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Abstract

The study investigated the impact of instructionsnoetacognitive learning strategy on narrative e sgdting
ability of Senior Secondary School students in $ol&tate. The main objective was to find out whethaning
on metacognitive learning strategy has impact amatige essay writing of the students. Five redeapeestions
and five null hypotheses were formulated to gulteresearch. One hundred and twenty-eight studiemsSS
Il in the State served as sample. A Quasi-experiahei@sign was used where a pre-test, treatmenpaesistest
was conducted. A researcher design test instrucedtgd Narrative Essay Writing Test (NEWT) was used
gather data. The instrument was validated and plsted using test-retest method. The reliabitigex of the
instruments was 0.75. An intact class was usedarienental group while another intact class seagdontrol
group. The control group received instruction orratéve essay writing while the experimental gragpeived
instruction on narrative essay writing along withining on metacognitive learning strategy. Théistiaal tools
used in the analysis of the data were mean, stdrdfaiiation and t-test. It was found that experitakegroups
performed better than their control groups’ in tber aspects of narrative essay writing. The caosiolu drawn
from this was that metacognitive learning strategy help improve students’ narrative essay writibdity. It
was therefore recommended that students at Seeiwon8ary School level in Sokoto State should bergiv
training on metacognitive learning strategy to emeatheir narrative essay writing ability. Furtherm
adequate training should be given to teachers gfifinas a second language (L2) on metacognitimieg
strategies and they should be encouraged to iritegaane into their narrative essay writing lessons.

Key Words. Metacognitive Strategies, Essay Writing, Narratigsay, Senior Secondary School, Content of
Essay, Organisation of Essay

1. Introduction

The vital role played by acquisition of English darage skills in the socio-economic, political academic life
of Nigerian students cannot be underscored. Enfdisiuage has remained the official and commonuageg in
Nigeria where tribes and tongues differ. It is thedium of instruction of which knowledge and skalslevels
above the lower basic of formal education are aeqluiby learners. Therefore, proficiency in Englshguage
is a passport to good education and social mobhiiitiigeria society. Consequently, mastering ase of the
various skills of the language become corner stoh&nglish curriculum at secondary education leiel
Nigeria.

Writing is one of the most vital activities of @eliate society. It is foundational to success @daics, in the
work place and in the global economy. The risinmded for a literate society globally has made pieficy in

writing paramount in education. Rog (2007) emptessithat students need to read so they can leaut i
world but they need to know how to write so they change the world. This statement captures theatiiy of

writing to life generally. One of the great chaljeis facing English Language teachers in Sokot® $tahat of
teaching written composition. For instance, Sa2®0{) conducted an error analysis of the writterrkwaf

students in Sokoto State and found that 29.5% ettmpled students did not attempt the writingiedit all

because they are simply ill-equipped to write. Tikimdeed a matter of great concern. Perhapsthetteaching
methods adopted by language teachers and leartmatggies used by students to write essays keep #tea
disadvantage. It is against this backdrop thatrédsearchers decided to look for alternative wayseathing
writing skills for students to write better nartegiessays with ease.
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2.1 Objectives of the Study
The specific objectives of the study were to;
1. Determine the difference between the Narrative ¥asding ability of SS 1l students trained on

metacognitive learning strategy and the conventigraup.

2. Determine the difference between the performan@Sofi students trained on metacognitive learning
strategy and the conventional group in the coraspect of Narrative Essay writing.

3. Determine the difference between the performanc&Sofi students trained on metacognitive learning
strategy and the conventional group in the orgdiomaspect of Narrative Essay writing.

4. Identify the difference between the performanc&$fll students trained on metacognitive learning
strategy and the conventional group in the expoesaspect of Narrative essay writing.

5. Find out the difference between the performanc®@®fl students trained on metacognitive learning
strategy and the conventional group in the meclahaiccuracy aspect of Narrative Essay writing.

2.2 Resear ch Questions
To aid the conduct of the research, the followiegparch questions were raised:

1. What is the difference between the narrative essiing ability of SS Il students trained on
metacognitive learning strategy and the conventigraup?

2. What is the difference between the performanceSofl Students trained on metacognitive learning
strategy and the conventional group in the cordaepect of Narrative Essay writing?

3. What is the difference between the performanceSofi Students trained on metacognitive learning
strategy and the conventional group in the orgdiozaspect of Narrative Essay writing?

4. What is the difference between the performanceSofl Students trained on metacognitive learning
strategy and the conventional group in the expoessspect of Narrative Essay writing?

5. What is the difference between the performanceSofi Students trained on metacognitive learning
strategy and the conventional group in the mecldaiccuracy aspect of Narrative Essay writing?

2.3 Resear ch Hypotheses
To guide the conduct of the research, the followinj hypotheses were formulated:

1. There is no significant difference between the atare essay writing ability of SS Il students texdnon
metacognitive learning strategy and the conventigraup.

2. There is no significant difference between thdqrerance of SS Il students trained on metacognitive
learning strategy and the conventional group incthrgent aspect of Narrative Essay writing.

3. There is no significant difference between theqreniince of SS Il students trained on metacognitive
learning strategy and the conventional group inoifygnization aspect of Narrative Essay writing.

4. There is no significant difference between the grenince of SS Il students trained on metacognitive
learning strategy and the conventional group inetkigression aspect of Narrative Essay writing.

5. There is no significant difference between thegrantince of SS Il students trained on metacognitive
learning strategy and the conventional group inmieehanical accuracy aspect of Narrative Essay
writing.

3. Review of Related Literature

Essay writing refers to writing of one’s opiniorexperiences, prejudices and inner passions todrk EEssays
are best written when “the writer has a wide raofjgnowledge, possesses impeccable linguistic gefty
and has the ability to organize the ideas in caftererganically related paragraphs” (Olusegun, 2Q01).
Narrative essay is writing about a succession eh&s/or storytelling. The events may be factuahwginary.
These skills can be acquired when the right styatéfdearning to write is applied by the studer@ne of the
best learning strategies according to scholarsdlfigm and Chen 2010; Conner 2007) is metacogniiaming
strategy which sprang from the broad term metadimgmni Metacognition is thinking about thinking aisdmost
commonly broken down into two distinct but inteateld areas: metacognitive knowledge and metacoegniti
regulation. Metacognitive knowledge is awarenessrd’s thinking or thinking about what one knowsisl
viewed by Zhang (2010) as highly interactive knalgle variable of person knowledge, task knowledgd, a
strategic knowledge.
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Person’s knowledge refers to general knowledgel#aahers have acquired about themselves as lsambkich
facilitate or inhibit learning. We know that chi@dr are not very accurate or efficient at describift they
know, but as they get older their skills improvepecially if they have been taught and have hactipeain how
to think about and discuss their own thinking. T&slowledge generally involves three aspects: Laaine
knowledge about the task purpose and how it wiknhtkeir learning needs and goals (Breen 1987)wlatge
about the nature of a particular task identifiedotigh a classification process; information abouiask’s
demands such as the approach to the task and ttvdddge and skills needed to complete the tasktegfic
knowledge on the other hand, refers to general kedye about the types and usefulness of strategres,
specific knowledge about their utility for learninQf particular importance are metacognitive sggge, which
are “general skills through which learners manadjegct, regulate and guide their learning, i.e.nplag,
monitoring and evaluating” (Wenden, 1998: 519). @oenmon approach to developing metacognitive skills
involves teaching study strategies that requirdesits to think about the way they learn best.

Metacognitive regulation otherwise known as selédiion or directing learning refers to the proesdsy which
learners plan how to approach a task, their armlysihe task, and the monitoring of its implemé&ota The
cognitive literature refers to the same processessaf-regulation (Wenden, 2001). When a studerg ha
information about his/her thinking (metacognitiveokvledge), he/she is able to use this informatioditect or
regulate his/her learning. Metacognitive learnimgtegy is a procedure management adopted by lsatoe
learn a second or foreign language successfullyacnregulated by learners themselves (China 2010).
includes determining and adjusting learning ain®osing learning methods and skills and evaludtagning
results. It is a strategy consisting of self- plagron a given task, self- monitoring in the coun§executing the
plan and self- evaluation after completing the taSkce learners have a good command of metacognitiv
learning strategy, they will become more independerd autonomous and will be more capable of ptanni
monitoring and evaluating their writing processes #hus become efficient writers (Chen & Fenghua0
This is because numerous studies revealed thateryast writing skill can be made easy through direc
instruction on metacognitive learning strategiels¢@ & Robert, 2004; Kasper 1997; Uwazurike, 2010).

Conner (2007) conducted a study on final year hsghool students. It was aimed at investigating the
relationship between strategy use and sophistitatiotheir essays. The results showed that studehts
produced good quality essays used metacognitiadegly to plan and monitor their work more than shid
whose essays were of poor quality. The currentarebeis unique to the ones outlined above as ithted on
specific form of writing, that is narrative essayitimg which is fundamental to WAEC, GCE and NEC@&ppr
one test of English in Nigeria.

4. M ethodology

Quasi-experimental design was used for the conaluthie study. Thus, a pre-test-treatment-postapgroach
was used to ascertain the impact of instructiommmtacognitive learning strategy on student’ nareatssay
writing ability. One intact class served as experital group and was paired with another intactscéesscontrol
group. The control group received instruction orraiéve essay writing while the experimental groepeived
the same instruction on narrative essay writindaih additional integrated training on metacogaifizarning
strategy of planning, monitoring and evaluatiomirthe researchers. The subjects used in the stady senior
secondary school Il (SS 1) students in Sokotoestaheir age ranged from 16-19 years. The totalbaurof this
category of students for the 2011/2012 academisi@esvhen the study was conducted was 11,839 frém 5
senior secondary schools in the State. The samsplested for the research were 128 (59 experihanth69
control) SSII students from two intact classes wb tsenior secondary schools. Simple random sampling
technique was used in the selection of one intassahat participated in the study.

An instrument tagged ‘Narrative Essay Writing TESEWT)' was developed by the researchers using the
contents of the Senior Secondary Education CutrinulEnglish language) for SS 1-3 of the Federalistiip of
Education, Nigeria (2007). The test item was caséd drawing from the provisions of the syllabos $S I

on “writing for effective communication” aspecttie curriculum. The study lasted for six weeks vpitB-tests
conducted in the first week. Metacognitive leagnstrategy in this study was of three aspects. fireebeing
self-planning was therefore exhaustively discussét the experimental group. This was done witheeas
students’ past experiences were used in activdliag critical thinking thereby coming-up with ideavhich
were brained-stormed and put in bubbles. Someeoffrthin areas and ideas generated are presentegline E.
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Reasons for the
journey

Preparation
excitement

Natural
vegetation
terrain serenity

Characters
passengers driver

A recent journey Incidents events

Traffic, villages
animals

Tall  buildings
sights & sounds

End of the
journey, at the
motorpark

Figure: 1 Parts of a Recent Journey.

The students were then trained on how to make fftansriting the narrative essay taking into accoswmme of
the ideas generated which would be expanded fooa garration. The use of flash back technique was
concretized with clear examples.

Self-monitoring was then introduced in the thirdekeof the study. Students were trained on how taitop

their narration for precision and meeting the regglilength of the essay. Self-monitoring technigqu#odies
the ability to stay clear of mistakes of grammantence structure and inconsistent tense usesdtiatiudes
avoidance technique with regards to spelling antcfuation marks so that the student is constaetiyimded

and aware of such mistakes which could thwartsohiter effort of obtaining a good grade. Studenésew
therefore offered training in this direction in ptiaal terms as they partake in building up a dddfttheir

respective journeys taking into consideration tlae pnade the previous week.

The fourth week featured discussion on self-evanabf the draft made i.e. the narration on therjey
recently made. Here, students were trained onasskssment of the piece of writing. This was danerdler to
pick or edit the write-up for spelling mistakesulty grammar, vocabulary, concord, punctuationsésnetc.
Self-evaluation ensures a more and improved wiitesince check and balances are made with reference
fluency, accuracy and even content of the narrafitie overall assessment of the efforts at nagadijourney
from the start to the end of the journey was mad&ing sure that a rich piece of writing is arrivetd Week
five of the study was extensive training on the oéghe metacognitive learning strategy of selfrpliaag,
monitoring and evaluation integrated in writing @native essay on ‘a recent journey’. This was donghree
stages. The first stage was practical demonstratfowriting a modeled narrative essay with the afdthe
bubbles generated taking into account the technigiueself-monitoring. The students were engaged on
constructing coherent sentences to make-up a p@gotagvith clear linkages relevant to subsequentgrapds.

Next, students were guided by the researcher tgposentheir respective essays and tasked to exjainst the

criteria of spelling, punctuation, style, languagsed, length etc. Students were then asked to raake
independent effort at narrating a journey they maetently. It was expected that they would utilide
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knowledge gained through the training on metacogniearning strategy to accomplish the task sisfoég.
The data collected through the making of their iéfavere analyzed using both descriptive and imfie
statistics. Descriptive statistics of mean andda&ad deviation were used to answer the reseamettiqas while
inferential statistics of t-test was used to tést five hypotheses formulated for the study. Thwdjenerated
through these processes were used to frame thes pi#sented in the findings.

5.1 Findings

The hypotheses of the study were tested at 0.0fadgvels.The criteria for decision making was, if the alpha
value of 0.05 exceeds the p-value in the t-tesn ttihe null hypothesis would be rejected, othenlige null
hypothesis would be upheld. The analysis of eam$earch question was done then followed by the
corresponding hypothesis since the data requinethétwo were contained in the same Table.

Research Question 1: What is the difference between the narrative essay writing ability of SS 11 students
trained on metacognitive lear ning strategy and the conventional group?

Table 1: t-test Comparing Posttest Scores of Experimental and Control Groupsin Narrative Essay

Variables N Mean SD DF | t-cal P-value Decision

Experimental
59 | 46.59 | 1536 | 156 1779 |0.00 Ho: Reject

Control Group 69 | 2051 9.05

To answer Research Question 1, the information @bld 1 serve as guide. The Table shows that the
experimental students exposed to metacognitiveitrgiscored a mean score of 46.59 in their perfao®an
narrative essay writing with a standard deviatiéri®.36. The control group students on the ottardhwho
were taught narrative essay only recorded a meare sof 29.51 and a standard deviation of 9.05. The
difference in the mean score between the two grewgss 17.08 in favour of the students in the expenial
group. This difference was subjected to furthexlysis in Hypothesis One.

Hypothesis One: There is no significant difference between the narrative essay writing ability of SS I
studentstrained on metacognitive learning strategy and the conventional group.

Table 1 showed that there was a difference betweepost-test mean scores of control and experahgnbups
in narrative essay writing. The value of t-caltethwas 7.79, the degree of freedom was 126 wihdetvalue
was 0.00. The decision reached was that Hypotl@grsisthat assumes no significant difference indhvisction
was rejected because the alpha value of 0.05 wesegrthe p-value of 0.00. This mean that theesttsdin
experimental group performed much better than thosgontrol group. Thus metacognitive learning tetgy
proved to be quite effective in improving the n#uea essay writing ability of students of seniocsedary
school (SSII) students in Sokoto State.

Research Question 2: What is the difference between the performance of SS Il students trained on
metacognitive learning strategy and the conventional group in the content aspect of Narrative Essay
writing?

Table 2: t-test Comparing Posttest Scores of Experimental and Control Groups in Content of Narrative
Essay

Variables N Mean SD DF |t-cal | P-value Decision
Experimental
59 | 17.02 3.36 126 | 9.11 | 0.00 Ho: Reject
69 11.38 3.60

Control Group

To answer Research Question 2, reference is matthe tdescriptive statistics in Table 2 which showreat the
mean score of students in experimental group exptisenetacognitive treatment as well as essayngritias
17.02 Content segment of Essay writing. The stahdaviation recorded by the same group was 3BlGe
students in control group on the other hand hadeamscore of 11.38 with a standard deviation 00.3.€he
difference in the two means was 5.64. This difieeeawas subjected to t-test in Hypothesis 2.
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Hypothesis Two: There is no significant difference between the posttest performances of SS Il students
trained on metacognitive learning strategy and the conventional group in the Content aspect of Narrative
essay writing.

Table 2 indicated that the calculated t-value wa4 9vhile the p-value was 0.00. Since the P-vaduess than
the alpha value, the null hypothesis was rejecidis means that metacognitive learning strategypnaged to
be effective in facilitating the learning of cont@spect of narrative essay among SS Il studer®kdto State.

Research Question 3: What is the difference between the performance of SS Il students trained on
metacognitive lear ning strategy and the conventional group in the organization aspect of Narrative Essay
writing?

Table 3: t-test Comparing Posttest Scores of Experimental and Control Groups in Organization of
Narrative Essay

Variables N M ean SD DF |t-cal | P-value Decision
Experimental

59 | 1251 4567 1196 | 411 | 0.00 Ho: Reject
Control Group 69 971 3.08

Table 3 provides the data that answer ResearchtiQués The descriptive information in the Tablews that
the mean score of students in experimental grougspect of organization component of narrativagsgas
12.51 with a standard deviation of 4.57. The sttglén the control group recorded a mean scoretf @hile
the standard deviation stood at 3.08. The diffeeen mean performance was 2.8 in favour of theegergental
group. This variation in mean score was subjetiddrther analysis in Hypothesis 3.

Hypothesis Three: There is no significant difference between the posttest performances of SS |11 students
trained on metacognitive learning strategy and the conventional group in the Organization aspect of
Narrative essay writing.

To test H3, t-test analysis was carried out to compare weerheans. Table 3 again showed that t-calculated
was 4.11 with a p-value of 0.00. The degree afdoen was 126. Hypothesis 3 was rejected on thengrthat

the p-value was smaller than the alpha value 0.B&sed on this submission, the observed differémdae
posttest scores of experimental and control graupthe organization aspect of narrative essayngitif SS Il
students in Sokoto State was significant to dragvittierence that metacognitive knowledge can imprthe
organization essay writing ability of the subjects.

Research Question 4: What is the difference between the performance of SS Il students trained on
metacognitive learning strategy and the conventional group in the expression aspect of Narrative Essay
writing?

Table 4: t-test Comparing Posttest Scores of Experimental and Control Groupsin Expression of Narrative
Essay.

Variables N M ean SD DF |t-cal | P-value Decision
Experimental
59 11.66 528 126 | 8.52 | 0.00 Ho: Reject
69 5.70 2.25

Control Group

Table 4 holds the data related to Research Quedtiand Hypothesis 4. The mean score of students in
experimental group in respect of the expressioe@spof narrative essay was 11.66 and their stdritfviation
was 5.28. The students in the control group resmbral mean score of 5.70 with a standard deviatich2b.

The observed mean difference was 5.96. This vesden Hypothesis 4.

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference between the posttest performances of SS Il students

trained on metacognitive learning strategy and the conventional group in the Expression aspect of
Narrative essay writing.
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Table 4 shows that the t-calculated was 8.52, #grak of freedom was 126 while the p-value was.0Dige
alpha value of 0.05 was higher than the p-valueclwimecessitated the rejection of Hypothesis 4. ti@n
strength of these data, it was concluded that iffieréince observed between the posttest scoreS df Sudents
who were exposed to metacognitive learning stratayy the control group was significant to infertttize

treatment package of metacognitive instructionp$hel developing expression aspect of narrativeyessiting

among the control groups.

Question 5: What is the difference between the performance of SS |l students trained on metacognitive
learning strategy and the conventional group in the mechanical accuracy aspect of Narrative Essay
writing?

Table 5: t-test Comparing Posttest Scores of Experimental and Control Groupsin Mechanical Accuracy
of Narrative Essay

Variables N Mean SD DF |t-cal | P-value Decision
Experimental
59 | 541 3.33 126 | 5.94 | 0.00 Ho 5: Reject
69 2.72 1.59

Control Group

Question 5 and Hypothesis 5 focus on the mecharfiessay writing. The Table shows that the meamnesob
students in experimental group was 5.41 while taedard deviation was 3.33 mechanical accuracycasge
narrative essay. The students in the control gaouthe other hand scored a mean score of 2.72anstandard
deviation of 1.59. The mean difference betweentife groups was 2.69. This difference was the exthpf

comparison in Hypothesis

Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference between the posttest performances of SS Il students
trained on metacognitive learning strategy and the control group in the Mechanical Accuracy aspect of
Narrative essay writing

Table 5 indicated that the value of t-calculated Wed4 with 126 degree of freedom. The p-valu8.60 was
observed to be smaller than the alpha value of 8d5for the research. Therefore, Null Hypothesiwes
rejected. Thus, it is inferred that metacognitigarhing strategy was effective in promoting therigay of the
mechanical accuracy aspect of narrative essayngriémong SS Il students in Sokoto State.

Based on the analysis of the study, the followirggthe major findings:
1. The SS Il students in the experimental group wheewtained on metacognitve learning strategy made

more gains in their narrative essay writing scéhes students in control group who were taught
narrative essay only. This is because the meam sd@xperimental group was significantly higher
than that of the control group.

2. The SS Il students in the experimental groups whevrained on metacognitve learning strategy made
more gains in their post-test mean scores on ‘@draspect of narrative essay writing than their
counterpart in the control group.

3. The SS Il students in the experimental group tchimie metacognitve learning strategy made more
gains in their post-test mean scores on ‘Oganiaasispect of narrative essay writing than the auintr
group.

4. The SS Il students in the experimental groups whrewrained on metacognitve learning strategy made
more gains in their post-test mean scores on ‘Esgioa’ aspect of narrative essay writing than the
control group counterparts.

5. The SS Il students in the experimental groups éion metacognitve learning strategy made more
gains in their post-test mean scores on ‘Mecharficaliracy’ aspect of narrative essay writing thae t
control group.

5.2 Discussion of Findings
The study investigated the impact of metacogniiéeaening strategy on essay writing ability of serdgecondary
school (SSII) students in Sokoto State. Findingsmfnumerous studies revealed that mastery of \rgtkill can

be made easy through direct instruction on metdtiugrstrategies (See, Razi 2012; Kasper, 1997%. filesent
investigation confirmed the aforementioned findingesult of posttest mean scores of experimentaligr
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exposed to metacognitive learning strategy wasifgigntly greater than that of the control grouponteceived
the conventional writing instruction on narrativesay writing. Findings from studies conducted thaggest the
potency of metacognitive strategy in promoting etifee essay writing were in agreement with the ifigd of

the present study. For example, Chularut in Sn#€®8) after conducting a study on metacognition stndents
in ESL classroom concluded that students receiexglicit instruction in concept mapping would outipem

students in alternative learning strategy condgiam achievement, self-monitoring, knowledge adtjois

strategies and self-efficacy. The above also cwaduwith the findings of the research especiallyarrative
essay writing. It was found that EG2 performed dreith narrative essay writing in their posttest msaores
when compared to results of CG2. In other wordslestts who received training on metacognitive sghatn

narrative essay writing did better than those wrerennot explicitly exposed to the idea of metactigmi
strategy use.

The qualitative data indicated that gains were néet on the part of the students trained on the afse
metacognitive learning strategy on narrative eswatyng. The post test scores depicted that impnoxet were
observed on the ‘Content’, ‘Organization’ and ‘Eegsion’ as well as the’ Mechanical Accuracy’ aspeift
narrative essay writing. Findings of the researghpsrted the position of Magno (2008) who carrietiastudy

on reading strategy, amount of writing, metacognitimetamemory and apprehension as predictors gifdn
written proficiency. The researcher concludes teathing students to make use of the three diffesteategies
(reading strategy, metacognitive strategy and metaony strategy) may lead them to produce improved
compositions, narrations in written form, essayd aritten reports.

6. Recommendations
In consonance with the findings of the researchfaiewing recommendations were offered:

1) The learners of English especially at secondargadevels should be encouraged to study the basic
process and the art of essay writing to imprové thidting ability.

2) Atthe same time, English language teachers sthmutléxtra effort at teaching the students wellstoa
achieve better results through effective pedagogy.

3) Learners of English language should be trainecetmine aware of the existence of metacognitive
learning strategy and its efficacy at improvingitheriting ability.

4) Explicit metacognitive training should be offeredstudents of secondary schools which will go @lon
way in enriching their narrative writing performasc

5) Teachers of English language should be given psafeal training on the usefulness of metacognitive
strategies and the effective ways of training leesrio adopt the strategies for autonomous learning
For instance, National Teachers Institute (NTI) oeganize workshops for English language teachers
to promote the use of metacognitive leaning stsateg

6) An infusion of a course of study or a course cank@own as strategy training in the curriculum of
would-be-teachers of English at either the NCE egie level or (both) could equipped teachers with
the necessary pedagogical skills to offer instarctin metacognitive learning strategies to students
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