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Abstract 

The present study aims to investigate the use of metacognitive reading strategies by 240 fourth-year students 

majoring in English Language and Literature or French Language and Literature at Jordanian universities. The 

Survey of Reading Strategies Questionnaire (SORS) (Mokhtari and Sheorey, 2002) was used for data collection. It 

consists of 30 items divided into three reading strategies: Problem Solving strategies, Support strategies, and Global 

strategies. The findings showed that English language learners and French language learners reported moderate use of 

metacognitive reading strategies and a tendency towards the use of Global reading strategy (M= 3.06) more than 

Support (M= 3.01) and Problem Solving (M= 2.88) strategies. Significant differences existed in the categories of 

metacognitive reading strategies use between the two groups of the study. The findings indicated that foreign 

language learners might recognize which strategies to use, but they may not have knowledge of how to use them 

successfully. They need to know how to use reading strategies correctly not only to know which strategies to employ. 

It is recommended that larger-scale studies be conducted to investigate the relationship among reading strategies of 

language learners, texts of different difficulties and lengths, and learning styles. 

Keywords: Metacognitive reading strategies, global strategies, support strategies, problem. 

1. Introduction 

Over the past thirty years, several studies have been conducted on the use of reading strategies by 

both L1 and L2 learners, and the main attention has been drawn on reading strategies use in English. 

Sheorey and Mokhtari (2001, 3) define the process of reading as a ‘cognitive enterprise’, which involves 

an interaction of several factors as individual factors, learning aptitude, reading materials, learners’ 

background and other elements. Studies have also highlighted the significance of metacognitive aspects 

of learners’ awareness and their use of deliberate reading strategies (See Alhaqbani and Riazi 2012; 

Carrell 1989; Mokhtari and Reichard 2008; Mokhtari and Sheorey 2002; Pressley and Afflerback 1995).  

Anderson (2003, 23) defines metacognition as “thinking about thinking”. Moreover, Mokhtari and 

Reichard (2002, 249) state that metacognition as “awareness and monitoring processes described as ‘the 

knowledge of readers’ cognition about reading and self-control mechanism”. Semtin and Maniam (2015, 

55) explain the Metacognitive Strategy as a method that involves “planning for learning, thinking about 
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the learning process that takes place, monitoring of one’s comprehension, and evaluating learning after 

completion of a task”. Metacognition can be seen as learners’ knowledge about themselves and about 

learning, and their abilities to observe and control their own cognitive processes. Metacognitive reading 

strategies according to Oxford (1990, 136) “provide a way for learners to coordinate their own learning 

process”. Actually, it has been agreed that metacognitive reading strategies are vital features of skilled 

reading.  

Reading skill is considered as important as the four skills in language learning, especially in 

academic contexts. According to Krashen (1982, 132), it is considered a vital input that influences 

language learners’ verbal and written competencies. Thus, language researchers have to explore learners’ 

use of reading strategies to help them detect how they deal with reading tasks. In addition, researchers 

need to delve into language learners’ reading proficiency and to look into the relationship between their 

metacognitive reading strategies and their ability to comprehend texts. According to Anderson (2008, 

108), foreign language learners can develop their reading skills by using good metacognitive reading 

strategies as tools in foreign language reading. Researchers have to investigate the use of metacognitive 

reading strategies in solving the problem of poor reading comprehension which is a key problem in 

foreign language teaching and learning. 

Concerning language learners, they have to be aware of reading strategies as most of them might not 

have knowledge of these strategies or they might not have been exposed to the different kinds of reading 

strategies. As stated by Singhal (2001, 12), reading strategies help language learners to comprehend texts 

which enhance their language learning. For that reason, it is significant for language learners to be aware 

of their use of reading strategies to assist them in understanding reading materials. Consequently, 

language learners who lack metacognitive knowledge often have difficulties dealing with reading 

materials and they are deficient in skills for effective comprehension (Mokhtari and Sheorey 2002, 3).  

The results of reading strategies research can help researchers to divulge in and elucidate how 

readers interact with texts they read and how they use these strategies to understand texts. Metacognitive 

reading strategies also can help students to understand what strategies they can use, how they should use 

them, and where they are expected to use them. As well, investigating into ESL or EFL learners’ reading 

strategies assist researchers to understand how these learners manage to read texts and how they tackle 

their reading comprehension difficulties. Metacognitive reading strategies, too, result in better reading 

comprehension and in fostering the teaching and learning of reading. Less skilled readers can improve 

their reading skill by training founded on reading strategies (Alsheikh 2011, 50; Carrell 1989, 127; 

Malcolm 2012, 6). 

As reading is regarded the most important skill in academic contexts (Carrell 1989, 122; Grabe, 

1991, 375) and reading strategies are vital for effectual comprehension (Carrell, 1989), it is important to 

prepare Jordanian foreign language learners such as English or French learners at Jordanian universities 

to become competent readers. Most of foreign language courses at Jordanian universities require a lot of 

reading in order for learners to pass them. Low grades of reading tests obtained by foreign language 
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learners at Jordanian universities reflect their poor reading abilities. Additionally, they indicate the lack of 

instructions in metacognitive reading strategies that are needed to improve their reading skills.  

For these purposes, SORS is the instrument implemented to measure metacognitive reading 

strategies of English and French foreign language learners in this study when reading texts. This 

instrument is classified into three different strategies: Global Strategies, Problem Solving Strategies, and 

Support Strategies. These strategies help language learners to use, assess and control texts during the 

process of reading. 

2. Literature Review 

Reading is defined by Karbalaei (2010a, 52) as “a dynamic and interactive process,” while Anderson 

(2003, 2) and Nuttall (1996, 28) describe reading as an essential skill needed for language learners to 

succeed in their learning process and academic tasks and develop their linguistic abilities. In conjunction 

with Sheorey and Mokhtari’s (2001, 3) definition of the process of reading as a “cognitive enterprise.” 

Meissner and Yun 2008 (as cited in Kirmizi 2010, 4753) refer to reading as an intellectual process 

through which readers make use of their real-life knowledge, L1 linguistic knowledge, lexical and 

grammatical knowledge, purpose of reading, text schema, and context.  

Over the last decades, research devoted efforts to reading strategies that L2 readers use to understand 

texts instead of focusing on reading for comprehension (Sheorey and Mokhtari 2001, 2). Studies have 

focused on the significance of metacognitive aspects of reading, the knowledge and intentional usage of 

strategies (See Alhaqbani and Riazi 2012; Martinez 2008; Mokhtari and Reichard 2008; Mokhtariand 

Sheorey 2002; Pressley and Afflerback 1995). Researchers often use the term skill synonymously with the 

term strategy in reading strategies research. Nonetheless, there is a difference between these terms. 

Carrell (1989, 124) identifies skills as unintentional competencies of readers used to understand texts. 

Strategies, however, are defined as selected deliberate actions used by readers to carry out specific aims 

to help them with what they read (Paris et al.1983, 295). 

The definition of the term has been acknowledged in the literature related to reading strategies.  

Reading strategies are deliberately planned mental processes used by readers to help them decode and 

comprehend texts (Afflerbach et al. 2008; Cohen 1986; Garner 1987; Mokhtari and Sheorey 2002; 

Sheorey and Mokhtari 2001). Such strategies involve scanning, adjusting reading speed, taking notes, 

guessing, paraphrasing, and having a purpose in mind, among others (Grabe 1991, 377).  

As far as reading strategies are concerned, a distinction between reading strategy use in L1 and L2 

context has to be acknowledged. As stated by Yoshida (2012, 3), readers in L1 reading context use these 

strategies spontaneously and involuntarily; in opposition, readers in L2 context execute these strategies 

consciously and intentionally. Consequently, readers in L2 context have been confronted with reading 

hindrances such as lack of lexical items, structural difficulty, text complexity, lack of background 

knowledge, and so forth (Yoshida 2012, 4).  
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As reading strategies are significant, several researchers have classified and listed these strategies. 

Researchers as Mokhtari and Sheorey (2002, 4) categorize metacognitive reading strategies as follows:  

1. Global Strategies (GLOB) are intended cautiously planned techniques which readers use such as 

previewing text, reading with a purpose in mind, and using context clues to understand the text. 

2. Problem Solving strategies (PROB) are controlled purposeful techniques that readers use directly when 

problems in understanding increase while reading texts. For example, rereading the text, guessing 

the meaning of unknown words, and adjusting the reader’s speed of reading. 

3. Support strategies (SUP) are basic support means used by readers to help in understanding the text 

underlying, circling, or highlighting textual information, taking notes, and using a dictionary. 

The Survey of Reading Strategies (SORS) developed by Mokhtari and Sheorey (2002, 4) consists of 

these three categories measuring the metacognitive reading strategies of L2 learners. Leaners and teachers 

benefit from the information obtained from SORS. Learners will be aware of their reading strategies and 

teachers will identify learners’ reading strategies.  

Several studies have examined the use of metacognitive reading strategies by L2 learners. There is a 

dearth of studies that attempt to examine the differences between EFL and FFL usage of metacognitive 

reading strategies. Thus, the section below highlights a few previous researches on metacognitive reading 

strategies by L2 learners.  

Sheorey and Mokhtari (2001, 4-16) conducted a study using SORS to study the metacognitive 

reading strategies of 150 English native speakers and 152 L2 English learners in a mid-western state 

university. The outcomes of the study exposed that both groups reported their high awareness of various 

reading strategies and they ranked the categories of the strategies in the same order of importance. 

Readers with high reading abilities were better in metacognitive reading strategies usage than readers 

with low reading abilities. Besides, both groups regarded support strategies as valuable strategies. In 

addition, female native-English speakers reported significantly higher frequency of reading strategies 

usage than female L2 learners.  

Mokhtari and Reichard’s research (2004, 382-393) is reminiscent of Sheorey and Mokhtari’s 

research (2001), which investigated the use of reading strategies by students in two different educational 

settings using the SORS tool. The researchers detected the use of reading strategies by 209 Moroccan 

university students in Morocco and 141 American university students in the USA when reading texts in 

English. The findings revealed that both groups reported comparable reading strategies when reading 

texts in English though they studied in two different university environments. The only dissimilarity that 

distinguished Moroccan students from American students was that they used specific types of reading 

strategies more often than American students.  

In another study, Sheorey and Baboczky (2008, 161-173) used SOSR to explore the reading 

strategies usage by EFL 134 male and 411 female Hungarian college students majoring in English while 

reading academic materials in English. The study indicated moderate usage of reading strategies by the 

students and they preferred using support and problem solving reading strategies. Moreover, male 



Metacognitive Reading Strategies Use by English and  
French Foreign Language Learners 

247 
 

students reported using less reading strategies than their female classmates. In general, students who 

stated that spending more time on reading declared using more reading strategies.  

Malcolm (2012, 8 - 26) was one of several studies that reported metacognitive reading strategies use 

by EFL Arab university students. It inspected 160 Arab medical students in Bahrain employing 

metacognitive reading strategies while reading academic texts in English based on their English 

proficiency levels and year of study. Students of low English proficiency level and first-year students 

used translation techniques more than using reading strategies, which was contradictory with the practices 

of upper year students and students of high English proficiency level. The findings reported by those 

participants were unlike the findings reported by students in L1 and L2 in an American college.  

Last of all, Temur and Bahar (2011, 421- 426) looked into the metacognitive reading strategies used 

by 132 Turkish students studying English Language Education at a public university. The SORS 

instrument was used to collect the data. The findings of the study were the followings: First, students used 

problem solving, global, and support reading strategies respectively when they read texts in English. They 

reported using the problem solving strategies for resolving comprehension problems, global strategies 

were used as pre-reading to comprehend the text, and the least used strategies were supported strategies to 

enhance perception and to improve reminiscing. Second, first-year students used reading strategies more 

often than second and third-year students which imply that the frequent usage of reading strategies 

declines as the grade level increases. Finally, female students reported the more frequent use of reading 

strategies than their male counterparts. 

It is apparent that metacognitive reading strategies have attracted considerable attention of 

researchers. The population of this as well as that of the above mentioned studies was university or 

college students learning a foreign language. However, the scarcity of research conducted to compare the 

EFL use of metacognitive reading strategies with FFL use of these strategies made the present study 

different from previous studies.  

3. Objective and Research Questions  

The empirical objective of the study is to investigate the metacognitive reading strategies of 

Jordanian undergraduate EFL and FFL students at Jordanian universities when reading academic 

materials either in English or French. SORS by Mokhtari and Sheory (2002, 2-10) has been adopted to 

collect data for the study. Therefore, it reveals the overall strategy use by the participants, it illustrates the 

most and least reading strategies employed by them and it explores the significant differences between the 

groups. Accordingly, this study seeks to answer the following research questions: 

1. Which metacognitive reading strategies are used by EFL and FFL students in Jordanian universities? 

2. What are the metacognitive reading strategies most and least employed by EFL and FFL students in 

Jordanian universities?  

3. Is there a significant difference between EFL and FFL students regarding the use of the Global 

strategies, Problem Solving strategies, and Support strategies?  
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4. Research Methodology  

4.1 Participants 

This study included 240 Jordanian undergraduate EFL and FFL students, randomly selected from 

five Jordanian universities. As Table 1 shows, the study sample consisted of 140 EFL fourth-year students 

enrolled in a bachelor’s degree in English Language and Literature. As for the FFL participants, they 

were 99 fourth – year students enrolled in a bachelor’s degree in French Language and Literature. The 

age of the participants ranged from 20 to 24 years old, and all participants were native speakers of Arabic. 

The data were collected during the Fall Semester which started in September 2018 and ended in early 

January 2019. The names of the participants and their universities were omitted for the purposes of 

confidentiality. 

Table 1: Distribution of Students according to their Field of Study and Gender 
Field of Study Number Percentage (%) 

EFL 141 58.8 
Male 35 24.8 

Female 106 75.2 
FFL 99 41.6 
Male 26 26.3 

Female 73 73.7 
Total 240 100 

 
4.2 Research Instrument and Procedure 

The instrument used to gauge the students’ metacognitive reading strategies was the Survey of 

Reading Strategies (SORS) by Mokhtari and Sheory (2002, 2-10). SORS was mainly designed to measure 

non-native English speakers’ metacognitive reading strategies while reading academic or school-related 

materials (MokhtariandSheorey2002, 6). It has been broadly adopted in various studies related to learners 

of ESL, EFL and learners of other languages (See Alsheikh 2011; Malcolm 2012; Sheorey and Baboczky 

2008). The questionnaire included 30 items in total, which were divided into three reading strategies: 

Problem Solving strategies (PROB) (8 items), Support strategies (SUP) (9 items) and Global strategies 

(GLOB) (13 items).  

The questionnaire consisted of two parts: the first part was for collecting demographic information 

about the participants such as major, gender, and age. The second was the SORS questionnaire. The 

participants were asked to rate their responses according to a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1. Never 

to 5. Always. 

Though the instructions were written on the first page of the questionnaire, the participants were 

instructed orally before filling out the questionnaire. The questionnaire was administered in their 

universities. The reliability coefficient of the questionnaire was calculated with Cronbach –Alpha (α) 

value. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the internal consistency reliability was 0.91 (α = 0.91). It is 

considered sufficiently reliable, as the alpha (α) value is greater than 0.70 (α > 0.70) (Dörnyei 2007, 207; 

George and Mallery 2003, 53). As this questionnaire mainly relies on the SORS by Mokhtari and Sheorey 

(2002, 2-10), SORS external reliability was validated in several former studies such as Alsheikh and 

Mokhtari 2011, Karbalaei 2010b, Mokhtari and Reichard 2004, etc.  
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4.3 Data analysis 

Concerning the data analysis, the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) version 21 was used 

in the quantitative analysis of the obtained data. Descriptive statistics was utilized to find out the mean 

values, standard deviation values, and frequencies of the variables. While inferential statistics as 

independent-samples t-tests were run to verify whether there was a significant difference between EFL 

and FFL learners in the use of metacognitive reading strategies.  

Three levels (high, moderate, and low) of range were based on the average scores on the 5-point 

Likert scale as recommended by Mokhtari and Sheorey (2002, 4) and Oxford (1990, 24). The mean scores 

were decoded in the form of three levels as high (mean of 3.5 or higher), moderate (means from 2.5 to 

3.4) and low (means of 2.4 or lower).  

5. Results and Discussion 

5.1 Overall Reading Strategies Use by the Participants 

To answer the first question, the descriptive statistics for overall use and the three categories of 

SORS employed by the participants were analyzed. In addition, the descriptive statistics of the frequency 

of metacognitive reading strategies usage among the participants were investigated.  

The results in Table 2 indicate that the participants used the three categories of SORS moderately. 

Based on Oxford’s (1990) scoring system; from 2.5 to 3.4 indicates moderate use. Likewise, the 

participants’ overall reading strategies mean is moderate.  

Table 2: The Mean Score and Standard Deviation of the Three Categories of SORS and Overall Reading 
Strategies Used by EFL and FFL Students in Jordanian Universities 
Reading Strategies Mean SD Strategy Level Rank 
Global 3.06 0.75 Moderate 1 
Support 3.01 0.78 Moderate 2 

Problem Solving 2.88 0.75 
 Moderate 3 

Overall reading 
strategies (N=240) 3.0 0.69 Moderate -------- 

 
The overall reading strategies mean (M = 3.0, SD = 0.69) of SORS would imply that EFL and FFL 

learners in Jordanian universities distinguish themselves as employing a range of strategies while reading 

English or French academic materials. The moderate overall reading strategies use by the participants of 

the present study is in line with former studies (e.g. Lee 2012; Shikano 2013; Tavakoli 2014).  

The data presented in Table 2 indicates the moderate use of the three categories of the metacognitive 

reading strategies by the participants. Global reading strategies rated the highest mean, followed by 

Support reading, and the last strategy was Problem Solving reading strategies. These results are not in 

accordance with the outcomes of several previous studies (e.g. Li 2010; Shikano 2013; Solakand Altay 

2014; Tipamas 2012) which showed Problem Solving strategies were the most used and Support reading 

strategies the least used strategies. Whereas in this study, Support reading strategies occupied the second 

place and Problem Solving strategies came last. However, this finding is opposite to Sheorey and 
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Baboczky’s study (2008, 168) where the prime preference of Hungarian university students was Support 

strategies. 

The findings of the first question reveal that the participants are capable of observing and controlling 

their reading as the Global reading strategies rated the highest use strategies. It can be deduced that the 

participants regularly use these strategies in their readings. They can be considered skilled readers as 

stated by Salataci and Akyel (2002, 12) due to their use of planning strategies as opposed to the frequent 

use of Support strategies by low level readers. These strategies contribute towards better reading 

comprehension as the participants are being aware of checking and analyzing the text, having a purpose in 

mind when reading the text, and making use of typographical aids (Block 1992, 328; Huang et al. 2009, 

21). Another possible explanation for the participants’ high use of Global strategies is that academic texts 

are written explicably to present and describe knowledge, and therefore the participants are not involved 

in decoding or drawing deductions as other genres require. They are skillful at exploring academic texts 

employing these strategies.  

Regarding Problem Solving strategies, their moderate mean suggests their direct involvement with 

the texts they read for better conception.  

5.2 Metacognitive Reading Strategies Use by the Participants 

This section is the second part for answering the first research question: Which metacognitive 

reading strategies are used by EFL and FFL students at Jordanian universities? Table 3 presents the 

descriptive statistics of the frequency of metacognitive reading strategies used among EFL and FFL 

students in Jordanian universities. The results are arranged in descending order by their means (i.e., the 

most often used to the least often used strategies). 

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics of the Frequency of Metacognitive Reading Strategies Use among EFL 
and FFL students at Jordanian Universities 

Strategy 
Category 

Item 
No. Statement Mean SD Order Level of 

Strategy 
GLOB 23 I check my understanding when I come across 

new information. 
3.60 1.38 1 High 

GLOB 8 I review the text first by noting its 
characteristics like length and organization. 

3.58 1.28 2 High 

GLOB 4 I take an overall view of the text to see what it 
is about before reading it. 

3.51 1.23 3 High 

PROB 9 I try to get back on track when I lose 
concentration. 

3.35 1.25 4 Moderate 

SUP 2 I take notes while reading to help me 
understand what I read. 

3.33 1.34 5 Moderate 

GLOB 20 I use typographical features like bold face and 
italics to identify key information. 

3.32 1.41 6 Moderate 

GLOB 27 I check to see if my guesses about the text are 
right or wrong. 

3.32 1.2 7 Moderate 

SUP 5 When text becomes difficult, I read aloud to 
help myself understand what I read. 

3.21 1.19 8 Moderate 

GLOB 6 I think about whether the content of the text 
fits my reading purpose. 

3.13 1.34 9 Moderate 

SUP 30 When reading, I think about information in 
both English/ French and my mother tongue. 

3.13 1.37 10 Moderate 
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Strategy 
Category 

Item 
No. Statement Mean SD Order Level of 

Strategy 

GLOB 1 I have a purpose in mind when I read. 3.11 1.46 11 Moderate 

SUP 10 I underline or circle information in the text to 
help me understand. 

3.09 1.3 12 Moderate 

GLOB 12 When reading, I decide what to read closely 
and what to ignore. 

3.06 1.29 13 Moderate 

PROB 16 I stop from time to time and think about what 
I am reading. 

3.04 1.39 14 Moderate 

PROB 19 I try to picture or visualize information to 
help remember what I read. 

3.02 1.32 15 Moderate 

GLOB 24 I try to guess what the content of the text is 
about when I read. 

3.01 1.39 16 Moderate 

SUP 22 I go back and forth in the text to find 
relationship among ideas in it. 

2.94 1.32 17 Moderate 

SUP 26 I ask myself questions I like to have answered 
in the text. 

2.93 1.31 18 Moderate 

PROB 11 I adjust my reading speed according to what I 
am reading. 

2.92 1.29 19 Moderate 

SUP 13 I use reference materials (e.g., dictionary) to 
help myself understand what I read. 

2.91 1.54 20 Moderate 

 
GLOB 

 

21 I check my understanding when I come across 
new information. 

2.90 1.48 21 Moderate 

PROB 25 When text becomes difficult, I re-read it to 
increase my understanding. 

2.85 1.43 22 Moderate 

GLOB 3 I think about what I know to help myself 
understand what I read. 

2.83 1.3 23 Moderate 

GLOB 17 I use context clues to help myself better 
understand what I am reading. 

2.77 1.41 24 Moderate 

PROB 28 When I read, I guess the meaning of unknown 
words or phrases. 

2.71 1.42 25 Moderate 

GLOB 29 When reading I translate from English/ 
French into my native language. 

2.60 1.41 26 Moderate 

GLOB 18 I paraphrase (restate ideas in my own words) 
to better understand what read. 

2.51 1.44 27 Moderate 

PROB 7 I read slowly and carefully to make sure I 
understand what I am reading. 

2.42 1.58 28 Low 

GLOB 15 I use tables, figures, and pictures in text to 
increase my understanding. 

2.38 1.56 29 Low 

PROB 14 When text becomes difficult, I pay closer 
attention to what I am reading. 

2.24 1.66 30 Low 

Table 3 highlights the participants’ use of metacognitive reading strategies, as measured by the 

SORS statements. Along with Oxford’s (1990, 63) classification of the frequency of usage, three reading 

strategies of the 30 items fell in the high use (mean of 3.5 or above), while 24 reading strategies out of 30 

items represented a moderate use of these strategies (means between 2.5 and 3.4). Finally, three reading 

strategies out of 30 strategies are considered low use strategies (means below 2.5).  
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As can be perceived from Table 3, the highest mean strategies used by EFL and FFL students in 

Jordanian universities while reading English or French texts are: (GLOB 23), I check my understanding 

when I come across new information(M= 3.6, SD = 1.38); (GLOB 8), I review the text first by noting its 

characteristics like length and organization (M= 3.58, SD = 1.28); (GLOB 4), I take an overall view of 

the text to see what it is about before reading it (M = 3.51, SD = 1.23). The choice of these strategies by 

the participants denote their deliberate use to observe their reading progress by employing supplementary 

aids to ensure text comprehension. Furthermore, it can be elucidated that the participants employ 

intentional and planned approach to the text as a technique towards reading comprehension. Another 

interpretation for these findings is that these participants are senior students who read either English or 

French texts with extensive reading experiences. They have the knowledge and are capable of using 

Global reading strategies to navigate through texts. Yủksel and Yủksel’s (2012) research presented 

similarities with one individual Global reading strategies (GLOB 4), I take an overall view of the text to 

see what it is about before reading it.  

As for the least three strategies employed by the participants, they are: (PROB 7), I read slowly and 

carefully to make sure I understand what I am reading (M= 2.51; SD = 1.44); (GLOB 6), I use tables, 

figures, and pictures in text to increase my understanding (M= 2.38, SD = 1.56); (PROB 14), When text 

becomes difficult, I pay closer attention to what I am reading (M = 2.24, SD = 1.66). It can be deduced 

that the participants do not consider these strategies as helpful. Furthermore, the strategy (GLOB 6) was 

one of the least used strategies implying that the participants in this study have a tendency not to count on 

supplementary information in the text while reading. Students in English or French foreign language 

majors tend to read literature and other genres more than scientific texts. 

5.3 Metacognitive Reading Strategies Most and Least Used by EFL and FFL Students in Jordanian  
Universities 

With respect to the second research question of this study, Table 4 presents the most frequently used 

metacognitive reading strategies by EFL and FFL learners in Jordanian universities when they read 

English or French texts. Besides, Table 5 exposes the least frequently used reading strategies by the 

participants of the study.  
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Table 4: Most Frequently Used Reading Strategies by EFL and FFL Students in Jordanian Universities 
Strategy 
Category EFL (n= 141) Mean SD Order Level of 

Strategy 
SUP 5 When text becomes difficult, I read 

aloud to help myself understand what I 
read. 

3.92 1.18 1 High 

GLOB 3 I think about what I know to help 
myself understand what I read. 

3.82 1.04 2 High 

GLOB 17 I use context clues to help myself better 
understand what I am reading. 

3.76 1.14 3 High 

GLOB 6 I think about whether the content of the 
text fits my reading purpose. 

3.62 1.29 4 Moderate 

GLOB 20 I use typographical features like bold 
face and italics to identify key 

information. 

3.60 1.14 5 Moderate 

Strategy 
Category FFL (n= 99) Mean SD Order Level of 

Strategy 
GLOB 17 I use context clues to help myself better 

understand what I am reading. 
3.40 1.4 1 Moderate 

SUP 5 When text becomes difficult, I read 
aloud to help myself understand what I 

read. 

3.26 1.5 2 Moderate 

SUP 22 I go back and forth in the text to find 
relationship among ideas in it. 

3.12 1.3 3 Moderate 

GLOB 20 I use typographical features like bold 
face and italics to identify key 

information. 

3.10 1.3 4 Moderate 

GLOB 24 I try to guess what the content of the 
text is about when read. 

3.10 1.4 5 Moderate 

 

As brought to light in Table 4, the means of the most frequently used reading strategies by EFL 

students ranged from a high use to a moderate use. The strategies placed in the high usage category of the 

mean between 3.76 and 3.92 are: When text becomes difficult, I read aloud to help myself  understand 

what I read (M= 3.92, SD = 1.18) (SUP 5); I think about what I know to help myself  understand what I 

read (M= 3.82, SD = 1.04) (GLOB 3); I use context clues to help myself better understand what I am 

reading (M = 3.76, SD = 1.14) (GLOB 17). While two Global strategies placed in the moderate usage 

category of mean, which are: I think about whether the content of the text fits my reading purpose (M= 

3.62, SD = 1.29) (GLOB 6); I use typographical features like boldface and italics to identify key 

information (M= 3.60, SD = 1.14) (GLOB 20). Contrariwise, the outcomes were reported to be entirely 

different for FFL learners, as the 5 most used strategies fell in the moderate usage category of mean 

(mean between 3.10 and 3.40).  

Among the most-used individual reading strategies for both EFL and FFL students, three strategies 

were included: reading aloud to understand texts (SUP 5), using context clues (GLOB 17), and using 

typographical features (GLOB 20). Even though EFL students favored to use support strategy (SUP 5) at 

the top, FFL students preferred to use global strategy (GLOB 17) the most. Moreover, EFL learners 

reported making the best use of Global strategies using knowledge (GLOB 3) and setting reading purpose 

(GLOB 6). FFL learners reported using better (SUP 22) connecting ideas and (GLOB 24) guessing the 
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context, while EFL learners chose not to use these strategies as practical ones. Furthermore, the high use 

of some Global strategies as planning and monitoring strategies undoubtedly lead to better regulation of 

the participants’ reading comprehension. 

With regard to the least frequently used reading strategies by EFL and FFL students in Jordanian 

universities, Table 5 shows these strategies when they read texts either in English or French. 

Table 5: Least Frequently Used Reading Strategies by EFL and FFL Students in Jordanian Universities 
Strategy 
Category EFL (n= 141) Mean SD Order Level of 

Strategy 
PROB 

16 
I stop from time to time and think 

about what I am reading. 
2.30 1.59 1 Low 

PROB 
7 

I read slowly and carefully to 
make sure I understand what I am 

reading. 

2.28 1.76 2 Low 

Strategy 
Category FFL (n= 99) Mean SD Order Level of 

Strategy 
PROB 

7 
I read slowly and carefully to 

make sure I understand what I am 
reading. 

2.21 1.56 1 Low 

GLOB 12 When reading, I decide what to 
read closely and what to ignore. 

2.16 1.57 2 Low 

 

The least frequently used strategies by EFL and FFL learners mostly belonged to Problem Solving 

strategies, except for one item which belonged to Global strategies using the item means. The least used 

strategies by the EFL learners are I stop from time to time and think about what I am reading (Item 16, M 

= 2.30, SD = 1.59) and I read slowly and carefully to make sure I understand what I am reading (Item 7, 

M = 2.28, SD = 1.76). Regarding  FFL learners, their least used strategies are 1 item of problem solving 

strategies I read slowly and carefully to make sure I understand what I am reading (Item 7, M = 2.21, SD 

= 1.56) and 1 item of Global strategies When reading, I decide what to read closely and what to ignore 

(Item 12, M = 2.16, SD = 1.57). This can be elucidated as the participants regardless of their majors are 

not motivated to act when comprehension breaks down. The use of Problem Solving strategies has been 

associated with good readers and skilled reading strategies according to Baker and Brown (1984, 382), 

which is not applicable to the results of this data analysis.  

It can be anticipated from the aforementioned findings that the participants revealed relatively 

similar prototypes of reading strategies when reading English or French texts. They reported Support and 

Global strategies as the most-used strategies, for instance, reading aloud for better comprehension, using 

context clues and inference. These outcomes are in line with the results of Omar and Saufi’s study (2015, 

109). This indicates that subjects are interested in using top-down strategies for better understanding 

while reading texts. It can also imply that the participants are not concerned about utilizing some effective 

strategies for better understanding, such as note-taking, summarizing and underlining, etc. It further 

insinuates that they were not taught how to use critical thinking when they read. With reference to the 

least used strategies, the participants reported almost the same reading strategies. The unpopularity of 
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using the strategies of reading slowly to comprehend texts, pausing while reading, and deciding on what 

to read are considered time-consuming to use (Taki and Soleimani 2012, 179). 

5.4 Significant Differences in Using Metacognitive Reading Strategies between EFL and FFL  
Students in Jordanian Universities 

To answer the third research question, T-test analysis was conducted to find out if there were any 

significant differences between EFL and FFL learners using reading strategies. Table 6 exposes the 

results of the independent sample t-test of metacognitive reading strategies use by the participants.  

Table 6: T-test Results of the Differences between EFL and FFL Students in Jordanian Universities 
Using Reading Strategies 

Reading 
Strategies Group N Mean SD T-test df P 

GLOB EFL 141 3.26 .68 -2.73 238 .007 FFL 99 2.86 .76 

PROB 
EFL 141 3.10 .67 

-2.24 238 .016 FFL 99 2.81 .82 

SUP 
EFL 141 3.21 .69 

-2.68 238 .009 FFL 99 2.78 .82 
 

A noteworthy remark is detected from Table 6: EFL students in Jordanian universities reported 

statistically higher mean scores in using metacognitive reading strategies compared with FFL students.  

The first statistical significant difference between the participants was using Global strategies. The EFL 

learners reported statistically significant higher mean in using Global strategies (M = 3.26, SD =.68), 

compared with the FFL learners (M = 2.86, SD =.76) at the specified.05 level, t (238) = -2.73, p >. 007. It 

can be deduced that the EFL participants are better in employing the essential metacognitive reading 

strategies for effective text comprehension than the FFL participants. Regarding the mean scores of 

Problem Solving strategies, there was a statistically significant difference between the EFL participants 

(M = 3.10, SD =.67) and the FFL participants (M = 2.81, SD =.69) at the specified.05 level, t (238) = -

2.24, p <.016. It can be inferred that the EFL learners are better active readers than the FFL learners as 

they are competent in working directly with reading materials. In addition, the EFL learners are aware of 

their reading progression and able to overcome reading difficulties while reading texts. The last statistical 

significant difference was associated with the use of Support strategies. The EFL learners recorded 

statistically significant higher mean scores (M = 3.21, SD =.69), compared with the FFL learners (M = 

2.78, SD =.82), at the specified.05 level, t (238) = -2.68, p <.009. This indicates that the EFL learners 

employ the mechanisms of this reading strategy better than the FFL learners to achieve better 

comprehension when reading texts.  

Pertaining to the differences existing between both groups of foreign language learners, the EFL 

learners used reading strategies more often than did their FFL learners counterparts. The interpretation of 

the difference in the findings for the EFL and FFL learners can be attributed to the time spent learning a 

foreign language. English is an obligatory foreign language to be taught at Jordanian schools; in contrast, 
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French is an optional foreign language taught at Jordanian schools. This indicates that EFL learners 

become strategic readers due to the time they had spent learning English. This explanation corresponds 

with the notion that reading strategies develop over time (Baker 2008, 27; Malcolm 2012, 8; Pressley and 

Afflerbach 1995, 75-79). Another reason for these statistical differences can be associated with the 

differences between the two educational settings such as the participants’ educational background, their 

linguistic background, and curriculum. The EFL learners have been accustomed to the English 

educational settings more than the FFL learners, who have been learning French for 4 years. The last 

reason of these differences can be learning styles of language learners as Díaz and Diez (2009, 140) and 

Shen (2010, 543) show in their studies that there is a correlation between learning styles of language 

learners and their use of reading strategies. The EFL learners had better experience in using different 

learning styles as opposed to the FFL learners. 

6. Conclusion  

The present study depicts the use of metacognitive reading strategies by undergraduate EFL and FFL 

students in Jordanian universities when reading texts in English or French. Three major findings are 

reported. 

First, the participants reported moderate use of metacognitive reading strategies and showed a 

tendency towards Global reading strategies more than other strategies. This category of strategies helps 

language learners to comprehend texts better according to previous studies such as Mokhtari and 

Reichard (2008, 90- 93), Salataci and Akyel (2002, 12-13), and Zhang (2001, 282).Language learners use 

these strategies to know the purpose of reading and to check text organization for textual information with 

the aim of comprehending the text (Mokhtari and Sheorey 2002, 6).  

Second, both groups reported high use of some Global reading strategies like monitoring strategies 

which help them in better perception of texts, while they reported almost the same reading strategies as 

the least used ones such as reading slowly to comprehend texts, pausing while reading, and deciding on 

what to read.  

Third, there were statistical differences between EFL and FFL students in using the three categories 

of metacognitive reading strategies. This means that the differences are due to the time spent learning 

English as a foreign language is longer than learning French as a foreign language in Jordan, considering 

that the years of learning EFL in Jordan are more than the years of learning FFL. Another possible reason 

for the differences in using reading strategies is learners’ educational linguistic background. It is expected 

that Jordanian EFL students have more exposure to English than FFL counterparts to French as English 

language is widely used in Jordan. This causes FFL learners to face linguistic difficulties that can prevent 

them from using metacognitive reading strategies to unblock the barrier in comprehending a text.  

It can be concluded that language learners’ knowledge of metacognitive reading strategies might not 

indicate their actual use of reading strategies when they read texts as stated by Mokhtari and Sheorey 

(2002, 8). On the other hand, metacognitive reading strategies enable language learners to control their 

reading by planning, coordinating, and assessing their learning process as stated by Cohen (1989). To 
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facilitate successful reading, language learners need to know how to use reading strategies correctly not 

only to know which strategies to employ (Anderson 1991, 462). Language learners are capable of being 

familiar with the significant reading strategies when they use these strategies effectively. 

Based on the understanding that metacognitive reading strategies are essential tools for reading, then 

foreign language learners have to be encouraged to use these strategies. Anderson (2008, 102) proposes 

that language instructors teach metacognitive reading strategies to language learners. In fact, language 

teachers can contribute in developing language learners’ understanding of metacognitive reading 

strategies. Additionally, they can develop better learning experiences for language learners and then to 

become “constructively responsive” readers. Their help will promote learners’ skillful reading which will, 

consecutively, improve learners’ academic success (Pressley and Afflerbach, 1995, 2; Sheoreyand 

Mokhtari, 2001). Zhang (2001, 284) suggests that instructors can encourage learners to read for pleasure, 

to share their experiences of using reading strategies and to be confident to use their reading strategies. 

Several studies in L2 have confirmed that language instructors play an important role in teaching, training 

and instructing language learners how to use reading strategies effectively, which is likely to improve 

their reading comprehension (Anderson 1991, 470; Koda 2005, 256; Mokhtari and Sheorey 2002, 8).  

Finally, instructions for reading strategies can be integrated into the reading curriculum. Such 

curriculum plays an important role in developing learners’ perception of the conceptual progressions of 

reading and assists in developing their constructively responsive reading.  

Nevertheless, there are some limitations of this study that may have affected the results. The first 

limitation involves the participants of the study. They may not reveal themselves as honestly as expected 

as the SORS is a self-report one. The age, gender, and personality of the participants were not considered 

in the study. The other limitation concerns language instructors’ perception of reading strategies, which 

was not considered in the study as this may affect their students’ metacognitive reading strategies. 

It is recommended to conduct further research to investigate the relationship between EFL and FFL 

learners’ years of studying either English or French and their use of metacognitive reading strategies. In 

addition, it might be significant to carry out think-aloud protocols of reading to find out more information 

about the actual use of reading strategies among EFL and FFL learners. Finally, it would be useful to 

measure which reading strategies EFL and FFL learners employ when reading texts of different 

difficulties and lengths. 
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  استراتيجيات القراءة ما وراء المعرفية عند متعلمي اللغة اإلنجليزية والفرنسية

  ربضيالابراهيم ريم   
  الجامعة األلمانية األردنية، األردن ،واللغات يقيةنسانيات التطبكلية اإل

  ول المحيسنتب
  األردن، اليرموكجامعة ، الحديثةقسم اللغات 

  محمد البطاينة
  قسم الترجمة، جامعة اليرموك، األردن

  الملخص

توظيف استراتيجيات ما وراء المعرفة عند طالب البكالوريوس الذين يدرسون  درجة هدفت هذه الدراسة إلى استقصاء

األكاديمية. ولتحقيق هذا الهدف طبَّقت الدراسة استبانة اللغة اإلنجليزية أو الفرنسية في الجامعات األردنية عند قراءة النصوص 

فقرة موزعة على ثالث  30) وهو يتكون من 2002) الذي َطوَّره مختاري وشوري (SORSاستراتيجيات القراءة االستقصائية (

واستراتيجيات ما بنود)  ٩بنود) ، واستراتيجيات القراءة المساندة ( ٨استراتيجيات للقراءة: استراتيجيات حل المشكالت (

طالبًا وطالبة في السنة الرابعة في الجامعات األردنية. وأظهرت النتائج  240بندًا). وتكونت عينة الدراسة من  ١٣( وراء المعرفة

 = M) أكثر من استراتيجيات القراءة المساندة (M = 3.06ميول الطالب نحو استخدام استراتيجيات ما وراء المعرفة (

). كما تبين وجود فروق ذات داللة إحصائية في فئات استراتيجيات قراءة الوعي ما وراء M = 2.88الت () وحل المشك3.01

المعرفي التي استخدمت عند مجموعتي الدراسة. كما أظهرت النتائج أن الطالب قد يتعرفون على االستراتيجيات التي يجب 

بطريقة مناسبة وصحيحة. وخلصت الدراسة إلى أن الطالب  استخدامها، ولكن قد ال يكون لديهم معرفة بكيفية استخدامها

يحتاجون إلى معرفة كيفية استخدام استراتيجيات القراءة معرفة صحيحة، ليس فقط لمعرفة االستراتيجيات التي يجب توظيفها. 

نصوص أكاديمية أخرى وأوصت الدراسة بإجراء دراسات واسعة النطاق تدرس العالقة بين استراتيجيات القراءة لمتعلمي اللغة و

  تتفاوت في درجة صعوبة الطول.

استراتيجيات القراءة ما وراء المعرفية، استراتيجيات حل المشكالت، استراتيجيات القراءة المساندة،  :الكلمات المفتاحية

  .متعلمو اللغة األجنبية
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