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Abstract: While many researches focus on the effect of strategy training on language outputs few researches explore
the effect of strategy training on learners and their learning process especially in longitudinal ways. This research is
a longitudinal study carried out to examine the effect of a strategy training program on metacognition of English major
freshmen in their English learning. The results show that metacognition of the subjects is at a medium level. The sub—
jects need help to use strategies such as monitoring planning evaluating and information management. After the
one-year strategy training program the subjects” metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive strategy use increase sig—
nificantly and the improvements are enduring in the follow-up metacognition survey half a year later.
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