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Abstract

The objection of this study is to describe the iempéntation of metacognitive instruction and to iover
students’ reading comprehension by using metadegnitstruction at the fourth semester studentgmglish
Education Department of STKIP PGGRI NGAWI in theademic year of 2016/2017 and to know the
enhancement of students’ reading after being talghitsing metacognitive instruction. The desigithid study
is classroom action research that was conductetivincycles with four activities in each cycle, thaye
planning, acting, observing, reflecting. Preliminatudy was also done before this study was coedudthe
result of this study showed that using metacogmitnstruction could improve students’ reading coghgnsion.

It can be seen from the enhancement of studersistasult that improved in every cycle. The restilthe study
also showed that metacognitive instruction coulghriowe the students’ reading comprehension at thetHfo
semester students of English Education DepartménBTdKIP PGGRI NGAWI in the academic year of
2016/2017.
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1. Introduction

Reading is one of the obligatory courses takengliEh Education Department students in all unitiess It is
a skill they have to acquire due to its importao hoth in academic and in real-life communicatontext. In
real-life communication context, the most importeoie of this skill is to help them communicate egiately
with the other people for various purposes andecdstln academic context, this skill is really reszgy for
them since English is used as the instructionagdage in their class. Learning references theyamnsealso
mostly in English.

They should be able to read not only in the lingoig)formation available in the utterance but alke non-
linguistic one to support their comprehension. Bynd so they can be easier to recognize the wonds a
understand the meaning.

The current research in foreign language readisgideused on readers’ strategies. Grabe (2002fpread the
importance of efficient reading strategies. Readitrgtegies are of interest for what they revealualbhe way
readers manage their interactions with written ,texthd how these strategies are related to reading
comprehension. Several empirical investigationsehdeen conducted into reading strategies and their
relationships to second language reading compré@m®endlore recent research has begun to focus on
metacognition, i.e., cognition of cognition. Thestedies investigate the relationships among metitiog
awareness, strategy use, and reading compreheridiene seems to be enough evidence to be confilant
strategy instruction can, indeed, be effective elpihg students learn more successfully (Mufiz-&gand,
1994; Chamot, Barnhardt, El-Dinary, & Robbins, 199&ford & Leaver, 1996; Cohen, Weaver, & Li, 1998)

Learners have an important role in new teachinghoutlogies, raising their awareness of learningtstjies
and helping them utilize these strategies is aiarw@m of teachers. One type of these learningtegies is
metacognitive strategies including planning, seffritoring and selfevaluation. The present studyeainat
examining the effect of metacognitive (planning&fsnonitoring) strategy instruction on EFL learsigeading
comprehension performance (on authentic and inatithiexts).

Metacognitive strategy is the main strategy usethii instruction to guide the students to readvihigien text
on. This strategy includes planning, predicting,nitaring, problem-solving, and evaluating (Vandétgand
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Goh, 2012: 97). This strategy encourages studerntsrtk about their learning process, to plan Faitt reading,
to monitor their comprehension and to do self-eatidun after the activity ends. After being involvadthis
instruction, they could become self-knowing, setedted, and self-managed in their reading process.

This article reports a metacognitive strategy imgion study of reading in English as a foreigngiaage. It is
designed to address the following research quedflors instruction on metacognitive strategies owprEFL
learners’ reading comprehension performance?

2. Classroom Action Resear ch

Action research here uses the model developed bynike and McTaggart (1988). Action research occurs
through a dynamic and complementary process camgistf four essential moments of planning, action,
observation, and reflection (Kemmis and McTaggatiopkins, 1993: 32). These moments are the fundtahe
steps in a spiraling process. According to the rhatie implementation of the action research inekidour
steps. Each step will be explained as follows:

a. Stage of planning

It is a process to develop a plan of criticallyoimhed action in order to improve what is already
happening.
b. Stage of action
Itis an act to implement the plan.
c. Stage of observation
It is a process of observing the effects of critjcenformed action in the context in which it oasu
d. Stage of reflection
It is reflecting process on these effects as ttegstfar further planning; subsequent criticallyamhed
action and so on, through a succession of stages.
Based on Hopkins (1993: 48) the model of Kemmisodaggart can be illustrated as follows:

Plan
ﬁ:l> Feflaction

Action &

Obsarvation

Fevised plan

r:,> Feflaction |:\"\.‘

\
Action & - —-/(

Obzarvation v

) Fevizad plan
Figure 1. Classroom Action Research Model

3. Metacognitive Srategies

Metacognition has become a confusing word in edocait seems that the meaning is often assumed.The
definition of metacognitive instruction used inghiesearch is pedagogical procedures that enaldergs to
increase their awareness toward reading procesddweloping richer metacognitive knowledge about
themselves as readers, the demands of readingatadistrategies for reading (Vandergrift and GdH,2 37).
Metacognition itself is defined as the ability turtk about people own thinking, by extension, tmkhabout
how we process information for a range of purp@seb manage the way we do it (Vandergrift and G122

84). For clarification purposes this reaserch, aslopted the definition stated by Kuhn (2000: 1@t
metacognition is enhancing (a) metacognitive amese of what one believes and how one knows and (b)
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metastrategic control in application of the straegthat process new information. This awareness is
developmental and lies on a continuum.Students ligh metacognitive awareness will become self-kngw
self-directed, and self-managed in their learnhag tan lead them to be a better reader over agd ov

Conscious development of reading skills is impdrtagcause the teachers are trying to equip studenthe
future (Nuttall, 2000). It is impossible to familize students with every text they will ever waatread; but
what we can do is give them techniques for appriogdexts of various kinds, to be used for varipusposes,
that is the essence of teaching reading (NuttB02 38). Strategy instruction is effective in paing learner
autonomy, or helping learners take control of thmiwn learning (Stewner-Manzanares, Chamot, O'Malley
Kipper & Russo, 1985; Wenden & Rubin, 1987; Oxfdralpott & Halleck, 1990). In addition, strateggitring
can help teachers become more aware of their dsidereds and improve the relationship of theitrintion to
students’ styles and strategies (Oxford, et aB0] dyikos, 1996).

Proficient readers use one or more metacognitiegegies to comprehend text. Pressley et al. (1&228)d that

students’ comprehension was not enhanced by mezalying more text. If the students used even oribeof
strategies, for example summarizing, comprehensias improved. If students were given a host oftegias

that they could apply at their discretion, compretien was greatly improved.

31 Classroom Instruction Using Metacognitive Srategies

The purpose of implementing metacognitive instarctin this research was to improve students’ readin
comprehension. In this instruction, students weamampted to use metacognitive strategies to regulaté
mental processes during reading activity and toeaehsuccessful comprehension. Researchers have apm
with a number of characteristics of optimal strat@gstruction (lverson, 2005). Strategy instructsimould be
explicit, integrated, task-based, and individualiz& should also deal with affective factors amdmote learner
autonomy. Besides using metacognitive strategy,itistruction also made use of the advantage ofwaak and
class discussion

Vandergrift and Goh (2012: 86) also explained #tatlents store three kinds of knowledge about tregnition:
person, task, and strategy knowledge First, peflsoowledge relates to students understanding about
themselves as readers and the beliefs they haud altat leads them to success or failure in comgdimng
reading materials. Second, it is task knowledges ithe knowledge about the purpose and demandbkeof
reading task including knowing how to approach amdcomplete it. The last is strategy knowledgeislt
students’ knowledge about strategies that can bé ttisaccomplish a specific goal. It includes thar@ness of
when and how to use specific strategies to achtmmprehension goals. All this knowledge was impdove
through some stages of metacognitive instruction.

Here are the stages of metacognitive instructican@érgrift and Goh, 2012, p. 110-111):
1. Planning/predicting stage

Students are guided and encouraged to discuss dpiest contexts, structures, expressions,
vocabularies, types of questions and the necessdoymation that are they usually hard to

comprehend. Then, they discuss how they are goimgad to get the information they need and what
strategy they are going to do.

They write down their prediction and planning iretiiorm of metacognitive instruction stages.
Gradually, the role of lecturer will be relinquighestart from leading to brainstorm the predictwith
the whole class, let the students discuss it insp#ien get them predict and plan for their regain
their own.

2. First Read - First Verification Stage

The goal of the first verification phase is to getw information from the text and what they try to
discuss the text. They are not allowed to use afhetiy. Then, they discuss the strategies used for
arriving at their comprehension. They also identifie parts that cause confusion or the necessary
information they have not got in the first readiAgfurther goal of this stage is to set the studer for

the second reading. They prepare themselves totondhkir reading processes more carefully during
the second reading, to determine the parts ofdkiethat need most careful attention and to useemor
appropriate strategy to get the necessary infoomati

3. Second Read - Second Verification Stage
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After the second reading, students begin revismyading new information to their notes, as resglir
Once students have updated their understandineotetxt, the lecturer leads a class discussion to
reconstruct the main points and most salient det#ilthe text that become the correct answer of the
guestions and to share the appropriate strategggshiave successfully used to get those information

4. Third Read - Final Verification Stage

The final verification stage begins with the studeopen the dictionary and ask one question foh eac
pair about the text to the lecturer. The studergsallowed to use their dictionary to check the nieg

of the words to get information that they may navén understood earlier. The unfamiliar words or
idioms are also discussed in this stage.

5. Reflection and Goal-Setting Stage

During the last stage of this instruction, the leet encourages students to evaluate the diffesittiey
confronted, their strategy use in this activityd drow they were or were not successful in copintp wi
these difficulties. After that, they set plans ¥anat they need to do to avoid themselves from #mes
problems and to improve their ability to comprehémaltext in the next meeting.

Each of the stages helps and leads the studebesadetter reader as described in the followindearation:

1. In metacognitive instruction, students are rexflito activate their background knowledge relatethe
common topics, vocabularies, expressions, strustaned types of questions on reading comprehension
every time they do planning and predicting stageah prepare their mind before starting to reatih¢o
text and can make them easier to recall the infdomahey need to comprehend what the speaker says
in the audio.

2. In the second up to the fourth stage, they egaired to monitor their comprehension, to identifgir
difficulty, and to solve it together with their paiThey are encouraged to determine what kind of
information they need to understand for answerrggguestions and to choose a certain strategy which
is effective to get that information. This processt make the students know more about the demand of
the task, whether it demands them to read for léetanformation, for main idea, or for the gisttbg
writer’s utterance. It can also make them pay &tiarmore on the process they do when they read the
text and to be selectively implement a strategy ¢aa help them get a better understanding onettte t

3. Then in the last stage of this instruction, etitd are required to reflect on what they had dhming the
reading activity and to set a plan for the nextdieg. It can make the students know more about
themselves as a readerr because they are alwagsiraged to evaluate the development of their
reading skill as well as the problem they frequefate. By knowing that, they will know what aspect
they need to improve or what material they needeswn more in order to make their reading skill
better.

3.2 Application and Findings of Metacognitive Srategies

The result of the students’ pre-test score analgb®wved that most of them tended to choose the eaasw
containing the words used in the text. They werestipotricked by multiple-choice items containing
vocabularies and types of sentence which had theest similarity to what they read. It can be skem the
most incorrect answers they gave to the questionbeu 1, 4, 5, 8, 9, and 10. In question number, &nd 5 that
contained negative, double negative and almosttivegaexpression, 60% of them chose the multipleiggho
item that had a negative expression too insteathodsing the restatement form of what was statetdeénThe
same thing also did in 65% of them when they answeuestion number 6, 8 and 9. These questionaioent
the question about stated and unstated detaily, dide’t pay careful attention to the intended niagrof these
phrases. From this analysis, it can be concludatthie students’ skill to understand the writtext tgas still
low.

They should not be influenced by the vocabulaaes, structures which were similar to what the speaked in
the conversation. Instead, they must be able tenstahd its meaning or its idea and not rely onliteeal
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meaning of the words used in the text. The questamme questions required them to make an inferfamce
understanding the meaning of unfamiliar word oomdithey found.

Some questions required students to understanihfitienation which was clearly and literally statbg the
writer in the text. But, the length of the text hew the challenge for them. Because, to get thessacy
information, they should be able to keep their emiation well when reading to the audio.

The final result of Preliminary study got after ckimg and analyzing the answers of the studentsgiven pre-
test,and showed that the researcher got the meam stthe students was 50. It was lower than theron that
has been stipulated by KKM (Kriteria Ketuntasan ihal/ Minimum Passing Grade Criteria) which is B
the researcher decided to do the research in theddClassroom action Reasearch.

Then the researcher started to implement metadognitstruction. However, the result was not goodugh.
the mean score of students on the first cyclewiast67. Although it was higher than the mean soarpre-test
which was 50, but it had not reached the stipul&i€t¥ yet. Based on the analysis of their answerspuld be
stated that they were still difficult to understahd implied meaning, to find the stated or unstatetails in the
text, and to identify topic and main idea.

In addition, some of students did not pay attent@mthe lecturer’s explanation and did not paratéactively in
pair and class discussion. Besides, after obseiieig pair work in the class, the researcher fothad in the
verifying stage, there were some student who oalmared their answers without discussing the reasdhe
key word that made them chose their answers. Ingfiection stage, there were also some pairs witypwrote
the problems they met without making a plan forrib&t reading activity.

Therefore, the researcher conducted the second sydrder to solve these problems and to get @hesult.
In this cycle, the researcher gave more motivadind attention to the students, especially those t@hded to
make noise in the backside. The lecturer encouragddyave them chance to freely ask any partsteythad
not really understood. The researcher also gavee maplanation of the material and the purpose aigus
metacognitive strategy before, while, and after thading activity. Students were also encouragechase
various restatements and did some exercises tagethecustom them getting the detailed information

The result of observation scheme and the studamé&age score in this cycle was much better thauptévious
one. The students’ activeness and engagementrimingaactivity improved and so as their mean saeiéch
became 78.5. It had reached the KKM. In this cyitle,students’ activeness and engagement in lepauitivity
was very good. For example, in the explanationisesthey asked what they had not understood. Sufrtieem
even voluntarily made their own examples and gaarments to the inappropriate restatement made diy th
classmates.

Besides, when they did five stages of metacognitiggruction to accomplish their reading task, tsepported
and helped each other to comprehend the text. $hased what they had understood and told the diffichey
found to their pair. Then, they tried to solveoigéther and set a plan for the next read and wetidin stage.

In the fourth stage in which the researcher andtatients discussed the answers to task togektssr,did not
only answer the question but also gave the reas@h@wved the key-word they used as the base ofsatgo
their answer. They also can showed which part eftéixt which become the answer. Some students gaxen
comment when the answer given by the other paissdifferent from theirs or when the reason theyweged
was considered insufficient. In this stage, thesoaliscussed the meaning of the unfamiliar word&dioms
used in the text and the context in which they comipnused.

Then, in the last stage, they wrote the diffictligy faced during the listening process in thistingeand wrote
a plan to make it better in the next meeting. Somiem also consulted their problems to the offars or to
the lecturer or the researcher in order to get ssaggestions on what they needed to do or whaityabiiey
should improve to make their comprehension better.

After analyzing all the data collected from Prelaniy study until the second one, the researchesleded that
the students’ ability in understanding the readad comprehension as well as their ability in amsmng each of
the questions had improved. It could be seen flmrirhprovement of their test result.
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Table 1. The Result of Reading Test

Pre-cycle First Cycle Second Cycle
Pair 1 50 65 7.7
Pair 2 55 68 78
Pair 3 55 67 80
Pair 4 50 68 78
Pair 5 50 67 78
M ean Score 50 67 785

From the previous table it can be seen that theesareading test of each pair increased. Theeasing
of the score of each pair influenced the increash® mean score of each cycle. Therefore the relsear
concluded that the use of metacognitive instructiad improved the students’ reading comprehension.

4. CONCLUSION

Metacognitive strategy used in this instruction wapful to make the students easier to compreheringlish
text. It can be seen from the discussion abovedtftat being involved in metacognitive instructidre students
knew what to do before, while, and after they réredtext.

By doing prediction and planning stage with thedairp they actually activated as well as getting enor
background knowledge related to the text. The regearactice of this stage made them understand and
remember the vocabularies, structures, topicstegts) and any other things related to this teker&fore, it
made them easier to recall any necessary informé#tiat helped them to comprehend the text.

They also felt the advantage of pair and group udision they did during the implementation of this
metacognitive instruction. In this stage, they eayred their confusion in understanding the contéthetext or

in determining the correct restatement in the atél multiple-choice items and tried to solve gether. They
learned from their pair and their classmates akdatt part to be paid attention to, what part thas wypically
became the important key-word, and what kind adrimfation they needed to answer the questionssdt mikade
them understood what strategy they could use wihenwanted to get the information. Through thisdssion,
they shared various knowledge related to text &iadesi some effective strategies to comprehencettie t

Furthermore, the reflection and goal-setting thattdid in the last stage of this instruction emeged them to
consciously monitor the development of their regdikill. After doing a reading activity, this stagacouraged
them to think about some ways that could make thigility better, instead of just building a selfrcept that
they were not good readers.

So, the researcher concluded that the use of nwgtdn@ instruction in this classroom action resbawas
successful in improving the students’ reading sKillis instruction did not merely focus on the ame of the
reading process done by the students, but focusebeoprocess of learning to read itself. Thuguitied them
to learn how to read and to understand the testeéd of just testing their reading skill.
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