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ABSTRACT

This study investigates the relationship between metacognitive language learning strategies (MLLS) and
gender and achievement of EFL students. Metacognitive language learning strategies are crucial for students
of English as a foreign language to learn effectively. The theoretical issues discuss metacognitive language
learning strategies in particular, and language learning strategies (LLS) in general. The practical research
took place at the English language department at Farhat Abbes University, Sétif, Algeria, with third year
students learning English as a foreign language. The study hypothesized that there is a positive correlation
between metacognitive language learning strategies use and achievement. Two main parts following a
qualitative design constitute the body of the present research. The first part uses the Metacognitive Language
Learning Strategies Questionnaire (MLLSQ) to account for differences in the reported frequency of
metacognitive strategies use across all the students, and across gender differences. The second part uses
interviews to account for the use of these strategies at the individual level, in their relation to the students’
gender and achievement in language learning. The results of the first part revealed a significant use of
metacognitive strategies among all the students and significant differences between male students and female
students in the frequency of use of these strategies. Moreover, the results of the second part reflected more
significant differences in the use of Metacognitive strategies at the level of gender and learning achievement.
The study concludes by bringing together key findings and some suggestions for further research.
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1. Introduction

Since their spread in the 1970’s, language
learning strategies (LLS) got momentum in
the studies of second or foreign language
acquisition to reach mainstream recognition
in the 1990’s. The central focus of learning
strategies research is to identify what learners
share as human traits when learning.
Depending on their research views about the
nature of LLS, some researchers attempted
more than just identifying and defining them,
by moving to their classification. Dornyei
(2005) has explained that the initial research
efforts on LLS produced two well-known
taxonomies: Oxford’s (1990) on foreign
language learning, and O’Malley and
Chamot’s (1990) on second language
learning.

The classification system presented by
O’Malley and Chamot in 1990 to describe
LLS builds on Anderson’s 1983 cognitive
theory. They divided LLS according to the
level of data processing into three main
categories: metacognitive strategies,
cognitive strategies, and social/affective
strategies. Metacognitive strategies are
higher order executive skills that involve
planning, monitoring, or evaluating a
performance of a task. By reference to
Anderson’s theory, control over cognition is
attained through procedural knowledge as the
software program that serves the functions of
examining, testing, and modifying the
procedural system and its control (O’Malley
and Chamot, 1990). In her taxonomy, Oxford
(1990) has divided LLS into two main
classes, direct and indirect strategies. Direct
strategies include cognitive, memory, and
compensation strategies, while
metacognitive, affective, and social present
the indirect strategies.

Metacognitive strategies are actions that
go beyond cognitive boundaries to facilitate
the coordination of the learning process.
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They are essential for successful language
learning because learners are often unfamiliar
with the novelties of the target language
(Oxford, 1990). Besides, they constitute a
specific set of general cognitive strategies, of
particular relevance with comprehension.

Learners can become more active through
taking the initiation for learning and realize
their main strengths and weaknesses in the
target language, through the wuse of
metacognitive strategies. Therefore, learning
would be easier because the learners are
aware of the set goals for achievement, of the
process to follow, and of the whole
distribution and organization of the learning
process. In this respect, exploring the
relationship between MLLS, gender, and
learning achievement in order to examine the
direction of their correlation is the major
focus of this paper.
2. Literature Review

While investigating LLS, there are many
factors that may influence the learner’s
choice of the strategies to use. As Ellis (1994:
472) has stated, there is a “veritable plethora
of individual learner variables which
researchers have identified as influencing
learning outcomes”. Gender and Learning
achievement are among the factors believed
to have an influence on LLS use.
2.1 Studies about Gender and Strategy Use

The factor of gender is often considered to
have an impact on the learning process
(Bacon, 1992; Nyikos, 1990, and Sunderland,
1998). However, studies exploring the use of
language learning strategies according to
gender are less common. The first study
exploring the relationship between language
learning strategies use and gender was
carried by Politzer (1983, as cited in
Takeuchi, Griffiths, and Coyle, 2007). He
worked on a group of 90 American college
students studying foreign languages, and
found that female students made use of social
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strategies more frequently than male
students.

The results of Oxford and Nyikos (1989:
296) who investigated the use of LLS by
more than 1,200 undergraduate university
students further confirmed that gender
differences had a “profound influence”.
These differences assumed that female
learners used three strategy categories
(formal practice, general study, and input
elicitation) more frequently than males.
Another study by Ehrman and Oxford (1989)
at the Foreign Service Institute succeeded to
achieve the same results, concluding that
females reported more use of strategies than
males. In fact, they found that females use
four strategy categories (general learning,
functional, searching for/ communicating
meaning, and self-management).

Again, in a study of 374 students at the
University of Puerto Pico, Green and Oxford
(1995) came to the same results emphasizing
that females used strategies more than males.
Additionally, Dreyer and Oxford (1996, as
cited in Takeuchi, Griffiths, and Coyle, 2007)
studied 179 female students and 126 males to
examine their strategy use. The results
revealed that females reported using
strategies more frequently than males, with
social and metacognitive strategies overuse
as a key difference. Ehrman and Oxford
(1990) carried another study on this topic but
failed to discover any proof of existing
differences in wusing language learning
strategies between the sexes. Many studies
(Kaylani, 1996; Oxford, Park-Oh, Ito &
Sumrall, 1993) have found that females use
more strategies than males.

It is interesting to note in this respect that
some studies reported different results from
those stated above. For instance, Wharton
(2000) found that men used a greater number
of strategies compared to women, in a study
exploring 678 university students learning
Japanese and French in Singapore. Others did
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not find any differences in strategy use
according to gender variation (Vandergrift,
1997a). The lack of significant variation in
strategy use in terms of gender is also the
same findings resulting from Griffiths’
(2003a) New Zealand research involving 234
females and 114 males. She concluded that
there is no statistically significant difference
found in strategy use in terms of gender. The
study of Nisbet, Tindall, and Arroyo (2005,
as cited in Takeuchi, Griffiths, and Coyle,
2007) achieved the same result.

Griffiths (2004: 14) insisted that studies
exploring the relationship between gender
and strategy use ‘“have come to mixed
conclusions”. Hence, the findings of all these
studies that considered sex as an affecting
factor in the use of learning strategies do not
show with certainty whether females or
males are most in need of language learning
strategies. (Chamot, 2004)

2.2 Studies about Learning Achievement and
Strategy Use

The central aim behind any learning is
reasonably achievement. In the area of LLS,
the pioneering study investigating the
relationship  between achievement and
strategy use was Rubin’s (1975, as cited in
Griffiths, 2003a: 41) the “Good Language
Learner” study. Through observing the
learners in the classrooms, making interviews
with good language learners, and gathering
the remarks of teachers, she identified some
of the features of the good language learner.
Examples of these features include having a
strong desire to communicate, not being
inhibited, practice, attend to meaning, etc.
The aim of this study was to improve the
success rate of less successful learners by
means of teaching them the strategies used by
successful learners.

In this respect, the learners’ choice of
strategies to accomplish a given task is in
itself an expression of autonomy. According
to Macaro (2004), most of these strategies are
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happening in the mind of the learners, for
which the teacher cannot get access in.
Hence, when they put these strategies into
use, they express the learners’ act and
behavior towards the situation. Moreover,
Cohen (1998) and many other researchers
(Oxford, 1990; and O’Malley and Chamot,
1990) have emphasized the importance of the
element of choice when defining LLS. This
ability to choose is the evidence for the
learners’ autonomy, and an affecting factor in
learning achievement.

Studies in the area of language learning
strategies, that investigated their use in
relation to success in language learning, have
come to mixed findings. O’Malley et al
(1985) concluded that although all the
students used various learning strategies,
successful learners reported greater use of
metacognitive learning strategies.
Consequently, the difference between high
and low achievers lies in the extent of
metacognitive  control  exercised over
language learning. Meanwhile, Ehrman and
Oxford (1995) found out that another class of
learning strategies which is cognitive
strategies distinguished among learners in
terms of success. Other studies such as Green
and Oxford (1995), however, did not focus on
the impact of one class of strategies. They
discovered that in general, successful
learners make use of all the categories of
strategies highly frequently than less
achieving ones.

According to Chamot (2004:18), the
relationship between the use of learning
strategies and the learners’ achievement is
‘far clearer’. She stated that more successful
learners reported using a varied range of
strategies and often a greater number in
comparison to low achievers. More
differences between successful and less
successful learners appeared at the level of
strategy application in respect of task, as well
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as its appropriateness for the task’s
requirements. However, some limitations
were inescapable, such as the attempt to
catalogue what successful language learners
are doing and then train other subjects in
using the same strategies. The problem lies in
identifying what these GLL are doing,
because they may not know it themselves
and, therefore, cannot inform the researcher
about it (Grenfell & Harris, 1999). Moreover,
the nature of the strategies themselves is a
limitation because most of them are related to
cognition and memory, or to feeling and
affect that are unobservable devices.

Thus, it is not an easy task “to get inside
the ‘black box’ of the human brain and sece
what is going on” (Grenfell & Harris, 1999:
36). Yet, as most researches carried in
applied linguistics and inquiries about the
processes of L2 acquisition, researchers are
obliged to deduce the deep process out of the
surface product. It is, after all, the learner
who is responsible for his/her learning, just
like the proverbial horse led to drink, but who
must do the drinking itself. (Griffiths, 2004)

Despite the fruitful insights produced on
strategy use and success, there exists a
considerable variance resulting from the
various studies. Griffiths (2003) suggested
that this may well be justified by means of the
different research settings. Takeuchi,
Griffiths, and Coyle (2007: 75) have stated
that “overshadowed strategy use, such as
tolerance of ambiguity, self-esteem, risk-
taking, field dependence/independence, and
motivation” as another element. These
justifying factors can also include the
different research methods used, or the
difference in the nature of the language
learners themselves.

2.3 Statement of the Problem

Following the general trend of learner-
focused approaches in the area of language
learning, LLS research constituted a shift in
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the understanding of learning processes. The
efforts invested through the years to develop
appropriate  teaching  methods  and
approaches seemed to neglect the role of the
learner in the teaching/learning process
(Griffiths, 2003a). Research in language
learning had always looked for understanding
the way languages are learned, and the factors
interfering in this process. Larsen-Freeman
(2001: 12) points out that research in
language learning have “underestimated the
significance of the learner’s role.”

In this direction, the problem treated in
this study is concerned with this idea of the
interference of individual differences in the
use of MLLS. Focus is turned to two main
differences, being gender and learning
achievement as two factors that may link to
metacognitive LLS use. Gender may
interfere as an element that may create
differences in the use of metacognitive
strategies, while differences in metacognitive
strategy use among the learners may
influence learning achievement.

2.4 Research Questions

The following research questions guided the
study-

1. How frequently do EFL learners use
metacognitive LLS?

2. How frequently are metacognitive learning
strategies reportedly used by learners grouped
according to gender?

3. Is there a relationship between
metacognitive strategies use and the students’
learning achievement?

2.5 Purpose of the Study

The desire to understand the way language
learners approach their learning, through the
use of LLS, mainly their metacognitive sub-
category has been the motive for this study.
The study intends to firstly examine the
learners’ frequency use of metacognitive
LLS. Secondly, it aims to explore the rate of
correlation existing between the learners’
gender and metacognitive LLS use. Finally,
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it aspires to find out whether the learners’ use
of metacognitive LLS has an impact on their
learning achievement in respect to their
academic scores. The study further aims that
the insights emerging may well be useful for
further research.
3. Methodology and Research Design

To investigate EFL students’ use of
metacognitive strategies in its relation to
gender and learning achievement, the current
study uses a qualitative design. It is divided
into two major parts. In the first part,
quantitative data are collected through the
use of the Metacognitive Language Learning
Strategies Questionnaire (MLLSQ). It is
designed to account for the participants’
overall MLLS use. The second part of the
study uses interviews with the subjects, as
well as their scores in predefined modules
and their overall achievement in English
learning. The aim of the correlation is to
examine the correlation between
metacognitive strategies use, gender, and
achievement in language learning from the
perspective of the individual student.
3.1 Participants

The participants in this study consisted of
88 undergraduate third year university
students, males and females, selected
randomly from 8 classes of about 30 students
each, at Farhat Abbes University, Algeria.
The selection of Third year students emerges
from since the availability of enough input to
answer the learning strategy questionnaire,
and for being in a better position compared to
first and second year students who are still
building experience in the target language.
There were 74 females (N=74), representing
84.09%, and 14 males (N=14) constituting
15.9%. All students were native speakers of

Arabic, and they were 20 to 23 of age.
Table 1: The percentages of female and males
participants, and all the students

Gender Number

Percentage
Male 14 15.9%
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Female 74 84.09%
All the | 88 100%
students

3.2 Instruments

The study used a triangulation approach
through three types of instrumentation
including the Metacognitive Language
Learning Strategies Questionnaire,
interview, and scores.

3.2.1 The Metacognitive language learning
strategies questionnaire

The Metacognitive Language Learning
Strategy  Questionnaire is the main
instrument used for measuring the frequency
of MLLS use in the current study. The format
of the questionnaire is modeled on measures
of identifying how frequent is the students’
use of MLLS in respect to their gender. It
reflects strategies use for each of the four
modalities: listening, reading, speaking, and
writing.

The questionnaire is a 30-item survey that
the researcher developed and was stated in
the English language and administered by the
researcher with a maximum time of 30
minutes for completion. The Metacognitive
Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire
includes three sections: 1) Genral MLLS; 2)
MLLS for Receptive Language Skills; and 3)
MLLS for Productive Language Skills. The
choice of MLLS represented the process of
planning, monitoring, problem-solving, and
evaluating for each modality.

3.2.2 The Interview

The guide of the semi-structured
interview contains five central questions.
They concern key strategies, difficulties in
English learning, good aspects of English
learning, apprehension of new strategies, and
the effect of gender on the use of strategies).
The design of the questions aimed at further
exploring the students’ strategy use, and
investigating gender and achievement as
interfering factors in MLLS wuse. The
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interview use intended to add a qualitative
dimension stated mainly in the form of ideas,
opinions, beliefs or reactions, to the
quantitative data obtained from the
questionnaire.

As the interview was going, the
interviewer asked the questions to the
student, and was at the same time recording
the answers through an audio tape and taking
notes. This was meant for not perplexing the
participants and the notes gathered with the
tapes would be used for later analysis. The
researcher encouraged the students to extend
their responses through illustrating and
explaining their personal views, all of which
noted and taped by the interviewer.

3.2.3 Scores

The scores of the students were further
collected to examine if there existed a
relation between the students’ achievement in
language learning and their strategy use, in
respect to their responses to the questionnaire
and the interview. Hence, the scores of the
interviewed students in the subjects of oral
expression, British literature, and their
overall averages in the first term exam were
collected. The choice of oral expression
subject stemmed from its focus on listening
and speaking skills and their integration to
fulfill learning tasks. The choice of British
literature subject originated from the fact that
it focuses on reading and writing skills the
most to accomplish learning tasks. All of
these skills were also treated in the MLLSQ
through its subsections with the aim of
discovering the relation of strategy use to
achievement in language learning.

3.3 Data Collection Procedures
3.3.1 Procedure for the questionnaire
administration

Initial reservations that some of the
MLLSQ statements and questions might be
difficult for lower level students proved to be
unfounded in all but with very few cases. The
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researcher conducted a pilot study with ten
non- included students among the study
participants. It helped the researcher to build
clear purposeful questions, and establish a
kind of flow in the way questions were asked.

The researcher administered the MLLSQ
in English. After explaining the research
purpose to them, Participants responded to
the MLLSQ out of class time. The aim was to
get the students think about their English
learning, and to raise awareness of
metacognitive learning strategies. Generally
speaking, the students reflected a noticeable
enjoyment while doing the task, and showed
interest to know its aim and use.

3.3.2 Interview method

From the population of third year
students, 20 students were invited to a semi-
structured interview which lasted about one
hour and a half, during which time all the
provided answers and insights were audio-
taped. The interviews took place after
completing the phase of the Metacognitive
Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire,
so that these selected students did not
participate in the initial questionnaire. The
interviewees were purposively selected to be
as representative as possible of the learner
variable included in the study in terms of
gender and success. Information obtained
from the class teachers and from the exam
results provided data about participants’
achievement.

During the interview, the students’
answers provided to the MLLSQ were
discussed. The researcher asked them about
the strategies they found the most appropriate
to learn English, their English learning
difficulties and their strategies used to
overcome them. The interview had also
investigated the activities learners enjoy
while learning English and the strategies they
use to help them improve their level through
these activities.

4. Data Analysis and Discussion
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4.1 Data Analysis Procedure

Once collected, the data from the MLLSQ
became an input for analysis using the SPSS
8.0 software. The analysis took several
statistical procedures:

1. The software analyzed the data to verify
reliability throughout the entire
questionnaire. The alpha coefficient for the
reliability of the instrument across all
students was .97, which is believed to be very
high (Cronbach alpha=.97). This obtained
result is proved to be well a high-reliability
coefficient in excess of .70 (Dornyei, 2003).
2. The software calculated the average
reported frequency of each strategy use
across all the students, as well as the overall
reported frequency of strategy use across all
the students, with standard deviations.

3. Data were gathered according to gender,
and the software calculated the average
reported recurrence for each strategy item
and all strategy items.

The researcher transformed the interview
data into written transcript, out of which 12
interviewees were selected for closer
analysis. These twelve students were selected
to respect the variables of gender and success
or otherwise obtained results during their
courses. The factor of achievement included
success in general over the whole term, and
their performance in the subjects of Oral
Expression and British Literature. Another
basis for selecting these twelve interviewees
stemmed from the quality of the information
provided during their interviews, and the
extent to which this information added new
insights to previous interviews.

Through the use of the transcript and notes
of the interview and the responses reported
by the students in the MLLSQ, profiles of the
twelve interviewees were built. The learners’
profiles resulted from making use of the
characteristics of the students involving
gender and age. The results obtained from the
MLLSQ (average reported frequency,
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number of metacognitive strategies at a high
frequency level, number of MRLS and MPLS
reported highly frequently) also constituted a
part of the prepared profiles. Additionally,
achievement in terms of the rate of success in
the first term university exam, and the grades
in the two modules of Oral Expression and
British Literature were used. Added to these
were the learning difficulties, good aspects of
English learning, and main strategies
considered useful by the students, all of
which were employed to construct learners’
profiles.

As a final step, the correlation between the
students’ use of metacognitive strategies and
their success in English learning was
calculated. The SPSS software calculated the
correlation  between students’  grades
obtained in the modules of British literature
and oral expression, as well as their general
average in the first term exam, and the use of
metacognitive learning strategies.

4.2 Results and Discussion
Research Question 1:

How frequently do EFL
metacognitive LLS?

In order to report the overall frequency of
Metacognitive language learning strategies
use over all the participants, the MLLSQ was
used. Table 2 displays the results of the
participants’ (n=88) reported an average
frequency of metacognitive language
learning strategies use over all the statements
of MLLSQ, which is 2.7, ranging from 1.2 to
4.3.

Table 2: Average reported frequency of metacognitive

learning strategy use (MLSU) with standard
deviations (SD)

learners use

April-June, 2015

average reported frequency of strategy use
was 2.8, with ten strategies used at a high rate
of frequency (average=3.5 or above). These
ten strategies that were reported to be used
highly frequently belong to all three
subsections of strategies. The items (1, 2, 3,
5, 6) were general metacognitive strategies;
the strategies (12, 17, 18) were metacognitive
strategies for receptive skills; and the items
(23, 25) were metacognitive strategies for
productive skills. Hence, General
Metacognitive Strategies (GMS) have an
average reported frequency of 3.1
Metacognitive Strategies for Receptive
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Learning Skills (MSRLS) got a 2.7 reported
recurrence, and Metacognitive Strategies for
Productive Learning Skills (MPLS) reported
a 2.4 rate.

Research Question 2:

How frequently are metacognitive learning
strategies reportedly used by learners
grouped according to gender?

In order to explore the differences in
metacognitive language learning strategies
use across gender, the research analyzed the
data gathered from the MLLSQ. Table 3
represents the overall average reported
frequency of strategies use across males and
females. The overall average reported
frequency for female students (N=74) was
3.0. They reported eight strategies to be used
at a high rate of frequency, and six matched
with those reported to be used by all the
students. Male students (N=14) had an
average reported frequency of 2.7, and five

items used at a high rate of frequency.

Table 3: Average reported frequency of strategy use

according to gender.
Gender

Average

GMS MSRLS

MPLS
Male 3.0 25 2.8
(n=14)
Female 3.2 2.9 3.0
(n=74)
All the 3.2 2.7 25
students

Table3 shows that female students
reported using Metacognitive learning
strategies (average=3.0) more frequently
than male students (average= 2.7). This
difference in reported frequency of strategy
use was also found within the three sub-
groups of strategies. Females scored higher
than males. Hence, for the first sub-group
(General Metacognitive strategies), females
reported an average of 3.2 compared to an
average of 3.0 for males. For the second sub-
group (MSRLS) females had an average of
2.9 compared to 2.5 only for males. Also for
the last sub-group (MPLS), females reported
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an average of 3.0, while males had an average

of 2.8 only.
Table 4: Average reported frequency of strategy use
for males and females

Sub- MLL Statement

5Q
0

I defina goals for my leamng tasks J .
I GAMS 02 | T setplans for my leaming tasks 13 T 133
I GMS 15 | Tregularly check my progress 14 33 i
I GAMS 04 | T gather sources to understand a lecturs 1 28 |30
I GMS 15 | T organizs course material 27 31 37
I GMS 08 | I tunk ahout ways to become a better English 10 10 143
learnar
I GMS 17 | Tnotice my Enghsh mistakes N 31 14
I GAMS 08 | Task myself queshoms about tszues lazmad i 33 id
GRS 08 | T thumk of new ways to sohve a task 11 17 il
I GAMS 10 T Ttry to predict what mformation Twill hear 14 16 |13
MERLS | 11 ] Tdecide bout aspects of mformation to listen to 11 20 14
MEFLS | 12 T Dreflact on what I heard 17 T 140
MEFLS | 13 | Tpay attention to meaning when Listenme 14 26 27
MERLS | 13 |1 check whether the mformation 1s making sense | 3.6 31 17
fome
MEFLS | 15 | Before T start Listaming, I try to predict what 11 6 |32
information [ will hear.
MEFLS | 16 T think shout what T already Inow about the topic | 20 13 13
MEFLS | 1T T 1inagme scenes or draw pichwres 3D 3T 141
MEFLS | I8 | Iidentify what I do not understand 1 137 141
MERLS | 19 [ Task questions when T do not understand while i 11 il
reading
MERLS | 20 ] Tlook for opportunities to read in Fnglich 16 33 13
MPLE | 21 | Idecids about my goal for spedking 39 i1 112
MPLE | 27 | I think shout iportant information for the 10 11 13
Listanar
MPLY | 23 | I'loramstorm words and phrases 13 . il
MPLS | 24 | Ipay attention when someone iz speaking English | 3.1 4117
MPLS | 23 | I check whether i have accomplizhed my goal in i) T |38
commumication
MPLS | 28 | Isetaplan before wmiting 14 T 121
MPLS | 27 | Ireflect and revize while writing LI 0 1d
MPLS | 28 | I gather mmbtiple sources of mformation ahoutthe | 3.0 33 13
topic ] am wrihng about
MPLY | 29 | Itunk of different wotmz forms to vnte bouta | 16 024
topic
MPLS 30 | T comect my mistakes and evaluate my il 31 33
performance
Overall average reported frequency of strategy use 1] 30128

As seen in Table.4 (above), females
reported high frequent use of strategies. They
reported using eight strategies at a high level
of frequency, presenting all three sub-groups:
four to GMS (items.1, 2, 6, 8), three to
MSRLS (item.13, 19, 20), and one strategy to
MPLS (item.24). Males, however, reported to
use five strategies at a high level of
frequency: three to GMS (items.2, 6, 7), one
to MSRLS (items.14), and one (item.21) to
MPLS. Besides, three of the strategies
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reported by females to be used at a high level
of frequency (items.1, 2, 6) matched with T
those reported to be used at a high frequency 1
level by all the students. Meanwhile, only =
two of those strategies reported by males to T
be used highly frequently (items.2, 6) g
matched with those used at a high frequency ]
level by all the students. Within these 1
findings, it is necessary to note that, it is it
i
1
1

possible that overall reported frequency
(quantity) may be important. Yet, equally

vital is the quality of the strategies chosen T
since some strategies appear to be typical of |35
male or female students. A
Research Question 3: 0
Is there a relationship  between =

metacognitive strategies use and the students’

= [ Y U [ ) [ [ SN Y U Y Y IS N R P PN (PN PN RN P (PPN Y [P RN PR PN I I [P R (PR PR PR

E=

learning achievement? i
In order to support and reinforce the ERRE NS N N EAN T EE— I EP R E P
findings of the first part of the study obtained LT L LA I LS.
using the questionnaire, the analysis of the T 7 E
NMEPS | 3 k] [] 1 3
1 23 1 [5

J
=l
i

interviews revealed how individual students i
both males and females report to use A
metacognitive language learning strategies ACH

t bl 5 b I M . t h d th ACH | 1485 1131 [ 1257 | 1364 |48 B33 [ERE 103 |19 |32
(see ta €. e_ow)_. Oreover, It showed the The interview aimed at checking the use of
way this use is linked to their success in

. . ; strategies across gender differences from the
language learning. It is worth noting that

desnite the diff i th q . point of view of the individual learner, in
espite the ditference in the used strategies, order to reinforce the findings of the first part
all successful students both males and

femnal d usi q ber of of the study. The results of the interviews
emales reported using a good number o show (see table.5 above) that female students
strategies at rate 5. In terms of gender,

. used metacognitive strategies slightly at
females outnumbered males slightly and had high-frequency rates compared to males, and
higher averages of reported frequency of

that they preferred to use some strategies
strategy use. In terms of success also,

ful femal d  hiah h more than others.
loceesful males, 'gher. than The interview revealed that both

succes§ful males. : . successful males and females reported using
Table 5: Reported frequency ratings of metacognitive . . .
language learning strategies use (MLLSQ) by interviewees various sets of strategies according to the
1-12 with achievement sections of the MLLSQ, besides others which
were not mentioned in the questionnaire.
These latter strategies included other
categories of strategies which were not the
focus of this study. Less successful students
had also indicated their range of strategies

used to face their needs and difficulties,
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added to their limited range of from the
MLLSQ at high-frequency levels. However,
these strategies were not firstly numerous as
those reported by successful students, and
secondly did not practically function in the
scope of the learning difficulties mentioned.

The interviews showed that both male and
female students used metacognitive
strategies. The first difference lied in the
quantity of the strategies used, for which
females reported using more strategies than
males. And the second difference emerged in
the quality of the strategies used for which
both groups wused various strategies
depending on their purposes and the nature of
the learning tasks. The difference was more
significant, however, in terms of considering
the rate of success achieved by the students.
The results showed that there was a
correlation between metacognitive strategies
use and the rate of success achieved by the
students in their English learning, as shown

in Table.6 below.

Table 6: Correlation (r) between metacognitive

strategies use and students’ average of success in

British  literature  (Brit.lit), Oral Expression

(Oral.Exp), and General Average (GA).
Average Value of correlation (r) with

metacognitive strategies use
Oral.Exp +0.421
Average
Brit.Lit +0.707**
Average
General +0.610**
Average (GA)

** All correlations are significant beyond the 0.01
level

To specify the relationship between the
two variables of students’ success and their
use of MLLS, the research used Spearman
Rank Order Coefficient of Correlation (-Rho)
which “is a useful non-parametric test”
(Singh, 2006: 240). This test is useful in case
the number of the pairs presented in ranks is
fewer than thirty, and when there are few ties
in rank. (Singh, 2006)
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The results of Table.6 (above) revealed
that there is an average correlation of 0.42
between metacognitive strategies use and the
students’ results in oral expression module. It
also showed that there is a strong correlation
of 0.70 between metacognitive language
learning strategies use and the students’
achievement in the module of British
literature. Moreover, the table reported a
strong correlation of 0.61 between the use of
strategies and the general average of the
students in the first term exam.

As a result, the positive correlation found
to exist between metacognitive learning
strategies and the students’ success, whether
in specific areas of study, or language
learning in general, indicates that there is a
solid agreement between the wuse of
metacognitive strategies and success in
English learning.

4.3 Summary of the Results and Discussion

The focus of this study was on discovering
the use of metacognitive strategies as a sub-
group of language learning strategies, in its
relation to gender and achievement in
language learning. The findings of the
quantitative part of the study indicate that,
overall, the students do not use metacognitive
strategies, defined as higher-order executive
skills that build on planning, monitoring, and
evaluating the success of learning tasks, at
high frequency rates.

Besides, the results of this study, in
general, reveal that females have reported
using  metacognitive  strategies  more
frequently than male students. This finding is
consistent with the same results of other
research which proved that significant gender
differences occur in the female direction,
such as Green and Oxford (1995), Dryer and
Oxford (1996), Kaylani (1996), Lee (2003),
OK (2003), and Zare (2010).

Moreover, the results of the quantitative
part of the study show that the learners use
metacognitive strategies, in general, to
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regulate their language learning, but with no
high  frequency rates. The general
metacognitive strategies were, however,
reported to be used at high-frequency rates in
comparison to those metacognitive strategies
that are linked to specific areas of language
learning, being productive or receptive skills.
In terms of gender differences, female
students used metacognitive strategies more
than male respondents, and differences were
not recognized within quantity only, but also
at the level of the quality of the strategies
used by every group. For instance, females
focused on those strategies that had to do with
evaluating and monitoring more than did
males. At the individual level, in the
qualitative part of the research, examinations
of the questionnaire findings with the
students’ interviewees state that, overall,
female students use metacognitive strategies
highly frequently than males.

The positive correlation found between
the students’ success -upon particular areas
and overall achievements, and their use of
metacognitive strategies, indicates that the
use of metacognitive strategies affects the
students’ rate of success in English learning.
This finding falls within the same results
achieved in similar studies (Rahimi et al.,
2008; Anderson, 2005; Yu, (2003); Lee,
2003, and Griffiths (2003). The strong
positive correlation between metacognitive
strategies use and learning achievement
revealed in this study is consistent with the
study findings of Nisbet (2002) and Dryer
and Oxford (1996).

In respect to these research findings, the
metacognitive and key strategies used by less
successful students are the main strategies
that form the platform for language learning.
They are not considered to be non-productive
because they fulfill certain tasks, but they are
not enough to raise the quality of students’
learning. These less successful students
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might need more instruction and training in
the use of metacognitive learning strategies
to learn more efficiently.

5. Conclusion and Recommendations

This study focused on finding out the rate
of correlation between metacognitive
strategy use, gender, and learning
achievement. The results revealed that there
are significant differences in terms of gender.
Moreover, the research reported a positive
correlation between metacognitive strategies
use and learning achievement. In the
direction of these findings, teachers need to
include metacognitive language learning
strategies in their work through strategy
workshops and integrating strategies into
coursework.

As far as the scope of metacognitive
language learning strategies is concerned,
teachers may be given new roles, such as
identifying, developing, and training the
learners in using these strategies. Making
males and females, successful and less
successful learn from each other through
strategy instruction may become one of the
key functions of teachers’ profession. All in
all, the learners need to be instructed in using
metacognitive strategies. This instruction
will make them reflect on their thinking to
raise their awareness of the strategies they
use, and expose them to new ranges of
strategies to develop.

This study has produced findings about
the correlation between the use of MLLS,
gender, and learning achievement. It has also
raised some key questions that may open the
gate for further research. For instance, similar
research may be carried with students in
different settings. Also, the strategies
reported by successful students highly
frequently may be introduced to the less
successful through strategy workshops or
intensive courses.
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Appendix 1: Sample of the Metacognitive
Language Learning Strategies Questionnaire
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This questionnaire is designed to investigate
the use of metacognitive learning strategies by
third year students of English as a foreign
language at the English Language Department,
Farhat Abbes University, Sétif, Algeria. It is
important that you answer each question carefully
so that the information provided will guarantee
the success of the investigation. Following are a
number of statement presenting different
metacogntive learning strategies. We would like
you to indicate your opinion after each statement
by putting a tick [V] in the box that best indicate
the extent to which you use the strategy indicated
in the statement. Use the following scale:

Never (N), Rarely (R), Qccasionally (Oc),  Often (Of), Always (A)
Section One: General Metacognitive Language Learning Strategies
1. Idefine goals for every English learning task.
NO RO 0cd ofd A
2. Isetplans for my learning tasks and work according to these plans.
NOJ RO 0c ofd A
3. Iregularly check my progress in English learning.
NO RO ocO ofd AO
4. Torganize course materials through the use of charts and diagrams.
NOJ RO 0cd of[d AO
5. Ithink about possible ways to become a better English learner.
N RO ocd ofd Al
6. I ask questions about what I learn in the classroom to decide if [ find it convincing.
NG RO Oc[d of[] A
7. Tthink of new ways to solve a task.
NO RO 0z ofJ A

Appendix 2: Sample of the Interview Questions

1. Which language learning strategies do you
find most effective for your English learning?

2. What are the main difficulties that you face
while learning English?

a. What do you do to overcome these
difficulties?

b. Do you think that you use the appropriate
strategies to overcome these difficulties?

3. What language learning activities do you
enjoy most while learning English?

a. What are the steps you follow to work on
these activities?

b. Which language learning strategies do you
use to help you work successfully on these
activities?

c. In what way (s) do you find the strategies
you use to work on these activities different
from other strategies you use for less
enjoyable activities?
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