (1979) highlighted, Withﬁ t to aco@?’gn theory, metacognitive
. N : :

strategies allow learners to Eo ‘Wﬂg about t ln@ their learning process, which

explains the above responses of pa% . h'e(ﬁ(gsent study demonstrated the use of

metacognitive strategi@hoti@tor fo@rners to acquire learning skills, which
N
supported the claircm by IGaurde 9b07a,%ésides that, the findings of this study also

supported the@ags 0 001), whereby learners are interested to
S
n

fﬁe oh
rategies nto ﬁejr\/‘{é‘érning process when they are exposed to new

incorporat
Iearninw ies, such as metaco@ﬂtive strategies. Adding to that, in line with the claim

o
w
QD
'ﬁ(
o
>
(o)
D
o
~—
o
-+

N

and-the audio with ease. As

ks

tha stulated by Vandergrift (2007), numerous ESL learners do find metacognitive

trategies as new means of acquiring listening skills since these strategies are exposed or

taught in a very limited manner to the learners.
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b) Listening became easier

Meanwhile, the second sub-theme supported the use of metacognitive strate?in

teaching listening skills, which made listening easier: cq\

It makes me to learn listening skill in much an easier way be€ause

before this | just listen and answer without making any un ding

when | learn listening skill. T
(T1, LA2) |
N,

I find this strategy is much a better way to leaffwlistening for E "ih Q}Y'

for IELTS because | can learn on my own. =

s b 3
(T1, LC4) N
Discussion \ ) CS<
Overall, the participants found t?%ing mﬁg;«igve t@gies benefits them in
N,
their learning process and allows th%rn oﬁ‘ theirgewn ding to the participants,

the learning process to acquire ,Hite\nhg ST ecame &g\éaﬂer they were exposed to
these new listening techr% he particip t} 'fu;@r revealed that their listening
N A

[ e ablé grasp what they listen. The use of

acquisition can be less plex |f|t
metacognitive strateﬁ 'effectié’m enhancing listening skills among the
participants as &)trate ies re: df:]}?d effective in making them listen and

understand % ing tAsks.

overall |ﬁ] process for ESL Ie\egvérs to acquire listening skills for IELTS. After all,
the@itening texts involve audios in native English with a certain accent, which can
ﬁ nging for most of the ESL learners to grasp (Rivers, 1981; Vandergrift, 2007;

and Mohammad Reza, 2011). Hence, in order to overcome these challenges, there is

—X

N . .
?ordmg\.l\y, explicit metacognitive strategies do ease the

a crucial need for ESL learners to master these strategies to improvise their listening skills
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(Abbas and Mohammad Reza, 2011). The present study proved that the use of the
semetacognitive strategies can accommodate the learning needs of learners. Yv
c) Unique way to focus on listening \
The third sub-theme was the unique way to focus on listening \/\/A@we of the
participants was initially not interested to learn about listening skills but after learning

about different learning strategies during the intervention, the participant'developed unique
interest to acquire listening skills through metacognitive strate )z '

' X

It created a unique interest in me to learn listeni ill because fc*e ‘-}

this [ was not interested to learn this skill beca 1 donf owthow tﬂq*

learn it but now | feel much better whenlw to le \hsr\ Ing. Vz-

(T1, LC1) (;/ &

Discussion Cf) \T ,<\
N
The above response demon%\hat f%arne are ab,{?to adapt to the new or

&
unfamiliar learning strategies i h toli ro their@rnmg process, which fully

supported the claim that w%

adapt metacognitive Kﬂies in
S US

perceives the strategi to a

_.ﬂ

!
d) Student edappr; ach 4 (j')
The b th i I|ghte&he use of metacognitive strategies in teaching
Iistening‘Aas a student- centrect@sfproach or in other words, these strategies allow

learn ecome active and independent L2 learners. The following excerpts clearly

@ identified sub-theme:

I find this method is more towards student-centred learning.
(T1, LB3)
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I think 1 was unknowingly using these strategies before this when
learning listening skill at a language centre but | understand it better
now how to apply them when learning listening for English for IELTS. \z

(T1, LC2) : (,)
Discussion Yv

The obtained responses indicated that the newly proposed ds of teaching
listening skills highly focus on the learners’ learning proces§yof tenin'g. Learners are
placed at the centre of the learning process. The pa ts also._considlered that

23

metacognitive strategies allow them to depend on their ‘@hilities to learn stini ills.

Overall, the use of metacognitive strategies was provedseffective for | rners‘@- acquire

N N
ing skills i@hdently. As
Flavell (1992) and Vandergrift (2007) cla@ coqhitie Qateqide can be operated

consciously or unconsciously during thegearning p ‘ess\t(T ireskills; thus, justifying

esent stu " ho ot realise that they had

listening skills while allowing them to develop their oc lis

the responses of certain participants in

applied these strategies in their lear rlc Wln@é/ intervention that provided

explicit instructions on ho apﬁ? meta ye pt@s, the participants revealed an

improved understandinggft\he 0 hss'g\ ategl'; listening. In line with the findings

of Goh (2008), Iearneéq‘uld reakise that the u,go metacognitive strategies is a student-

N, o I
centred approachﬁhj ey aré ped(jmth explicit instructions on how to apply

metacognitiv s%ﬂas. ?e ce, it was (@ﬂed vital that learners are properly informed on
¢ .
strat

metacognitls egies in order to 'Yt.hem to be independent learners.
N

N

4.4 erience of using metacognitive strategies

0 he second identified theme was related to the particular use of metacognitive

strategies, specifically planning, monitoring, evaluating, and problem-solving. The

obtained responses of the semi-structured interview reflected the perception of participants
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on the use of metacognitive strategies. Each identified sub-theme was supported by the

excerpts of learners’ discussion during the intervention stage. It was deemed impo

examine how the participants applied metacognitive strategies during the @wtion

stage and post-experimental stage in order to evaluate the outcomes of inte ion.

a) Planning ?

As for the “planning” strategy, the obtained responses were provided in terms of

predicting and preparing for the listening tasks. '
i) Predicting \d
L ]

% 9
The participants indicated that they referred t(@rtions 0 pre ic' t@e of

4 b 3

audio to be played:
\Y- N
d b@king at

o %

I will start predicting on what typ m will b

the questions. /.\_\
(T1, LAY 0}
For this exercise, | will | on A and | will

predict on what | am_abo isten. Li é@one it will be a

conversation. %'?. b} | 0,

(T1, LA2) 4 4 &

Normally bef \audiq is pla;é‘f will be given time to go
kingé%e questions | will be able to

through thegguestiens a

predict or@ﬁj amgoin jsten%) example here is a conversation.
(T1, L%. 7
I f'w at the sﬁons$analyse them on what | am going to
Ali e here itis a co@ation audio. Therefore, it makes me feel
wared to listen to an audio before it is played.

0‘%1, LC3)
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The above findings were reaffirmed based on the outcomes of the learners’

discussion during the intervention stage. The excerpts of their discussion clearly r?&d

that the participants read the questions in the planning stage: (0\

I went through today’s questions first before the audio was plaged. 1
could actually predict some of the answers before the audio w
(T3,LB 2, GLB)

I was trying to read aloud in my mind all the question the'audio

was played. | found that it is easier to understand théyguestians
L ]
the answers. ' Q}Y'
(T4, LA 3, GLA) P Y:\
N
Discussion c\/

It was found that the participantsN
applied the planning strategy. The pr ccgf rea@ @s during the planning
% 6 ",

stage helped them to predict the\ ers and_assigted i@ir understanding of the

R

questions. Most importantly, unYﬁdinglhe listening tions, compared to predicting
|
the correct answers, is the w rning'agzj:f% L learners. During the planning
stage, one of the key Mg sk]lls\ltldes gé‘llcting, especially the vocabulary or
| ! N |
words used in the No S or‘a .of t@lstenlng tasks (Goh, 2008), which was
(? '

clearly demons@d' ong the part ipa@n this study. Besides that, the participants of
this study W%I,o cleaﬁ used r@a word-to-word understanding of the listening
tasks a ‘A

> :
as the content of~t&@ questions to answer the questions (Goh, 2008).

D,

Basic e participants focused on anticipating the given task by analysing the given
task® line with the findings of Anderson (2003), the participants anticipated and
analysed the given listening tasks using the metacognitive strategies, which helped them to

gain improved understanding of the requirements of the tasks.
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i) Preparing
Apart from predicting, the participants also revealed that they were prepared?&

any audio was played during the planning stage: %\

It’s like setting my thoughts and mind on what [ am about to liWe

here it will be a conversation and it makes my listening prwo the
audio much better. Y’
(T1, LB2) |

Before the teacher play the audio, I will plan by loo at th qw
L ]

for this section and then start thinking of the pos answe
(T1, LB3)
4

Before the audio is played I will go throTﬁ quss,K
n,for

B
2 ):r,
4

order to know what | am about to e
conversation.

(T1, LC1) \ O

| | N
| start reading the questions nd th‘&vl pl r@n what | am
about to listen like here ilgersﬁtion, Ouit is@e like a head
start for me. \ ¥ ~
(T1, LC3) ‘é\

S
I go through all t tions in'.t e fi t‘.se&tj to know what type of
audio will be p %ike hf i con@sﬂtion. So in my mind I will

set myself th m pr

played. %\ ¢

(T1, LQ' / \(_;
& o R

T, ove findings were c%'fﬁrmed based on the outcomes of the learners’
N

hear{bﬁ
J_l C,)(.z

audio which is going to be

discu \Jring the intervention stage. The excerpts of their discussion clearly revealed

@ articipants expressed confidence and were prepared before listening:
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I look through the questions and found keywords which made me
understand that I am going to listen the conversation on ... This Y.

actually made me feel more prepared and mind was focused.

(T4,LC 1, GLC) ﬁ

Today’s questions were more on directions, before I listen | s
landmarks in the map given and was looking at the blankY'vh
needed to be filled in. | feel very prepared and confiden% can

notice what | am about to do.
(T6, LA3, GLA) z '
N

Discussion N
_ | &
As revealed, the participants were able to set theigmind to on thq-hstenlng

texts and to set goals on the next course of a%zord' requi ents of the

tau how to apply

metacognitive strategies were able to prepare thems b)Tet r}epecific goals on what

irmd th c \datlon by Goh (2006).

With that, adequate preparatlonNn' es th&gSL learners’ confidence,

especially when they have g with ch e|||ge understandlng the accent and
teng

li clal" by Kurita (2012), metacognitive

speech rate during the&
strategies allow Iearr& red t ir leve @ anxiety when they learn to acquire
listening skills. F@re edfne 0 (aJFﬁ)Jrepared before the listening tasks are able

to activate tfz;g |atS,I| tenag ro@!es (Vandergrift, 2002), such as predicting and
t

preparing y are about to Ilsaq,‘gnd decide on the required attention for the given

listen ks
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b) Monitoring
i) Discuss with friends

Most of the participants revealed their preference to monitor via peer @k In
particular, they evaluated and discussed their answers among one another mpted to

get their friends’ explanation on the correct or wrong answers provided:

I will check and discuss the answers for the compl gion 'and I
normally discuss with my friends... either I or nds wi W
are our ¢

/)
the answers we have done for one section and ¢ swers but \Y'
sometimes I will just monitor on my own. ' .{')
(T1, LAL) 4 \‘f

I will discuss with my friends and we comparg,our an \for aé{fﬁn

and then we try explain to each other% W

(T1, LA2) \
I will discuss with my friends t)&jwers ﬁ%ei f@back on the

wrong answer and the reason fOmit1s wfong. 4 Q‘:}

(T1, LB2) \% A%

The above ﬁnding% eaffi Pd}e!i 'sb‘the outcomes of the learners’
exce

:
discussion during theKention slt \Fh gi%f their discussion clearly revealed
that the participantw red ‘e 'g w'&i\‘t‘neir friends to understand why their
¢
answers were inc g@ 4 (j’)
', s
NI
ompared my answers V\@*acy. | find it that | am able to understand

;\reason for my answer was wrong. She explained to me that reading

instructions also very important.

Q (T4, LB2, GLB)
Sze Chen asked me why her answers were wrong and me too will ask

her. But today we asked another friend, Jaden and he told us that for
talks need to focus on the blanks and the sentences before it.
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(T6, LA2, GLA)

Discussion \:
The participants revealed that they were more comfortable to dig@\ their

friends on the mistakes made during the listening practices. Furthermore, ere able to
justify and understand the choice of answers better when they discuwlth their peers.
Through peer feedback, the participants were able to criticall rw on their work. In
other words, they were willing to accept criticisms and i m thei%he above

L ]
responses were in line with the recommendation by Goh%2006) where E 'eargg- are
=\
p

prudent in verifying the completed tasks with their during the onitang stage,
Y

: Wr@:ﬁbsequently

COQESQG strategies. The

on_the right track and

participants demonstrated their focus te- ensure t eyTv

orm well.i qspec@ections of the listening

tasks. Having the discussion with

progress for the particular tasks and impr

rj/n Iem;‘\niﬁél to monitor their learning

ise their s@sing metacognitive strategies
(Marrapodi, 2006), which was clearl HQQ rate ong the participants in the current

s
.

study.

c vauaio\ ¢ 'O
) Eltr%j :(j')

va)i m g the scores
4

Moio e participants per ed evaluation for improvement by analysing the

N
questi Nd sections following the intervention. They also indicated that they evaluated

tions and analysed parts that they did not perform well in order to improve
Ives:

i) Analysin quea;i
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I will analyse all the questions for all the sections and see why | get

wrong... 1 will check the scores and compare with previous ones... |
will evaluate on how well | have done for a particular test and then\z

keep track on sections which | have not done well. : cﬁ

(T1, LB2)
I will look at the errors | have done in the section, and try to un d
the reason for my answer is wrong. | will see the whole % or
tests | have done and compare my scores with the previouvs

(T1, LA2) 5 '
The above findings were reaffirmed based ongthe outco es\‘g‘le{ﬁmrs’
| &
discussion during the intervention stage. The excerpt% di}cu i0 clearg}evealed
ir 0 the

that the participants were able to identify and compawe' M F@' exercises:

I see today’s questions I have proble thesspelli,

many mistakes and compare % previ
today. After | see the nu mistakes I»must qcﬁ?pare with my

<

previous exercises. \ \A

(T5, LB3, GLB) Y’ l ; §

1 think today’s exe% he eas}e t ope for {T‘% am able to score well
today compme preiv \ex rcise (L,t ink talk is easier for me

and directio difficult.for mé to sc ell.

lc,)(.z

[72]

4

Q- &
. d < |
Additi , some th@ partiCipants referred to their scores and reflected to

&

improv% Ives using the proc&! of metacognitive strategies that they learned:

Q 1 will look at all the questions and see which part I didn’t do good so

that | can improve that part.
(T1, LC1)

(T6, Lc4%). "

164



I normally look back at all the forty questions on how well | have

done... A few times, I tried skipping one of the strategies but it did not
work for me because at end | found out | have to follow it like a cycle\z

then 1 am able to do well on my own. cﬁ
(T1, LC3) A
I will look into how well I have done on all the sections an 0
improve on the sections that I have not done well... At J;St
exercises I didn’t do well but when I started focusing on thissstrategy [
started improving my results because | can know h I 'ﬁd in

each section.

(T1, LC4)
D [ JIS
s b 4

During the intervention stage, the foIIowinngamghi\g ighted that they kept

track of their scores to compare the obtained &Mes w?fp t btain@:ores of prior
exercises: \

1 first looked at n(&ore which was

After completing today’s .
6/10. Previous exercis %10, S imp@ent in my work.
(T4, LB1, GLB) [ 0,
| see my score today was the sél lﬁzﬁgyeek 7/10. But I find my
scores have b&Nnrovilzg Dz@ng the first two exercises 1
scored 4/1 &
YUY
2.9
Q- &

& ‘v >

Y—v

Discussio
. N L
y, the participants dé@onstrated the ability to identify the errors made after

the co on of the exercises. They were able to understand the reasons for their scores

@y were determined to compare their current progress with the prior exercises, which

proved their motivation to identify errors for improvement. In this case, explicit instruction

4

of metacognitive strategies benefits ESL learners by allowing them to improve themselves
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based on the scores obtained (Lovett, 2008), which was evident among the participants in
the current study. In line with the recommendation by Goh (2006), ESL learners ew
their performance and compare their current and prior work, particularly on @akes
they make during the evaluation for listening tasks. The participants in t&ent study
expressed their concern on the scores they obtained and focused on the eWey made in
order to improve their results. They demonstrated appropriate erstandlng and
evaluation by comparing their results. With that, the participa E.ab

to practlse on

the areas they were weak at. These observations were ali wit tw that was

postulated by Flavell (1979), whereby learners who emp

metacogniti ettr&fe}es in

cet\ofi e th{/?ranguage

fo smg-‘ on™the ar%\ hat require
improvement. \: , CS«

d)  Problem-solving ‘éf) 0 >\y? c§\
| ' &

their learning process are able to evaluate their p

skills and revise their learning strategies

) Reflecting

&
Apart from that, the pa ms jﬁe{ t eﬁblllty to reflect when they

applied problem-solving st ingt rfg ess:
| (J
It is more Qﬂec hin f&“me to see which part | have

done well@y rogess of rp'th(ejsbfategy

(T3, L NS
| f part { ry important because here I will look into the
process of Ilstenan@H | have learned for a particular exercise
est
, LA3)

Q 1t allows me to understand by giving me to think the reason why I didn’t
do well for a test. 1 normally will write down simple notes on each
section so that | can reflect it and improve myself.

(T1, LB1)



The above findings were reaffirmed based on the outcomes of the learners’

discussion during the intervention stage. The excerpts of their discussion clearly r

that the participants analysed the strategies that they applied during the problemsselving

stage: *

I analysed on the questions by thinking back on the way | applied the
planning and monitoring strategy for today’s exercise. | thiwed to

focus more on my planning stage. T
(T5, LB3, GLB) |

N
| . O
I took down notes for today and my previo ercise }o e ethe{z~
see

what area | need to improve or no need ove.\l{I the
whole process whether | did all of the rrectly. o\

(T6, LC2, GLC)
S
\

Discussion ) N
6 =,
Accordingly, the participa\ re ab y"prqp&n-solving strategy in the

process of listening acquisition. parlicip

technique to compare the%t ey app

responses were in Iine'i%?‘w; recc]mm
learners typically IEW eir mi
¢
S

on the whole f using met
skills. Esse it is irfﬁoquZor learners to reflect on their learning process in order

siresorted+to employing the note-taking

ied UFi e listening process. The above

tion oh (2008) that highlighted how ESL

purir@he problem-solving stage as they reflect

isition skills and understanding of solving problems that are related to listening
ski er all, metacognitive strategies primarily aim to allow ESL learners to reflect on
their overall learning process for improvement (Vandergrift, 2002), which was clearly

demonstrated in this study. Furthermore, the obtained findings in this study supported the
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findings of Chamot (2005), whereby the use of metacognitive strategies motivates learners
to be independent as they practice and reflect on the strategies applied. Problem- ?ﬂg
skills are vital for ESL learners in gaining the required listening skills, as they r\ured
to practise and understand their mistakes. With that, learners are able td‘é@mme the

actual purpose of the given tasks and ways of improving their performg in language

acquisition, as demonstrated by the participants in the present stud)‘

4.4.3 Sequence of strategies .\d
AR
the

a) To improve the results and to be aware oéseque ces a‘/o@
sequence

Following that, the participants also ic d t ap the precise
sequence of the stages involved in th pI entation <<hltlve strategies.

Otherwise, they encountered dlfflcultles th e pro *e e,@'s not applied:

S

Q—
Yes. | follow them in an ﬂ%jhel e to improve my
results. r |

(T1, LA1) Cﬂ) ¢ &

I will do them c |ng tc] the ence ieCause it is difficult for me if

[ skip one I no 'zll bec)%f and that’s it my scores will
drop. :.? ¥ c')

(T1, |_ -&-’

Ye beca{s don’t low it by sequence I find it difficult to
ﬂ&thls strategy Wheg's’tenlng skill for example when | skip

not by just looking at the overall results.

Q (T1, LA3)
I will do them according to sequence because it is difficult for me if |

skip one process I normally will be lost and that’s it my scores will

; itoring and do evaluation | cannot compare the sections | did well

drop... I will do everything in the process as sequence because I will be
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able to improve my listening skill... otherwise I find it difficult because

understand.

(T1, LB3) ﬁ

of the language spoken by the speakers from the audio is difficult to Y.

Yes. | will do according to the sequence as all the parts in the str

are important and missing one part will put me in a situation of d

I face problem to focus for the next section... a few times, I, tried
skipping one of the strategies but it did not work for me at the

end | found out | have to follow it like a cycle then | to do well

on my own. i\d

(T1, LC1) " \Y'
I sometimes skipped planning because there i much time to glan l)n_{ﬂ
what | am about to listen depending on t er. of"q ons in\%r

section.
(T1, LB1)

I do skip monitoring because | N me consu
focus on the next section for t en stz

then I will go through the strategi seqaent Q‘:}
(T1, LB2) ¥
During the mterven%; severll partic i‘pas@hlghllghted that they performed

4
all the strategies in sequ m@e{ test s 6.?9‘5/

Today | E he st teg'es(f_lbot% planning to problem-solving by

seq tWﬁE It ed kl®g monitoring and my score was 5/10
b t ek itis7
\,‘2'
4 GLC) \‘?

y’s exercise I followed all the strategies accordingly and I scored
8/10 I noticed if I try to skip then I lost focus for the next question like
Iast week.

(T6, LA2, GLA)
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Discussion

According to the participants, their test scores were affected when the sequ?ﬁ
the strategies was not properly applied, which demonstrated the importar&}each
strategy, namely planning, monitoring, evaluating, and problem-solving, i ﬂ*ovmg the
test scores. Nevertheless, the main purpose of this study was nothprove the
participants’ test scores, but to demonstrate the influence of metacognitive strategies in
improving the participants’ performance to acquire the requi %n-m skills. Besides

that, the participants also highlighted that they were distrac hen hew skip the
X

sequence of strategies, which was difficult for them to tr 'or_\ﬂa}next

of @Wing the

which emphasises the importance of a g

c}
the learners to gain positive learnin es st, ). Q-
\ io
T I \
4.4.4 Advantages of usi gnitive str eg'e@'
v

a) Improve listeni ills | %(J
Most of the p@ \Q'at tI@w‘nproved their listening skills using
metacognitive @ N? (J(—)

0

\

>

are many advantag@ound when learning using this strategy...

depend on anyone and | can practice the tests and exercises at

Q anywhere and anytime.
(T1, LA2)

; tly I am able to learn on my own. Secondly, 7 found that I don’t need
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The advantage | have gained is that | found a way to learn listening

because before this | only learned other skills like reading, writing, and
speaking but none for listening. \Y.
(T1, LA3) (ﬁ

The strategies have become like a guide for me and every time ﬂé*

want to do listening test or exercises it automatically runs in myww

(T1, LB1) V
b) Promote independent learning : '

Adding to that, the participants acknowledged t he u eWcognitive

@
strategies supported them to become autonomous in their ning proc 4cc gto
the participants, the use of metacognitive strategi ided th e op@t’unity to

master listening skills independently:

X
g
O

It allows me to learn on my o

strategies and I can do m% ] own. ‘*}Zmpmved my

scores for my listening te& li C%skill more.

(T1, LAL) %

I can do the exerc%Yy. own without c’ep@ing on my teacher... 1

have improved listening. skill e eciaﬁé}f«hen learning English for

IELTS. &K l %

(T1, LC1) \ i (SQ

¢

I impro %scor for Igte ing tests and | like to learn listening

skill %T he‘,a v\'/a}g 1 @is I found a way to learn listening

b Q@fore this jusﬁisteﬁiﬁ'nd answer without thinking.

o

N
S

n
With respect to the metacognition theory by Flavell (1979), learners are provided

%

the opportunity to have autonomy in learning through metacognitive strategies, which was

clearly demonstrated in the present study. The obtained findings highlighted two
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significant advantages of using metacognitive strategies, namely improve listening skills
and promote independent learning. The findings of the present study fully supporYﬂ!e
obtained findings of prior studies (see Mareshal, 2007; Goh, 2006; Vander rNO?),
whereby explicit instruction on metacognitive strategies in listening all arners to
develop and improve their knowledge on how to acquire the required listening skills. It is
essential for ESL learners to gain learning skills, especially in_the text of IELTS
listening. Since most of these learners are not exposed to c HX;S

'between native

speakers, this may pose challenges for learners to maintal ir c SWO acquire
L ]

cessary le nds@YE'SL

learners need to familiarise themselves with inde Iew gh @Ecquired

learning skills, especially when they have to co it earniTg n subje@.Vz~
\ C§
4.4.5 Disadvantages of using metaco@se strate\AY ,<\
SR

a) More time to master the straiggi q &
[t e requ‘ié more time to master the

The participants also % th
metacognitive strategies be%& were able t apﬁl@se strategies during the learning
9%

$ &
process: \ O @)
& \
N, ) O
Using tEEsgf@egy IIhave t8werk @‘éﬂo move to other sections because
n

listening skills if they are not adequately equipped with t

itis g sumfn to do éach process... sometimes this causes me to
skip s of the strdtegi s..;\],?t'eed more time to use the strategy at the

ing but now | am ab@o use them well... It needs more practices.

you don’t follow the sequence then you will be lost and at the beginning

\ LA2)
Q I find that you must be able to apply the strategies correctly because if

stages you will need more time to be able to master the strategies... You

need to do a lot of practice to get on hold this strategy and you have to
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be discipline in order to ensure you improve your learning using this

¥
Discussion A

In the case of the present study, metacognitive strategies aIIoRearners to be

strategy.
(T1, LA3)

independent learners and promote self-learning and critical thinki W require higher-

order thinking skills. Nevertheless, learners require a certain t of time to master

metacognitive strategies through numerous practices. Acco Mants they

required more practices to improve their skills using met itive strategi 'In_{ny with

the findings of Rahimirad and Moini (2015), ESL | do re i e tl%% master
languag k| Q‘r

4.4.6 Learningaid Y ,‘\k

a) Develop more confidence ‘% f <§)

The participants gained Q:%ldel der o@ IELTS listening tests when
S di r

they applied metacognitive% , Whi Jl when they were not introduced
N3

to metacognitive strateg Q %
N
O

¢ J C,)

new learning strategies for the process of acquw

Yes. I fe con ldenc 0& t@o the IELTS listening tests... It has
help e agu et le rn@ning skill.
(T % 5

cause it gives more‘&hfldence to learn listening skill compare to
asttime... | can say that | am able to learn listening skill on my own...

t has helped me to overcome my problem to understand the audio
Q played for listening test.

(T1, LB2)



It has overcome my problem because before this I didn’t have a way to

more confidence.

(T1, LB3) @

The participants also highlighted that they were able to understand e audio played

Y'

It has helped me to overcome my problem to tand t 'audi

learn listening but now | feel relieved looking at my scores and | have Y.

during the exercises or tests:

played for listening test. . NS

(T1, LC1) é J | _\"}

Discussion é‘r
According to the participants, the %aco trat increased their

confidence in acquiring the required li hkl ea er;\who are exposed to

explicit learning strategies galn con ce Qnd e om er in language tests

o
(Vandergrift, 2007; Cahyono, 201 |c onstsw in the present study. The

above responses also reveae thatithe participa We@w to listen to the audio played.
bl

7‘

‘<
In other words, they WE\ u 'ta the ersations between native speakers

despite the initial ch es of din @ conversations among ESL learners
(Abbas and Reza, \Th eti g'z!tp F@tlon of metacognitive strategies in IELTS

listening pr ps ?S learn @rform well for listening tasks. In view of the
b4

above, the study demonstract%d‘,zrnetacognltlve strategies as essential learning aid

N

that ts the process of language learning, especially in mastering the required

b skills, and improves the listening scores.
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4.4.7 Suggestions and comments

a) Should be introduced in schools YV
The participants added that metacognitive strategies should be in@d in

schools for learners to improve their listening skills and other language skiHlSs:

I wish | have learned this strategy long time back so that I cam@pply
them from the beginning during my school days... I hope tthtion
will make this strategy in the syllabus so that other ud%n learn
it.

(T1, LB3) '\d‘

I think this strategy should be introduced ir’$ so that wh tre Q}Y'

students come to college they will be able to |stenir}g ill gasier. =

(T1, LC2) N

o NS
I hope that these strategies are mtrodu% scheol | as f I
heard from my younger brother@n pri ooICSQ/ have

listening tests.
ey <\C-_, ] 2
Q-

Discussion \ %

The obtained findi%; reJnt S )/' s@oned the claim by Vandergrift

itive fn:ategies would help ESL learners to

<

(2007), whereby early sure tol
enhance their listenipg skills. ' %ﬁj%(o give up on acquiring listening skills
¢
[ %g r langua

o

ot Je alﬂl in the early learning stage. The use of

and focus on i I
" : NA .
metacogniti rategies Helps dearner simultaneously master the required language

Y—v

skills in 0 improve their Ian@ proficiency effectively.

b) Me more guidance

; ne of the participants commented that teachers should provide more guidance on
u

se metacognitive strategies:
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I think the teacher should give us more guidance compared to 3 lessons
which are not enough. This will give us time to use these strategies Y'

without referring to them a lot.

(T1, LC4) @
Discussion Y'

Through adequate guidance from teachers, learners are abl tcm and apply what

ying metacognitive

ow elwtegies are
C

they learn. As highlighted by Goh (2006), the effectiveness

strategies in the process of acquiring listening skills depends

taught to learners, as not all learners are able to properly themselve p}c& y on
whether they apply the strategies appropriately. He req{ er a@énce and

guidance from teachers towards becomli de ndeni ers. &;neral, the

participants were well aware of the advak metacognitive st@ﬁies in mastering
listening skills. Under the guidance o hers, t Icip 'bvere able to apply a
%;F?é y \

proper sequence of strategies, rem sed, and improve r listening skills in the
\ N\’w
IELTS listening preparatory co N

45  Chapter Sum& |
This chapte pr tatlve and qualitative findings and

discussions of th: S tst y. T réulé?owed that metacognitive strategies namely

the plannin ringf"evaluating ancmroblem solving should be used to guide ESL

learners n& uiring IELTS Iisteni\(@ékills. The results from the MALQ illustrated the
level eness the participants from the experimental and the control group during the
ost experimental stage which was supported by the learner’s checklist which was

ed during the intervention stage.

Next the results from the T test conducted on the IELTS Listening test scores

during the post experimental stage indicated the experimental group’s scores were
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significant compared to the control group. This was further supported with learners’
exercises scores from week 1 until 6 of the experimental group which was signv,
which was analysed using a one-way repeated measures Anova. C}
Finally, the results of the interview which was conducted the post
experimental stage revealed the perspectives of the participants of the experimental group
on the use metacognitive strategies when acquiring IELTS listening skills! The data of the
Y.

ways the participants applied the metacognitive strategies d rvention stage

was used to support the data from the interview. The conclusion, impli awtudy, and
@
recommendations for future research will be presented in llowing ¢ elj _{-)

\" N
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