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Abstract: In this paper, different orientations of tertiary-level education (academic and applied)
provide the context for research into the ways students perceive the LC process, observed
through the prism of metacognitive strategy use. The existing differences in the students’ learning
backgrounds, L2 learning backgrounds, L2 learning instruction at the tertiary-level educational
institutions, and future-profession needs give rise to the premise that the use of MCSs between
the two observed groups of students would greatly differ. The research data collected by MALQ
(Vandergrift et al., 2006) are analysed by means of descriptive statistics. The obtained results are
of twofold significance. On one hand, they make a proper contribution to the scarce literature
on LC in Serbia, pointing to further directions of its research. On the other, the discussion of the
obtained results provides guidelines for foreign language instruction (regarding both LC and
metacognitive strategies) and materials development.
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1. Introduction

Foreign language (FL) learning at the tertiary level of education poses many
issues, one of them being developing listening comprehension (LC). As the content of
an FL progamme is related to and defined by the needs of future professions, it means
that the field of study provides a specific context for acquiring field-specific language
and developing related skills. The aim of this paper is to look into whether and in which
way the subcontext of tertiary-level FL learning defined by future-profession needs, L2
learning background, and tertiary-level setting/demands influence learners’ behaviour
while listening. For the purpose of this paper, LC performance is observed indirectly,
through the prism of the use of metacognitive strategies (MCS).

The notion of context in the paper is taken in a broad sense as the field of study,
i.e. tourism and hospitality, with two subcategories defined by the different natures of
the studies, i.e. academic and applied. Though both are tourism-oriented, the former
enroll students with much higher high school achievement and learning capacity,
as well as much higher aspirations than those pursuing applied studies, which, in
addition to the number of classes and scope of study at the tertiary level, makes them
substantially so different that they actually represent two subcontexts.
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2. L2 listening

LC is the basic skill used in communication among tourism and hospitality
professionals. Further, it is the primary channel of language input and the basis
of oral communication recognised as ‘a critical component of English language
learners’ communicative competence in the 21* century’ (Goh, 2014:1). According
to Vandergrift (2004), effective listening makes for a significant predictor of learners’
achievement. However, based on the results obtained in an earlier study, Mendelsohn
(2002) maintains that students are not skilled enough in listening to be able to
understand the information communicated in lectures.

In the authors’ experience, L2 LC, be it the very act of understanding or
approaching a listening task in the proper way, has shown to be a rather frustrating
activity in an EFL classroom. Such an impression is only confirmed by the results
obtained by Savitri and Anam (2018), whose research has pointed to the fact that
even English Department students still face LC problems. One of the possible reasons
could be the fact that in most EFL classroom contexts, LC tasks more closely focus on
understanding than practising, which results in poor awareness of listening strategies.
Moreover, language learners do not become used to thinking about their learning
process, which negatively influences metacognitive strategy use. Such a situation calls
for a dramatic change in the approach to teaching listening. Such a stance is also
confirmed by Goh (2010). Motivated by the underperformance of her students in LC,
she used Vandergrift’s idea (Vandergrift 2004) of activating learners’ cognition, i.e. she
introduced pair and group discussions to her LC classes. The result of her efforts was
twofold. On one hand, the learners’ understanding of listening materials improved,
whereas, on the other hand, learners showed more skillful mastery of strategy use.
Such a result imposes a conclusion that the proper solution to LC problems arising
in FL classrooms is the introduction of strategy-based instruction, i.e. equipping
learners with strategies that would enable their control over the learning process or,
to be more precise, introducing metacognitive instruction.

3. LC strategies

LC strategies have been the focus of researchers’ attention worldwide for a few
decades now. As a result of this research, several taxonomies have been proposed
so far, the most commonly used being cognitive, metacognitive, and socio-affective
strategies. Used for managing different types of knowledge and behaviour, these
three strategy types influence the process of comprehension in different ways. Thus,
cognitive strategies are used for learning/listening material manipulation, i.e. for
making unconscious interactions with the material to be learned. Metacognitive
strategies relate to conscious control over the learning process and consider the ways
students learn and react to emerging problems, i.e. managing the learning process.
Socio-affective strategies are used to manage emotions or enable interaction with
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peers. The most commonly accepted taxonomy in recent works is the one suggested
by Vandergrift and Goh (2012: 277-284), which advocates twelve different strategy
groups representing mental processes and forms of learning behaviour. They can be
further divided into online strategies, i.e. the ones used during the process of LC,
and off-line strategies, i.e. those used in pre- and post-listening phases. Seven of the
proposed twelve strategies directly facilitate cognitive processing during listening.
Those are: focusing attention, monitoring, evaluation, inferencing, elaboration,
contextualisation and reorganising. Two strategies are used in the pre-listening phase
to help learners prepare for listening—planning and prediction, whereas monitoring
and evaluation are used in the post-listening phase of comprehension. The use of
linguistic and learning resources is of help in overall listening development. The last two
strategies, cooperation and managing emotions, are used in ‘face-to-face interaction
listening or high stakes one-way listening situations’ (Goh 2014: 5).

3.1 Listening and metacognition

Having chosen to observe student behaviour while listening, MCSs appeared to
be the perfect indicators of the processes underlying their LC. According to Anderson
(2002: 2), metacognition is referred to as ‘thinking about thinking. A more recent
definition proposed by Vandergrift and Goh (2012, p. 84) explains metacognition
as the factor which ‘enables us to be agents of our own thinking’ The driving forces
of metacognive behaviour are metacognitive strategies, i.e. ‘tools for analysing new
information and situations’ (van Velzen 2012: 368). Wenden (1998: 519) offers a more
elaborate definition of metacognitive strategies as ‘general skills through which learners
manage, direct, regulate, and guide their learning, i.e. planning, monitoring and
evaluating In this respect, Anderson (2002: 2) divides the concept of metacognition
into five main subprocesses: (1) preparing and planning for learning, (2) selecting
and using learning strategies, (3) monitoring strategy use, (4) orchestrating various
strategies, and (5) evaluating strategy use and learning. It is important to note that these
processes, i.e. strategies, are not used independently, but rather in a harmonised way.

The up-to-date literature on FL LC has shown that irrespective of their age
group, learners have a rather high level of metacognitive knowledge. A number
of studies have confirmed that elementary school learners are able to identify task
factors that negatively influence their comprehension as well as the strategies which
can help them overcome these problems (Goh and Taib 2006, Goh and Kaur 2013,
Kaur 2017, Vandergrift 2002). The research on LC among adult language learners
has also pointed to a rather satisfactory level of metacognitive knowledge and, at the
same time, the existing awareness of the strengths and limitations of the strategies
used (Cross 2009, 2010, Goh 1999, Graham 2006, Zeng 2018, Zhang and Goh
2006). Although intuitively aware of some of the available strategies to overcome
LC problem(s), learners are in need of systematically developed metacognitive
instruction in order to master the use of this strategy type.

A number of studies undertaken so far have shown a positive correlation
between metacognitive knowledge and LC performance (Chamot 2005, Goh and Taib
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2006, Vandergrift and Tafaghodtari 2010, Zeng 2018). In this respect, the subjects
who were exposed to metacognitive instruction outperformed those who received
no information on MCSs in an explicit way. On the other hand, the beneficial effect
of MCS instruction on metacognitive knowledge has been confirmed by Graham
(2006), Cross (2011), Goh (2000, 2005), Vandergrift (2003), Vandergrift and Goh
(2012), Goh and Taib (2006), Liu and Goh (2006), Vandergrift (2004) and Vandergrift
and Tafaghodtari (2010).

4. Research description

In our paper, different orientations of tertiary-level education (academic
and applied) provide the context for research into the ways students perceive the
LC process, observed through the prism of metacognitive strategy use. To this end,
MALQ (Vandergrift, Goh, Mareschal and Tafaghodtari 2006) is used to collect data,
which are analysed by means of descriptive statistics.

4.1 Motivation for the research

The scarce literature describing LC research undertaken in Serbia provides
almost no results on MCS use among the tertiary-level student population. Thus,
the basic motivation for the research was to provide an insight into context-specific
metastrategic behaviour of tertiary-level students. On the other hand, it is justifiable
to expect that two different subcontexts would provide a solid basis for different
student behaviour resulting in different LC performance. Therefore, the research is
designed so as to compare the use of MCSs between the students of academic studies
and those of applied ones during LC.

4.2 Research setting

The research was undertaken with two groups of subjects studying tourism and
hospitality at the tertiary level of education in Serbia. The first one consisted of 130
students of academic studies (Faculty of Hotel Management and Tourism in Vrnjacka
Banja, University of Kragujevac), whereas the second one comprised 186 students of
applied studies (College of Applied Sciences Uzice). Table 1 provides a more detailed
description of the subjects, i.e. their learning background, L2 learning background, L2
instruction at the tertiary-level institution, as well as the positions they are educated
for. These make distinctive features between the two subcontexts where LC is observed.

Study context Subcontext 1: Academic studies Subcontext 2: Applied studies

Learning background 4-year secondary education; mostly | 3- and 4-year vocational secondary

general education
12 learning background 12 years of .L2 1§am1ng prior to 11-12. years of L2 learning before
entering university entering college
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4 years of study/4 semesters
(5+5+5+6 classes a week); at least
B2 level

L2 instruction at the
tertiary-level institution

2 years of study/2 semesters (3+4)
classes a week); B1 level

Associate positions (primarily

Future profession Managerial staff entry-level ones)

Table 1. Research setting

The expectations considering the way subjects behave in the process of LC were
conditioned by the subcontext settings described in Table 1. In this respect, university
students are expected to have better proficiency in L2 knowledge and be more skilled
in using MCSs—more often and in a wider range than college students—and will
therefore approach an LC task in a more active way. They are supposed to have stronger
extrinsic motivation to learn an L2 (Purovi¢ and Silaski, 2014), which should further
positively influence their MC behaviour. Thus, the subcontext of university studies
is expected to provide a more active and positive setting for MCS use and LC skill
development. On the other hand, the subjects within the applied studies subcontext
are expected to recognise MCSs and use them in a somewhat restricted way.

In this regard, the current research focused on (1) determining the skillfulness
of students studying in different subcontexts in using MCSs, (2) identifying the
difference in MC behaviour between the observed groups of students and (3) defining
the most often used strategies by both groups.

The data were collected by means of MALQ - Metacognitive Awareness
Listening Questionnaire (Vandergrift et al., 2006), which was translated into Serbian
so as to avoid any possible misunderstanding on the part of the subjects.

5. Research results

5.1 Metacognitive skillfulness

With the mean 0f3.209,1.e. 3.212 for university and college students, respectively,
the two groups of the observed population can be classified as medium-frequency
MCS users. It is also obvious that the use of strategies of these two groups is almost
unified. In other words, the observed population has an awareness of metacognitive
strategies, but their use is rather random.

5.2. Differences in listening for academic and applied purposes

Research Question 2 addresses the difference in MC behaviour between
university students and college students while listening. The research results point
to the fact that out of 21 questionnaire items representing 5 different groups of (sub)
strategies, university students use 8 items, i.e. 4 strategy types with high frequency,
whereas college students use 7 items, ie. 3 different strategies. The rate of use
ranges between 3.5 and 4.25. Such a result points to an almost unified strategy use
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by university and college students of tourism. Namely, on the whole, a rather small
discrepancy can be noted in strategy use between the two observed groups, with
the biggest value of 0.28 reflected in the use of Item 5 (Problem solving — Guessing:
I use the words I understand to guess the meaning of the words I don’t understand),
whereas the smallest one of 0.05 can be noted in the use of Item 7 (Problem solving -
Activating schemata: As I listen, I compare what I understand with what I know about
the topic). It is obvious that Items 2 (Directed attention: I focus harder on the text
when I have trouble understanding) and 13 (Problem solving — Monitoring: As I listen,
I quickly adjust my interpretation if I realise that it is not correct) are used slightly more

often by the students of applied studies.

4,5

Source: Result findings

Graph 1. Metacognitive strategy use by tourism and hospitality students

5.3. Most often used MCSs

A

The overview of the most often used MCSs by the group of university, i.e.
college students, is provided in Table 2 and Table 3, respectively.
Table 2 data point to the fact that the most often used strategies by the students
of academic studies are problem solving, followed by mental translation and directed
attention, while evaluation during listening is the least rated high-frequency strategy.

v Academic

E Item Strategy

~ Mean SD

1 9. I use my experience and knowledge to help me 425 0.94

understand.

5 5. T use the words I understand to guess the meaning of 423 1.06
the words I don’t understand. ) )

3 2.1 focus harder on the text.when I have trouble Directed attention 378 0.99

understanding.
4 11. I translate key words as I listen. Mental translation 3.72 1.25
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5 7. As 1 listen, I compare what I unde‘rstand with what [ el i 363 128
know about the topic.
6 13. As I listen, I .qulckly.afijust my interpretation if [ Tl ik 361 1.09
realise that it is not correct.
7 4. 1 translate in my head as I listen. Mental translation 3.57 1.32
3 20.As 1 llsten., I periodically ask myself 1'f I am satisfied Evaluation 356 122
with my level of comprehension.

Source: Result findings

Table 2. Metacognitive strategy use by university students of tourism and hospitality

Comparing the MCS use of the students of applied studies with that of the
students of academic studies, only a slight fluctuation is noted.

o Applied
= It Strat
& em ateey Mean SD
| 9. I use my experience and knowledge to help me el sl 308 0.96
understand.
5. T use the words I understand to guess the .
2 meaning of the words I don’t understand. Problem solving 395 1.08
3 2.1 focus harder on the text.when I have trouble Directed attention 304 1.08
understanding.
4 13. As I listen, I gulckly.ac.i]ust my interpretation if e sl 370 1.09
I realise that it is not correct.
7. As I listen, I compare what I understand with .
> what I know about the topic. Problem solving 358 0.98
6 11. I translate key words as I listen. Mental translation 3.54 1.30
7 12. I try to get back on t.rack when I lose Directed attention 353 163
concentration.

Source: Result findings

Table 3. Metacognitive strategy use by college students of tourism and hospitality

Namely, as Table 3 shows, the most often used strategies belong to the group
of problem solving, represented by three different substrategies: activating schemata,
monitoring and guessing. These are followed by focusing attention strategies, with
two items representing directed attention, while mental translation is represented by
one item only.

6. Results interpretation and pedagogical implications

The obtained mean describes both groups of students as medium-frequency
MCS users. Furthermore, the use of MCSs of the two observed groups is almost
unified. Such a result deviates from the ones achieved by Goh (1997, 1998) and
Vandergrift (1997), which confirmed that metacognitive knowledge about listening
of high-skilled listeners at the tertiary level of education is almost twice as big as
that of low-skilled listeners, i.e. they used more various strategies compared to the
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less-skilled learners. It is also in contrast with the defined expectations. Namely, the
results show that the subcontext of university studies failed to provide a positive
setting for a more active use of MCSs.

The lack of systematic MCS use by the observed population goes in favour of
an unsystematic approach to LC. Such a result is below expectations, keeping in mind
the importance of language knowledge, especially LC for the future professions of
the observed groups. It is also less favourable than the result obtained by Knezevi¢
and Lukovi¢ Vojnovi¢ (2018), which shows tourism students as high-frequency
MCS users (the average mean of MCS use - 3.85), or Li (2013), who found that non-
English major university students use MCSs with the mean of 3.65. However, the
results obtained in our study coincide with those achieved by Goh (1998). Namely,
comparing learners’ strategy knowledge and their strategy use, she came to the
conclusion that despite being aware of useful strategies, learners do not demonstrate
attempts to use them. This was prescribed to a spontaneous, rather than conscious,
strategy use.

Important tools of successful learning, in an FL or other subject matter, as well
as a means of building an independent learner (Pesi¢ and Marinkovi¢ 2016), MCSs
should be used to enhance the overall learning ability of tertiary-level students, thus
contributing to an improved LC ability as well. In this regard, it would be necessary to
provide students studying in both subcontexts with MCS instruction in a systematic
way, both at the level of a task as well as at the level of the overall language acquisition.

Although itis valid to expecta different pattern in MC behaviour of the observed
groups of students based on different subcontexts, the results point to unified MC
activity. Namely, the consideration of the obtained results for both subcontexts points
out that all most-frequently-used strategies (problem solving, directed attention,
mental translation, and evaluation) are employed during LC tasks, i.e. they are all
online strategies. This is in contrast with the results obtained by Goh (1998), where
an active strategy use can be identified during the whole LC process. Her research
findings point to the following strategies as the most frequently used ones: inference,
fixation, contextualization, comprehension, monitoring, directed attention, and
selective attention. Apart from a rather limited number of strategies used, the results
obtained in our research, however, point to the lack of strategy use in both pre- and
post-listening activity, which only confirms the fact that an LC task is approached in
an unsystematic way by both groups of students. In other words, students do not use
the strategies that would make their LC easier, such as advance planning, or reflecting
after-task completion, which would result in a better control of the LC process in the
following tasks. Such a situation only confirms the arising need to instruct students
to control their LC process in a conscious way by employing MCSs. Special attention
should be given to those strategies which can be used during pre- and post-listening
phases, as they are not employed by the observed population.

As for the most frequently used strategies, according to the research results,
problem solving appears to be the most frequently used one by both groups of
subjects. The problem solving strategies group comprises online strategies which are
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employed to overcome the problems arising while listening. Vandergrift et al. (2006)
hold that these strategies are used to infer meaning and to monitor if the inferences
are correct. The data presented in Table 2 and Table 3 show that the four items used
with high frequency by both groups of subjects belonging to this subgroup are
schemata activation (items 9 and 13), monitoring inferencing (Item 7) and guessing
(Item 5) (I use my experience and knowledge to help me understand; I use the words I
understand to guess the meaning of the words I don’t understand; As I listen, I quickly
adjust my interpretation if I realise that it is not correct, and As I listen, I compare what
I understand with what I know about the topic). One of the possible reasons for such
frequent employment of this group of strategies could be the problems students face
in the process of LC. Still, it should not be forgotten that the use of schemata and
inferencing represent the most useful means of improving LC, and as such, their use
should be further fostered. The importance of schemata activation, i.e. the use of
prior knowledge the listeners bring to the task in the process of LC, is also confirmed
by the studies undertaken so far (Goh 1998, Goh and Taib 2006, Graham, Santos, and
Vanderplank 2011, Zeng 2018), where it is described as the most critical strategy for
the process of understanding.

Directed attention strategies are those that students use to concentrate and
stay on task, which is an unavoidable precondition for successful comprehension.
However, the research results point to difficulties that students face in regaining
concentration in the process of listening. Such a result is in contrast with those
obtained by Yang (2009) and Selamat and Sidhu (2013), which both confirm high
frequency use of this strategy type. In this regard, MCS training with the observed
population should be focused on developing the ability to maintain concentration
while receiving incoming information. One way of achieving this is by focusing
listening tasks on one activity only, which should be followed by a discussion on
the strategies used. This is the most productive way of avoiding multitasking while
listening and depriving students of the pressure they might feel during LC.

The set of mental translation strategies represents transferring ideas from L2 into
L1. According to the research results, these strategies are more often used by university
students, which is represented by translating key words and translating in their heads
as they listen. Although the mother tongue interference is not taken as beneficial in
L2 acquisition and, more specifically, LC, Vandergrift and Tafaghodtari (2010) closely
relate key word translation with inferencing strategy, which includes this substrategy
into the group of useful ones. Cohen and Allison (2000) state that research in the areas
of reading and writing shows that learners’ comprehension could be assisted by selective
translation into their mother tongue. Despite such a stance, the results obtained by
Vandergrift (1997, 2003) confirm that only beginner language learners use translation
in the process of LC, whereas it is not used by intermediate level learners, who use
a wider range of metacognitive strategies, such as monitoring. However, the results
obtained in the current research are in line with the ones obtained by Selamat and Sidhu
(2013), who report high percentages of respondents using translation in the process of
LC (49% using word-for-word translation and 62% using key word translation).
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Performance evaluation is considered to be both an online and off-line appraisal
of whether comprehension goals are realised. The obtained results show that only online
evaluation is used with high frequency by the group of university students. Keeping in
mind the beneficial nature of this strategy type, especially post-listening evaluation,
MCS instruction should particularly address the issue of evaluation. Students should
be invited to reflect on the difficulties they faced during the course of listening. Special
attention should also be given to considering the possible reasons for the problems they
encountered. These discussions could also be used as a proper self-confidence boosting
stage, where students would be invited to remember all the strategies used with success.
In such a way, students would be trained to approach a task in an active way.

Overall, apart from using evaluation while listening, distinctive features
between two different subcontexts did not otherwise influence the MC behaviour of
the observed groups of students.

7. Concluding remarks

The obtained research results show that, regardless of the observed subcontexts,
the LC process is not approached in an active and systematic way by either group of
students. The premise that university students would be more involved in approaching
LC tasks did not prove to be correct. Namely, both university and college students
proved to be medium-frequency MCS users, which can be taken as underperformance
in LC. Furthermore, both groups used MCSs in a rather unified way, which, for
the observed population, means that neither background learning experience nor
language learning experience are factors that make a significant difference in the way
university and college students approach an LC task, i.e. they do not significantly
influence the choice of the MCSs used by the observed population. Generally
speaking, such a result points to a necessity on the part of language instructors to
introduce metacognitive instruction in language learning classes. The existing
awareness of MCSs should be used as a starting point for further development of
conscious metacognitive behaviour of tertiary-level students, i.e. to the development
of MC behavioral patterns leading to a more controlled approach to LC, which can
be further transferred to the conscious development of language learning skills as
well as to the acquisition of different subject matter. Despite the unsystematic way
of approaching an LC task, the obtained results pointing to the most frequently used
MCSs coincide with those gained in previous research worldwide.

In order to help students gain control over their learning process, it would be
advisable to include MCS instruction in the FL curriculum. The obtained results give
rise to proposing a unified MCS development programme to tertiary-level students,
regardless of the context of their studies. Training students in MCS use and helping
them find the most useful ones that would work for themselves as individuals is
something that changes the role of an FL tertiary-level instructor, broadening the
scope of FL classes from ‘what’ to learn to include ‘how’ to learn, as well. At the same
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time, it also poses a call for adapting already existing teaching materials or writing
new ones to include MCS training activities tailored to a specific teaching context.

The limitations of the current study primarily refer to the narrow scope of
subjects. Further research should address a larger population of students studying
within different contexts. It would be interesting to include students of philology, as
they are the pillars-to-be of the teaching process. It would also be interesting to gain
an insight into the use of other strategies, i.e. cognitive and socio-affective ones.
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YIIOTPEBA CTPATEIMJA CIIVYIIAIBA ITPU PASYMEBAILY

TOBOPA KOJI CTYTEHATA AKATTEMCKUX U CTPYKOBHUX

CTYOIUJA - ITIOCTOJU JIN PA3JINKA?
Pesume

VYIpkoc unmeHnIM Jja je pasyMeBame roBOpa Off IpeBacXOfHe BaXKHOCTY 3a yCBajarbe
CTPAHOT je3Ka, MpobeMit ca KojuMa ce IIpu pasyMeBary cycpehy crymentu ynyhyjy
Ha TO JIa OBOj BElLIITMHY HIje TOK/IOkeHa MOTPeOHa [TaXKba Y HaCTaB) CTPAHOT je3MKa.
Kako je oBaj mpo6meM Ay60KO YKOpemeH, BeroBo pellierhe U3NUCKyje CHUCTeMaTHdaH
HPUCTYI. Y TOM CMUCITY, CTyfieHTH 61 Tpebano fa O6yny ymosHary ca Moryhnomhy
Jla yIIpaBJbajy COIICTBEHMM IIPOLIECOM yCBajarba je3NKa, I1a CAMMM TUM M pasyMeBama
roBopa. [Ipyrum pednma, HOTPeGHO je KOf, BUX MIPOOYANTI CBECT O METAKOTHUIIV)IL.
Y HalleM MCTpaXkKuBaby, aKaleMCKe ¥ CTPYKOBHE CTyAMje TypU3Ma I XOTEIUjepCTBa
IpeCTaB/bajy KOHTEKCT Y KOM je UCIIUTHBAHA YIIOTpeOa MeTAKOTHUTUBHIX CTpaTeruja,
KaKo 01 ce carjlefjla0 HauMH Ha KOj)i MCHMTAHWUI IIPUCTYIIAjy 3aflaTKy pasyMeBaiba
rosopa. [Togaun cy npukymwbenn y3 momoh MAJI ynutauka (MALQ, Baugeprpudt un
octanu 2006). Pesytatu 10 KOjUX ce CIIPOBEfeHIIM MCTPaXK1BabeM JOLUIo yiyhyjy Ha
yjelHaueHy ynoTpeby cTpaTernja obejy rpyma UCIUTAaHMKA, LITO je Y CYIPOTHOCTH ca
HO/Ia3HUM OYeKMBambMMa. To la/be HaBOJY Ha 3aK/by4akK /1a KOHTEKCT Y KOM je CTPaHu
je3VK YCBajaH paHMje, KaO ¥ KOHTEKCT y KOM Ce HacTaBa CTPAHOT je3MKa OfiBMja Ha
BIUCOKOIIKO/ICKOj YCTAHOBY He IPeNCTaB/bajy akTope Koju y OUTHOj Mepu yTudy Ha
HOHAlIamkhe UCIMTAaHMKA KaJia je Y IUTaky NPUCTYIalbe 3alaTKy pasyMeBara roBopa
U yIpaBjbaibe IIPOLECOM pasyMeBama. Vlako CBeCHM METaKOTHUTUBHMX CTpaTeruja,
VCIIUTAHUIIM UX KOPUCTE HECUCTEMATUIHO U CaMO Y TOKY CaMOT IIPOlieca PasyMeBarmba,
IITO CBEJJOYM O OfICYCTBY IJTAHMPAHOT ¥ KOHTPO/IMCAHOT IPUCTYIIAa Pa3yMeBalby, a/lu U
MarbKaBOCT HacTaBe Koja 011 TpebaIo a CTy[eHTe YIIO3Ha ca CTpaTernjaMa Caylama
U ocrocobu ux fa fate cTpareruje epuKcHO Kopucre. Pemerse Koje ce Hamehe jecre
yBoDeme cTparernjcKu opujeHTICaHe HacTaBe Koja 611 Outa ycMepeHa Ha yBe)xxOaBambe
BEIITUHE Pa3yMeBarmba roBopa.
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