
© 2022 JETIR November 2022, Volume 9, Issue 11                                                          www.jetir.org (ISSN-2349-5162) 
 

JETIR2211245 Journal of Emerging Technologies and Innovative Research (JETIR) www.jetir.org c419 
 

Impact of Proficiency Level and Gender on the  

Performance of Metacognitive Reading Strategies in 

ESL/EFL learners 
Bahareh Tabarestani1 and Dr. P. Perumalsamy2 

1Research Scholar, Department of Studies in Linguistics, KIKS, University of Mysore, Mysuru 

2Professor-cum-Deputy Director(Retd.), Central Institute of Indian Languages, CIIL, Mysuru 

Abstract 

Metacognition refers to awareness of one’s knowledge, what one does and does not know, and one’s 

ability to understand, control, and manipulate cognitive processes. It includes learning when and where to use 

specific procedures for learning and critical thinking and how and why to use particular methods. This study 

investigated the impact of proficiency level and gender on the  performance of metacognitive reading 

strategies in  ESL/EFL learners. Primary data was collected from 270 students studying in schools in Mysore 

using a questionnaire. An Independent sample test revealed no relationship between gender and proficiency 

level of ESL/EFL learners and            their performance in metacognitive reading strategies.  

Keywords: Gender, Metacognition, Reading Strategies, and Proficiency Level  

Introduction 

Metacognition is the capacity to utilize former information to arrange a strategy for approaching a learning 

task, take necessary steps to problem-solving, reflect on and evaluate results, and modify one’s approach. 

Metacognition refers to awareness of one’s knowledge, what one does and doesn’t know, and one’s ability to 

understand, control, and manipulate cognitive processes (Meichenbaum, 1985). It includes knowing when and 

where to use specific procedures for learning and critical thinking and also how and why to use particular 

methods. 

Cognitive strategies are the essential mental abilities used to think, study, and learn (e.g., recall information 

from memory, analyze sounds and images, make associations between or compare/contrasting different pieces 
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of information, and make inferences or interpret text). They help individuals achieve a specific objective, for 

example, understanding content or solving a Math problem, and they can be independently distinguished and 

measured. A cognitive strategy supports the learner as he or she develops internal procedures that enable 

him/her to perform complex tasks (Rosenshine, 1997). Reading comprehension is an area where cognitive 

strategies are important. A self-questioning strategy can help students understand what they read. Rosenshine 

states that the act of creating questions does not lead directly to comprehension. Instead, students search the 

text and combine information as they generate questions; then, they comprehend what they have read. The use 

of cognitive strategies can increase the learner's efficiency in approaching a learning task. These academic 

tasks can include but are not limited to remembering and applying information from course content, 

constructing sentences and paragraphs, editing written work, paraphrasing, and classifying information to be 

learned. 

Metacognition is defined as “cognition about cognition” or “knowing about knowing.” It is an awareness and 

understanding of one’s thought processes. It can also be defined as the knowledge and awareness of one’s 

thinking processes and strategies and the ability to consciously reflect and act on the knowledge of cognition to 

modify those processes and strategies (Flavell, 1976). 

Consequently, in recent years, the role of metacognition as a component and a source of meaningful instruction 

has gained currency to a great extent. There has been a debate on this issue as to how, when, and why 

metacognition should be incorporated into the reading curriculum or as an essential teaching strategy. Different 

empirical studies (Haiduc, 2011, Cubukcu, 2008, Hall, 2004) show that teaching metacognition is crucial to 

getting dexterity in metacognition skills. Students must know that they are using metacognition because they 

consciously and/or unconsciously use this strategy. Still, they need to organize their skills to achieve the most of 

it from metacognition strategies. This process leads students to be self-directed learners in the long run. As 

Abdullah (2001) states, self-directed learners, don’t need guidance once they become experienced in 

metacognition skills. They can control and manage their thoughts and put them in the right direction (As cited 

by Shannon, 2008, p.14). 

This “metacognitive awareness” refers to knowledge of strategies and controlling this knowledge of action in 

the reading process (Carrell et al., 1989). Because of this positive relationship between metacognitive 

reading strategies and reading comprehension, several second language teachers started training second 

language learners with metacognitive reading strategies. The outcomes recommended that metacognitive 

reading strategy instruction improves language learners' metacognitive awareness and reading comprehension. 

In addition to these direct effects of metacognitive reading strategies instruction on language learners’ 

awareness and reading comprehension, research has indicated that cognitive reading strategy training only 

results in a small, short-term improvement in second language learners’ reading performance, while 

metacognitive reading strategy training results in more stable and long-term comprehension gains (Tse et al., 
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2015 and Varga, 2017). Hence, the most positive objective of metacognitive reading strategy instruction is 

hoping that it can make ESL/EFL students become controllers of reading strategies and utilization reading 

strategies selectively and flexibly according to by various reading tasks they confront. 

Review of Literature 

Studies on the relationship between gender and metacognitive skills have found contradictory results. On the 

one hand, some researchers have determined a relationship between these variables, but other studies did not 

identify any relationship. In this sense, Akin (2016) developed a study to establish metacognitive awareness 

levels in students of different levels of schooling. The scale of metacognitive awareness was applied and 

correlated to gender. The results indicated that women develop better metacognitive skills compared to men. 

Ciascai and Haiduc (2011) conducted research to identify possible relationships between gender and 

metacognitive skills with a sample of 91 high school students, using the junior MAI as an analytical tool. The 

study’s results determined a significant difference in the knowledge cognition category that favours women. 

Similarly, Al-Hilawani (2001) conducted a study examining the metacognitive performance of novices with 

hearing impairment and normal hearing. The research was carried out with a total sample of 107 students 

distributed into two groups. The first group comprised students with normal hearing (42 men, 45 women) and 

the second group of students with hearing impairment (13 men and 7 women). The “Metacognitive Awareness” 

instrument was used to determine the skills in that sense. An ANOVA analysis established a positive correlation 

between the women’s scores and metacognitive skills in people with normal hearing; in other words, the results 

indicated that women are more aware of their learning. 

On the contrary, some studies do not identify differences between men and women regarding the development 

of metacognitive skills. For example, Onat (2012) carried out research to determine the metacognitive 

awareness level of higher education students. The population that took part in the study corresponded to 92 

students who answered the Metacognitive Awareness Scale (MAS). Thus, three dimensions of their 

metacognitive awareness were defined; first, self-awareness; second, metacognitive strategies; and third, 

assessment. The statistical analyses determined no correlation between gender and the instrument's dimensions, 

as mentioned above. 

Similarly, the study proposed by Chantharanuwong et al. (2012)) analyzed learning environments and their 

impact on metacognitive development. The research applied the Metacognitive Orientation Learning 

Environment Scale Science (MOLES-S) instrument. 1376 students from different primary schools participated 

in the study. An ANOVA analysis revealed no significant differences in the relationship to gender, level of 

schooling, age, and metacognitive development. 
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Similarly, in his research, Hemdan (2012) explored the relationship between the theory of mind, metacognition, 

and self-regulation. The study included a sample of 87 preschool children. The study’s methodological 

development consisted of developing tasks on the theory of mind, metacognitive and self-regulatory activities, 

which were assessed through a checklist proposed by the researchers. Based on the results, it was possible to 

evidence that there is no significant difference in the metacognition and self-regulation processes between men 

and women. 

In summary, the studies carried out show no gender consensus regarding metacognitive skills in different levels 

of schooling. Some studies find that women have better metacognitive skills than men (Akin, 2016; AlHilawani, 

2001; Ciascai & Lavinia, 2011). On the other hand, studies carried out by Chantharanuwong et al. (2012), 

conclude that there is no difference in metacognitive activity between men and women. 

Objectives of the Study 

1.   To investigate the impact of proficiency level and gender on the  performance of metacognitive 

reading strategies in  ESL/EFL learners. 

Hypotheses of the Study  

H01: There is no relationship between gender and proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and            their performance 

in metacognitive reading strategies. 

H1: There is a relationship between gender and proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and            their performance in 

metacognitive reading strategies. 

Research Design 

The present study is empirical. The study analyzes metacognitive strategies for improving ESL/EFL 

learners' reading comprehension. The students studying in the private schools in Mysuru are considered for the 

study. 

The participants were divided into experimental and control groups, but only the experimental group received 

metacognitive strategies instruction. The control group only received the routine reading instruction, which is 

the basic instruction of reading but does not include training strategies. The study's sample size is 270 students 

who are selected based on their interest so they focus better to have active involvement. 

The metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategy Inventory (MARSI) was developed by Mokhtari and 

Reichard (2002). The questionnaire was framed based on the metacognition strategies to improve reading 

comprehension in ESL/EFL students determined from the literature review. 350 respondents were administered 

through a questionnaire, and the complete filled-in questionnaires were 270. 
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Instruments and Procedure 

Reading Tests: Reading tests include many multiple-choice items considered pre-tests and post-tests. The 

purpose of the tests is to measure students’ reading ability and to confirm that the reading abilities of the two 

classes are at the same level. In the beginning, all subjects are required to take pre-tests. Then at the end of the 

training, it is necessary to take post-tests to see the differences before and after the training sessions. 

Questionnaire: The Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategy Inventory (MARSI) was developed by 

Mokhtari and Reichard (2002). It measures participants’ awareness of metacognitive reading strategies when 

they read academic materials (e.g., textbooks) on a 5- point scale (1=little use of strategy; 5=frequent use of 

strategy). The higher numbers show greater awareness of the metacognitive reading strategies of the participant. 

Among 30 questions, there are three groups: Global Reading Strategies (GLOB), Problem-Solving Strategies 

(PROB), and Support Reading Strategies (SUP). Global Reading Strategies included having a purpose while 

reading, previewing the text, skimming, determining important information, and using text features such as 

tables and pictures. Problem-Solving Strategies are adjusting reading speed as needed, re-reading, guessing 

meanings of unfamiliar words, and visualizing. Support Reading Strategies focus on strategies such as 

underlining important information, summarizing, and taking notes. 

All participants were required to answer the questionnaires in pre-test and post-test. The researcher helped the 

respondents to answer some of the questions in case they had problems. 

The data collected were analyzed using SPSS. Descriptive statistics such as percentage, mean and standard 

deviation, and inferential statistics such as independent sample tests were used. First, a reading test was 

conducted before starting the training to evaluate whether all the participants possessed equal reading skills. 

Second, after training sessions, the effectiveness of the instruction on participants’ reading performance was 

tested.  

Data Analysis and Interpretation 

Gender of the Respondents 

Table 1: Gender of the Respondents 

 Frequency Percent 

Female 121 45 

Male 149 55 

Total 270 100.0 

Source: Primary Data 

The table shows the gender of the respondents. It was found that 121 respondents (45%) were female, and 149 
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respondents (55%) were male. Hence, it was found that about 55% of the respondents were male. 

Table 2: Knowledge of Reading 
Statements SA A N D SD Mean SD 

I know what I am good at and 

what I am not good at in 

reading. 

- 32 (12%) 22 (8%) 
135 

(50%) 

81 

(30%) 
2.02 0.776 

I know what kind of 

information is most important 

to learn. 

- 41 (15%) 76 (28%) 95 (35%) 
59 

(22%) 
2.36 0.788 

I am good at identifying and 

grouping related information. 
- 54 (20%) 14 (5%) 89 (33%) 

113 

(42%) 
2.03 0.687 

I know what the teacher 

expects me to read from a 

given text. 

- 86 (32%) 24 (9%) 57 (21%) 
103 

(38%) 
2.35 0.851 

I am good at remembering 

information read from a text. 
- 59 (22%) 22 (8%) 

111 

(41%) 

78 

(29%) 
2.23 0.827 

I have control over how well I 

understand what I read. 
- - 78 (29%) 

124 

(46%) 

68 

(25%) 
2.04 0.919 

I can tell how well I 

understand what I read. 
- 43 (16%) 32 (12%) 

135 

(50%) 

59 

(22%) 
1.62 0.734 

I learn best when I know 

something about the topic 
- 70 (26%) 41 (15%) 

159 

(59%) 
- 2.67 0.791 

I can motivate myself to learn 

when I need to 
35 (13%) 

105 

(39%) 
59 (22%) 70 (26%) - 3.39 0.868 

Reading in English makes me 

feel bad about myself. 
68 (25%) 

130 

(48%) 
27 (10%) 46 (17%) - 3.62 0.852 

Reading English is more 

difficult than writing, 

speaking, or listening in 

English. 

76 (28%) 
105 

(39%) 
32 (12%) 57 (21%) - 3.57 0.744 

I am not good with vocabulary 

and grammar interferes  
65 (24%) 

149 

(55%) 
57 (21%) - - 3.67 0.821 

I make many mistakes while 

reading comprehension 
86 (32%) 

116 

(43%) 
68 (25%) - - 3.76 0.726 

Word by word translation from 

the first language to English 

negatively affects my ability to 

reading 

73 (27%) 
111 

(41%) 
86 (32%) - - 3.69 0.783 

I consider myself a good 

reader 
- 59 (22%) 27 (10%) 

124 

(46%) 

59 

(22%) 
2.32 0.789 

I consider myself an average 

reader 
- 97 (36%) 32 (12%) 

105 

(39%) 

35 

(13%) 
2.71 0.783 

I consider myself as a poor 

reader 
59 (22%) 

111 

(41%) 
41 (15%) 59 (22%) - 3.63 0.789 

Source: Primary Data 

The table shows the opinion of respondents concerning knowledge of reading. 80 respondents (80%) disagreed 

that they knew what they were good at and not good at in reading. The mean and standard deviation of the 

statement was 2.02 and 0.776. 57 respondents (57%) disagreed that they knew what kind of information is most 

important to learn. The mean and standard deviation of the statement was 2.36 and 0.788. 75 respondents (75%) 

disagreed that they were good at identifying and grouping related information. The mean and standard deviation 

of the statement was 2.03 and 0.687. 59 respondents (59%) disagreed that they knew what the teacher expected 
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them to read from a given text. The mean and standard deviation of the statement was 2.35 and 0.851. 70 

respondents (70%) disagreed that they were good at remembering information read from a text. The mean and 

standard deviation of the statement was 2.23 and 0.827. 71 respondents (71%) disagreed that they had control 

over how well they understood what they read. The mean and standard deviation of the statement was 2.04 and 

0.919. 72 respondents (72%) disagreed that they could tell how well they understood what they read. The mean 

and standard deviation of the statement was 1.62 and 0.734.   

59 respondents (59%) disagreed that they learned best when they knew something about the topic. The mean 

and standard deviation of the statement was 2.67 and 0.791. 52 respondents (52%) agreed that they could 

motivate themselves to learn when required. The mean and standard deviation of the statement was 3.39 and 

0.868. 73 respondents (73%) agreed that reading in English makes them feel bad about themselves. The mean 

and standard deviation of the statement was 3.62 and 0.852. 57 respondents (57%) agreed that reading English 

is more difficult than writing, speaking, or listening in English. The mean and standard deviation of the 

statement was 3.57 and 0.744. 79 respondents (79%) agreed that they are not good with vocabulary and 

grammar interference. The mean and standard deviation of the statement was 3.67 and 0.821. 

75 respondents (75%) agreed that they made many mistakes while reading comprehension. The mean and 

standard deviation of the statement was 3.76 and 0.726. 68 respondents (68%) agreed that word-by-word 

translation from the first language to English negatively affects their reading ability. The mean and standard 

deviation of the statement was 3.69 and 0.783. 68 respondents (68%) disagreed that they considered themselves 

good readers. The mean and standard deviation of the statement was 2.32 and 0.789. 52 respondents (52%) 

disagreed that they thought of themselves as an average readers. The mean and standard deviation of the 

statement was 2.71 and 0.783. 63 respondents (63%) agreed that they considered themselves poor readers. The 

mean and standard deviation of the statement was 3.63 and 0.789. Hence, it was found that the respondents 

were not aware of what they were supposed to read and did not understand what they read. They thought that 

they were poor readers as they made many mistakes while reading comprehension, and it was difficult for them 

to read and understand English. 

Table 3: Knowledge of Strategy 
Statements SA A N D SD Mean SD 

I do not have knowledge of reading 

strategies 
65 (24%) 130 (48%) 19 (7%) 57 (21%) - 3.87 0.811 

Lack of knowledge of reading strategies 

has impacted my reading ability  
97 (36%) 113 (42%) 32 (12%) 27 (10%) - 3.94 0.661 

Lack of knowledge of reading strategies 

has not impacted my reading ability 
- 27 (10%) 27 (10%) 140 (52%) 76 (28%) 2.02 0.792 

I try to use reading methods that have 

worked in the past 
76 (28%) 95 (35%) 32 (12%) 68 (25%) - 3.83 0.929 

I have a specific purpose for each reading 

method I use 
65 (24%) 113 (42%) 49 (18%) 43 (16%) - 3.75 0.925 

I am aware of which reading methods I use 

when reading 
- 65 (24%) 35 (13%) 116 (43%) 54 (20%) 2.41 0.740 

I find myself using helpful reading - 49 (18%) 27 (10%) 113 (42%) 81 (30%) 2.16 0.796 
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methods automatically 

I try to learn best when I know something 

about the topic. 
59 (22%) 146 (54%) 22 (8%) 43 (16%) - 3.85 0.979 

I learn best when I understand the topic. 54 (20%) 130 (48%) 49 (18%) 38 (14%) - 3.71 0.843 
I use different methods depending on what 

I am reading. 
- 49 (18%) 54 (20%) 103 (38%) 65 (24%) 2.32 0.950 

I try to learn more when I am interested in 

the topic. 
70 (26%) 65 (24%) 49 (18%) 86 (32%) - 3.76 0.688 

I use what I am good at to compensate for 

what I am not good at. 
32 (12%) 86 (32%) 70 (26%) 81 (30%) - 3.77 0.930 

Source: Primary Data 

The table shows the opinion of respondents concerning knowledge of strategy. 72 respondents (72%) agreed 

that they did not know reading strategies. The mean and standard deviation of the statement was 2.02 and 0.776. 

78 respondents (78%) agreed that lack of knowledge of reading strategies had impacted their reading ability. 

The mean and standard deviation of the statement was 3.94 and 0.661. 80 respondents (80%) disagreed that lack 

of knowledge of reading strategies had not impacted their reading ability. The mean and standard deviation of 

the statement was 2.02 and 0.792. 63 respondents (63%) agreed that they tried to use reading methods that have 

worked in the past. The mean and standard deviation of the statement was 3.83 and 0.929. 66 respondents 

(66%) agreed that each reading method used had a specific purpose. The mean and standard deviation of the 

statement was 3.75 and 0.925. 71 respondents (71%) disagreed that they had control over how well they 

understood what they read. The mean and standard deviation of the statement was 2.04 and 0.919. 63 

respondents (63%) disagreed that they knew which reading methods were used when reading. The mean and 

standard deviation of the statement was 2.41 and 0.740. 

72 respondents (72%) disagreed that they automatically found themselves using helpful reading methods. The 

mean and standard deviation of the statement was 2.16 and 0.796. 76 respondents (76%) agreed that they tried 

to learn best when they knew something about the topic. The mean and standard deviation of the statement was 

3.85 and 0.979. 68 respondents (68%) agreed that they learned best when they understood the topic. The mean 

and standard deviation of the statement was 3.71 and 0.843. 62 respondents (62%) disagreed that they used 

different methods depending on what they were reading. The mean and standard deviation of the statement 

was 2.32 and 0.950. 50 respondents (50%) agreed that they tried to learn more when interested in the topic. 

The mean and standard deviation of the statement was 3.76 and 0.688. 44 respondents (44%) agreed that they 

used what they were good at to compensate for what they were not good at. The mean and standard deviation 

of the statement was 3.77 and 0.930. Hence, it was found that the respondents were not aware of the reading 

strategies which paved the way to implementing metacognitive strategy. 
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Testing of Hypothesis 1: 

H01: There is no relationship between gender and proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and            their performance 

in metacognitive reading strategies. 

H1: There is a relationship between gender and proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and            their performance in 

metacognitive reading strategies. 

Table 4(a): Analysis of Group Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Metacognitive 

Reading 

Strategies 

Male 121 3.955 0.426 0.134 

Female 
149 3.833 0.483 0.152 

Source: Output from SPSS 

 

The table showcases the group statistics of gender and proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and their 

performance before implementing metacognitive reading strategies. It was found that the male gender and 

proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and their performance in metacognitive reading strategies had a mean of 

3.955, a standard deviation of 0.426, and a standard error mean of 0.134. The effect of female gender and 

proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and their performance in metacognitive reading strategies was 3.833, a 

standard deviation of 0.483, and a standard error mean of 0.152. 
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Table 4(b): Analysis of Independent Sample t-test 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Metacognitive 

Reading 

Strategies 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

0.148 .750 0.400 269 .620 .122 .203 .306 0.550 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  0.400 269 .620 .122 .203 .306 0.550 

Source: Output from SPSS 

The p-value of Levene's test for gender and proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and their performance before 

the implementation of metacognitive reading strategies was 0.750 (p > 0.001), so the null of Levene's test was 

accepted, and it was concluded that the variance in gender and proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and their 

performance in metacognitive reading strategies are insignificantly different. This shows that the "Equal 

variances assumed" row for the t-test (and corresponding confidence interval) results should be checked.  

For the t-test, the two-tail p-value is p=0.620 and t= 0.400 

A paired t-test was performed to determine if there was a difference in the gender and proficiency level of 

ESL/EFL learners and their performance before implementing metacognitive reading strategies. 

The mean (M = 0.122, Standard Error Difference = 0.203, N= 270) was significantly higher than zero, t = 

0.400, two-tail p = 0.620, facilitating evidence that there is an insignificant difference in gender and proficiency 

level of ESL/EFL learners and their performance in metacognitive reading strategies. 

Since the set alpha value is 0.05 and the p-value is higher than 0.05, it depicts a statistically insignificant 

difference in gender and proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and their performance before the 

implementation of metacognitive reading strategies. In this case, p = 0.620 which is > 0.05, so the difference 

is insignificant.  

Table 4(c): Analysis of Group Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Metacognitive 

Reading 

Strategies 

Male 121 4.01 0.493 0.156 

Female 
149 3.93 0.550 0.173 

Source: Output from SPSS 
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The table showcases the group statistics of gender and proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and their 

performance after implementing metacognitive reading strategies. It was found that the male gender and 

proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and their performance in metacognitive reading strategies had a mean of 

4.01, a standard deviation of 0.493, and a standard error mean of 0.156. The effect of female gender and 

proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and their performance in metacognitive reading strategies had a mean of 

3.93, a standard deviation of 0.550, and a standard error mean of 0.173. 

Table 4(d): Analysis of Independent Sample t-test 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Metacognitive 

Reading 
Strategies 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

0.145 .718 0.334 269 .584 .780 .233 .413 0.569 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  0.334 269 .584 .780 .233 .413 0.569 

Source: Output from SPSS 

The p-value of Levene's test for gender and proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and their performance after 

the implementation of metacognitive reading strategies was 0.718 (p > 0.001), so the null of Levene's test was 

accepted, and it was concluded that the variance in gender and proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and their 

performance in metacognitive reading strategies are insignificantly different. This shows that the "Equal 

variances assumed" row for the t-test (and corresponding confidence interval) results should be checked.  

For the t-test, the two-tail p-value is p=0.584 and t= 0.334 

A paired t-test was performed to determine if there was a difference in the gender and proficiency level of 

ESL/EFL learners and their performance after implementing metacognitive reading strategies. 

The mean (M = 0.780, Standard Error Difference = 0.233, N= 270) was significantly higher than zero, t = 

0.334, two-tail p = 0.584, facilitating evidence that there is an insignificant difference in gender and proficiency 

level of ESL/EFL learners and their performance in metacognitive reading strategies. 

Since the set alpha value is 0.05 and the p-value is higher than 0.05, it depicts a statistically insignificant 

difference in gender and proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and their performance after the implementation 

of metacognitive reading strategies. In this case, p = 0.584 which is > 0.05, so the difference is insignificant. 

Hence, the null hypothesis is accepted, and the alternative hypothesis is rejected. 
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Conclusion 

Metacognition in education is key to a new dimension of a student’s potential, which was studied in detail in 

this study. This study investigated the impact of proficiency level and gender on the  performance of 

metacognitive reading strategies in  ESL/EFL learners. The participants were assessed based on before and 

after implementation of metacognition strategies. Those under the experiment received metacognitive strategies 

instruction, whereas respondents only received routine reading instruction after the experiment phase. It was 

found that there is no relationship was found between gender and proficiency level of ESL/EFL learners and  

their performance in metacognitive reading strategies. Adopting strategies for reading skills and problem-

solving seems greatly important for developing metacognitive skills dealing with tasks of reading 

comprehension. If metacognitive knowledge is well prepared to be used, it can influence the quality of the 

monitoring process itself. 
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