
Rajab Ali Rayati Damavandi, Ph.D in TEFL, 

Mazandaran University 

Email: r.rayati@umz.ac.ir

Vahid Rahmani Doqaruni, M.A. Student in TEFL, 

Mazandaran University 

Email: rahmani7@gmail.com

چكيده 
دانش  از  بيشتر  استفاده ي  اجازه ي  في البداهه»،  با «سخن گفتن  مقايسه  در  قبلي»،  آمادگي  با  است كه «سخن گفتن  داده  نشان  تحقيقات 
فرازباني را به زبان آموزان مي دهد. در نتيجه به خطاهاي كمتري در گفتار آنان مي انجامد. هالستين و هالستين (1894) عنوان مي كنند: از آن جا كه 
زبان آموزان ضعيف تر كنترل كمتري روي توليدات زباني شان دارند، به زمان بيشتري براي توليد گفتاري نياز دارند. آيا اين موضوع در مورد ديگر 
اشكال ارتباطي، يعني نوشتار، نيز صادق است؟ تحقيق حاضر به بررسي اين موضوع مي پردازد و بر آن است تا ميزان استفاده ي صحيح حروف 
تعريف انگليسي توسط زبان آموزان را در دو موقعيت متفاوت (يعني وجود زمان آمادگي و يا عدم آن) مورد ارزيابي قرار دهد. به عبارت ديگر، تحقيق 
حاضر در پي پاسخ به اين سؤال است: «تأثير زمان آمادگي پيش از شروع نگارش روي استفاده ي صحيح حروف تعريف زبان انگليسي در فعاليت 

نوشتاري روايتي زبان آموزان چگونه است؟»
در تحقيق حاضر، دو گروه همگن از فراگيرندگان زبان انگليسي كه سطح دانش زباني آن ها متوسط ارزيابي شد، براساس يك سلسله تصاوير 
فاقد متن در دو وضعيت متفاوت به نوشتن يك داستان پرداختند. عامل زمان آمادگي به عنوان متغيري درخصوص نحوه ي عمل زبان آموزان به 
كار گرفته شد. زبان  آموزان گروه اول اجازه داشتند، قبل از نوشتن به مدت پنج دقيقه به تصاوير نگاه كنند و براي نوشتن آمادگي پيدا كنند. اما 
زبان آموزان گروه دوم به محض دريافت تصاوير بايد به نوشتن مي پرداختند. سپس عملكرد آن ها با توجه به ميزان استفاده ي درست از حروف 
تعريف معين و نامعين در متون نوشته شده مورد بررسي قرار گرفت. آن گاه، به منظور دست يابي به نتايج اين دو نوع وضعيت توليد زباني، داده هاي 
به دست آمده در دو گروه مقايسه شدند. نتايج به دست آمده نشان داد كه زبان آموزان، بدون توجه به عامل زمان، در نوشته هايشان از حروف 
تعريف نامعين انگليسي (a/an) صحيح تر از حرف تعريف معين (the) استفاده مي كنند. هم چنين، متغير زمان تأثير بيشتري در توليد حروف تعريف 

نامعين در مقايسه با حروف تعريف معين دارد.
براساس اين تحقيق مي توان توصيه كرد كه معلمان زبان انگليسي، قبل از انجام فعاليت كلاسي، به زبان آموزان مقداري وقت بدهند تا آن ها در 
نظام ميان زباني خود بررسي دقيق تري انجام دهند و كنترل بيشتري نسبت به آن پيدا كنند. ضمناً، آن ها نبايد انتظار داشته باشند كه عنصر زمان 

تأثير يكنواختي روي يادگيري واحدهاي زباني متفاوت داشته باشد.
كليدواژه ها: ايجاد آمادگي، متون نوشتاري، حروف تعريف نامعين، حرف تعريف معي.
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significantly from the treatment which 
was conducted. The t-test between scores 
of field dependents and field independents 
revealed no significant difference between 
the participants who were field-independent 
and thase who were field-dependent.

As the results of this study show that 
strategy instruction has an impact on 
the desirable noticing of strategy use in 
terms of awareness- raising, it is worth 
implementing metacognitive strategy 
instruction to help L2 speakers to cope with 
ESL oral tasks, thereby providing a means 
to help students improve their language 
ability and facilitate task completion. It 
may also be desirable to plan for strategy 
instruction with a view to promote the 
effective use of metacognitive strategy 
instruction in the language classroom. The 
provision of time and space for students 
to practice metacognitive strategies prior 
to task implementation can enhance the 
students’ performance achievement.

Based on insights from the previous 
researchers, we can assume that 
metacognitive strategy use leads to better 
comprehension and more successful 
reading. The findings of this study support 
this assumption and imply more careful 

planning in reading strategy instruction.The 
findings imply that at  the imtermediate level 
explicit metacognitive strategy instruction is 
necessary for both field dependent and field 
independent readers; and all readers should 
be given edequate opportunities to practice 
all sorts of metacognitive strategies.
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When readers encounter 
comprehension problems 

they use strategies to 
overcome their difficulties; 
different learners seem to 
approach reading tasks in 

different ways, and some of 
these ways appear to lead 
to better comprehension
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27.80 while in the experimental group it is  
28.20. To examine the differences and see 
whether they were significant, the 
researchers applied t-test to the means.

In tables 7 and 8, the P value of both 
groups are higher than the level of 
significance which means there is no 
significant difference between the sub-
groups in the control and experimental 
group in the pre-test.

Tables 9 and 10 show the results of the 
post-test of the sub-groups.

As the above tables indicate, the mean 
score of field dependents, in the control 
group is 29.46 while that of the experimental 
group is 32.26 and the mean score of the 
field independents in the control group is 
29.66 while that of the experimental group 
is 36.80. To check the significance of the 

differense t-test was used.
The results in tables 11 and 12 show no 

significant difference between the sub-
groups, though a trend in the direction 
of significance can be seen so the second 
null hypothesis was confirmed.

onclusion and Implications
The main concern of this study was to 

find out whether or not using metacognitive 
strategies can have any effect on reading 
comprehension of intermediate EFL 
learners, and whether this effect would 
be equal on field dependent and field 
independent learners.

The result revealed a significant 
increase in the performance of subjects 
in the experimental group which means 
the subjects in the group benefited 

Table 11: T-test between pretest of field dependent in C- and E- groups

Post-test
Field 

independent
(C-group) 

-
(E-group)

Paired Differences

t df
Sig. 

(2-tailed)Mean
Std.

Deviation
Std. Error

Mean

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Differences

Lower Upper

-2.80000 10.09385 2.60622 -8.38797 2.78979 -1.074 14 0.301

Table 10: Descriptive statistics of field dependent/ independent’s post test in E-group

Number Mean Std. Deviation Variance Range Min Max
Field dependent 15 32.2667 6.74502 45.495 22.00 22.00 44.00

Field independent 15 36.8000 7.57062 57.314 25.00 22.00 47.00

Table 12: T-test between post test of field Independent in C- and E- groups

Post-test
Field 

independent
(C-group) 

-
(E-group)

Paired Differences

t df
Sig. 

(2-tailed)Mean
Std.

Deviation
Std. Error

Mean

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Differences

Lower Upper

-7.13333 11.96941 3.09049 -13.7618 -0.50490 -2.308 14 0.037

C
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independent), the researchers administered 
the GEFT Questionnaire.

The numbers of field dependent/ field 
independent participants were 15 and 
16 in the control group while in the 
experimental group the numbers were 16 
and 17 respectively. For this study the 
participants who were of medium type 
were not included in the analysis. To make 
sure that the groups are of the same type 
the researchers chose 15 participants of 
each type in both groups.

To test the second hypothesis; the 
researchers divided the field dependent/ 

field independent participants’ reading 
comprehension scores in both groups. 
Therefore, the control group consisted of 
two subgroups: field dependent and field 
independent and the experimental group 
also consisted of two subgroups. Tables 
5 and 6 show the descriptive statistics of 
the sub-groups  of the control group and 
experimental group in the pre-test.

As table 5 and 6 indicate the mean score 
of the field dependent in the control group 
is 25.40 while in the experimental group 
it is 27.06, and the mean score of the 
field independent in the control group is 

Table 6: Descriptive statistics of field dependent/ independent’s pretest in E-Group

Number Mean Std. Deviation Variance Range Min Max
Field dependent 15 27.0667 7.35300 54.067 24.00 16.00 40.00

Field independent 15 28.2000 6.57050 43.171 21.00 18.00 39.00

Table 7: T-test between pretest of field dependent in C and E group

Pre-test
Field 

dependent

(C-group) 
-

(E-group)

Paired Differences

t df Sig. (2-tailed)Mean
Std.

Deviation
Std. Error

Mean

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Differences

Lower Upper

-1.66667 10.04751 2.59425 -7.23079 3.89746 -.642 14 0.531

Table 8: T-test between pretest of field Independent in C and E group

Pre-test
Field 

independent
(C-group) 

-
(E-group)

Paired Differences

t df
Sig. 

(2-tailed)Mean
Std.

Deviation
Std. Error

Mean

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Differences

Lower Upper

-0.40000 10.02711 2.58899 -5.95283 2.15283 -0.155 14 0.879

Table 9: Descriptive statistics of field dependent/ independent’s post test in C-Group

Number Mean Std. Deviation Variance Range Min Max
Field dependent 15 29.4667 4.98378 24.838 19.00 21.00 40.00

Field independent 15 29.6667 8.17371 66.810 28.00 18.00 46.00

Table 5: Descriptive statistics of field dependent/ independent’s pretest in C-Group

Number Mean Std. Deviation Variance Range Min Max
Field dependent 15 25.4000 5.42218 29.400 17.00 17.00 34.00

Field independent 15 27.8000 7.49476 56.171 24.00 16.00 40.00
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words that seem critical to the meaning 
of the text.

� Using background information: While 
I am reading, I reconsider and revise my 
background knowledge about the topic, 
based on the text’s content.

� Guessing the later topics: I anticipate 
information that will be presented later 
in the text.

After the treatment period, both groups 
received SILL Questionnaire in order to 
find out the use of metacognitive strategies 
and finally both groups received a post-
test which was the same as pre-test. Then 
the means obtained from the groups were 
compared through a t-test. 

esults
The mean of the control group was 

28.05, while the mean of the experimental 
group was 34.20. Table 1 presents the results 
of the t-test run on the means of the groups 
on the post-test. As the P value is lower than 
0.05 we can conclude the control group has 
significantly exceeded the control group.

To find out the use of metacognitive 
strategies, the participants received SILL 
questionnaire in both groups. Here the 
purpose was to find out the correlation of 
SILL questionnaire (the use of strategies) 
and reading comprehension of the groups. 
As tables 2 and 3 show the correlation 
values in both groups are significant; 
however, the size of the correlation in the 
experimental group is much higher than 
the control group.

In order to find out the subjects’ types 
of personality (field-dependent and field-

Table 1: T-test between Control and Experimental group in post test

Post-test

(C-group) -
(E-group)

Paired Differences

t df
Sig. 

(2-tailed)Mean
Std.

Deviation
Std. Error

Mean

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Differences

Lower Upper
-6.15000 11.66751 1.84480 -9.88145 -2.41855 -3.334 78 0.002

Table 3: Correlation SILL and  the reading 
Comprehension of the control group

SILL Q Reading
SILL     Pearson 

Correlation
Sig (2-tailed)

N

1

40

0.359*

0.023
40

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Table 2: Correlation SILL and reading Comprehension 
of the experimental group

SILL Q Reading
SILL     Pearson 

Correlation
Sig (2-tailed)

N

1

40

0.840**

0.000
40

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

R

Table 4: T-test for pretest

Pre-test

(C-group) 

(E-group)

Paired Differences

Mean
std. 

Deviation
std. 

Error Mean

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Differences
t df

Sig. 

(2-tailed)Lower Upper

-2.37500 12.09087 1.91173 -6.24185 24.00 -1.242 39 0.222
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study, two classes of Iranian junior students 
at Garmsar Azad University were selected. 
The subjects were male and female 
majoring in teaching English. The age of 
the participants ranged from 21 to 29.

Four insruments were used in this study. 
First a TOEFL Reading Proficiency test was 
administered to find out the homogeneity 
of the groups. Then, both classes received 
Group Embedded Figure Test (GEFT) 
questionnaire in order to find out their 
types of personality (field - dependent 
and field-independent). The third test was 
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning 
(SILL) questionnaire to find out the use of 
metacognitive strategies. The last instrument 
was a reading comprehension test which 
included 25 items. It was developed by the 
researchers and piloted before it was used 
as the assessment tool in the pret-est and the 
post-test phases of the study.

In order to conduct the research and 
to verify the research hypotheses the 
following steps were taken: 

Two classes of 59 and 69 Iranian junior 
students at Garmsar Azad University were 
selected; then, a TOEFL  Reading  Proficiency 
test, (2005 version) was administered to 
both groups to find the homogenity of 
the groups. After analyzing the data, the 
participants whose scores fell one standard 
deviation above or below the mean were 
selected. At last, the researchers chose 80 
students from amongst the subjects who 
had answered all tests and questionnaires 
in this study. The researchers assigned the 
homogenized subjects into two groups 

of 40; one experimontal and one control. 
The researchers then gave the GEFT 
questionnaire to the participants in order 
to find out their types of personality traits 
as field dependent and field independent, 
then they were given a piloted multiple-
choice test of reading comprehension. To 
construct the reading comprehension test 
which was developed by the researchers 
and used as pre-test and post-test, the 
researchers found the readability  of the 
texts to be included in the test through 
Flesch readability formula. It was done 
with the Word 2007 software and the mean 
score was calculated. The readability of 
the texts, was between 51.5 and 71.5 In 
order to pilot the test, the researchers 
administered it to a parallel group of 20. 
The results were then correlated with the 
TOEFL scores, using Pearson Product 
Moment Correlation Coefficient.

The students in the experimental 
group received 10 sessions of 120-
minute classes, on session a week of 
reading comprehension instruction plus 
metacognitive strategies, while the control 
group followed the conventional method 
for reading. The passages were taken from 
the reading comprehension book “Mosaic 
1”, 4th edition. In the experimental class, the 
students were taught three matacognitive 
strategies and they applied them to the 
passages. The strategies which were taught 
were as follows: 
� Inferring meaning (through word 

analysis): While I am reading, I try 
to determine the meaning of unknown 
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strategies adequately; skilled readers 
use rapid decoding, large vocabulary, 
phonemic awareness, knowledge about 
text features, and a variety of strategies 
to aid comprehension and memory. Good 
readers sometimes make notes, predict, 
paraphrase, and back up when confused. 
They try to make inferences to fill in the 
gaps in text and in their understanding of 
what they have read (Carrell, Pharis, & 
Liberto 1989, pp: 463-494).

Recent research on self-directed or 
independent language learning has 
focused on the kind of support provided, 
that can be used in the form of materials, 
tasks, interaction, strategies, technology or 
language advising. However, regardless of 
the nature and quantity of support provided, 
one of the key findings of recent studies 
is that students are often “lacking in the 
metacognitive skills needed in order for 
the independent learning to be carried out 
successfully” (Fisher et al., 2007, p: 47).

Rigney (1978) suggests that learners use 
a variety of strategies to assist them with 
the acquisition, storage and retrieval of 
information (Cited in Singhal, 2001: 1). 
When readers encounter comprehension 
problems they use strategies to overcome 
their difficulties; different learners seem to 
approach reading tasks in different ways, 
and some of these ways appear to lead 
to better comprehension. Research has 
shown that learners can be instructed to 
use appropriate reading strategies to help 
them improve comprehension and recall 
(Carrell et al. 1989, 463-494).

On the other hand, research on the 
effectiveness of metacognitive instruction 
to improve students’ reading comprehension 
ability has shown that this type of instruction 
does lead to significantly strengthened 
reading comprehension ability. However, 
to the researchers’ knowledge, no 
research study has investigated the effect 
of metacognitive instruction in reading 
comprehension of field dependent/ field 
independent learners. With regard to the 
purpose mentioned above, the following 
questions seem crucial: 

“Does metacognitive strategy instruction 
have any significant effect on reading 
comprehension of Iranian intermediate 
EFL learners”?

“Is there any significant difference 
between field dependent/ independent 
learners’ performance in using metacognitive 
strategies in reading comprehension?”

To find the most reasonable answer to 
the above-mentioned research questions, 
the researchers proposed the following 
Null-Hypotheses: 

H01: There is no significant difference 
between field dependent/ independent 
learners’ performance in using 
metacognitive strategies in reading 
comprehension.

H02: Metacognitive strategy instruction 
does not have any significant effect 
on reading comprehension of Iranian 
Intermediate EFL learners.

ETHOD
To accomplish the purpose of the M
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ntroduction
Reading is a vital cultural tool in 

modern societies. The ability to read and 
understand continuous texts is crucial to 
success in educational, professional, and 
everyday settings. Proficiency in reading 
is a key target of schooling and a major 
prerequisite for learning, both within and 
beyond the context of formal education 
(Boulware- Gooden et al. 2007, p: 70). 

Block & Pressley (2002) and Sweet & 
Snow (2003) believe that for students to 
adequately comprehend a text, an awareness 
of print is needed, which can be obtained 
through multiple channels to facilitate word 
recognition. In order to read for success, 
students must be able to extract and construct 
meaning through interaction with texts. 
Comprehension results from an ongoing 
interplay between the text, the reader, and 
the context of the reading event (cited in 
Boulware- Gooden et al. 2007, p: 73).

In recent years, metacognition has been 
proposed as a promising perspective in 
the field of education, since it suggests a 
pedagogical approach aimed at inducing 
students to self-regulate their learning in 

order to become autonomous and critical 
knowledge constructors (Boekaerts, 
Pintrich, & Zeidner, 2000). Usually 
metacognition is defined as the awareness, 
the knowledge and the control of cognitive 
processes. Historically, the notion of 
learners thinking about their own thinking 
dates back to, as least, Plato and Aristotle 
(Brown, 1987), but the first attempts 
to define and classify the domain of 
metacognition was made by Flavell (1979) 
who proposed a model of metacognition 
whose key concept is “metacognitive 
knowledge”, which refers to that part of 
personal knowledge which deals with 
how the mind works when engaged in 
perceiving, comprehending, memorizing, 
and re-elaborating notions.

Flavell (1987: 22) argued for a synthetic 
view, which considers metacognitive 
knowledge to be constituted of intra-
individual, inter-individual and universal 
knowledge.

While unskilled readers who often 
focus on decoding single words, fail to 
adjust their reading for different texts 
or purposes, and cannot make use of the 

comprehension which had been developed by the researchers as pre-test. The students in the 
experimental group received ten sessions of 120-minute classes, one session a week, on reading 
comprehension instruction plus metacognitive strategies, while the control group followed the 
conventional method for reading. Then both groups received Strategy Inventory for Language 
Learning (SILL) Questionnaire in order to reveal their use of metacognitive strategies and 
finally both groups received a post-test which was the same as the pr-etest.
The results of the t-test showed a significant difference between the two groups in favour of the 
experimental one.
Key Words: metacognitive strategies, reading comprehension, field dependent, field independent.
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