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Abstract 

This study looked at how male and female Bangladeshi 

undergraduate EFL readers employed metacognitive strategies 

while reading academic texts. Moreover, the most prevalent and least 

prevalent reading metacognitive strategies were examined in this 

study. This empirical study used the self-reported SORS (Survey of 

Reading Strategies) questionnaire developed by Mokhtari and 

Sheorey in 2002 to gather the primary data. From 119 participants 

of English major 2nd-year students at two Bangladeshi southeastern 

universities, 100 participants’ data (M-50, F-50; Age mean-20.5) 

were randomly chosen. Based on collected data, an independent t-

test was performed to find out the male and female variations in using 

metacognitive strategies. The findings indicated that there were 

gender disparities in the use of metacognitive strategies (specifically 

in global and support strategies) while reading academic texts. 
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1.      Introduction 

Finding a text’s meaning frequently requires the reader’s tactics. The entire 

process might not be straightforward;however, it might inspire the reader to 

adopt efficient reading techniques to quicken their reading rate and get through 

any challenges (Anderson, 2003; Alami, 2016). Researchers are increasingly 

interested in reading strategies because reading is considered to be one of the 

more difficult skills to master (Mokhtari&Sheorey, 2002; Poole, 2010; 

Nalliveettil, 2014; Jafarigohar&Khanjani, 2014; Mahasneh et al., 2016; Hayet 

et al. 2016; Zeng& Fan, 2017; Zhang, 2018, Monje Macasieb, 2020).   
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Metacognition has been identified as one of the crucial components in 

deriving meaning from reading, and more especially, reading comprehension. 

This is due to the fact that learning tasks that need cognitive abilities, including 

comprehending textual content, primarily rely on metacognition. The 

actualization of metacognition in reading takes the form of strategy. In order 

to predict students’ literal and higher-order comprehension of texts, 

metacognitive strategies are crucial (Ghaith, 2018). A learner who is aware of 

metacognition will be able to apply metacognitive learning strategies when 

and where they are appropriate (Pelton, 2014). Knowing and implementing 

metacognitive strategies create the ability in planning and directing learners’ 

own learning process(Thiede, Anderson, & Therriault, 2003). 

Research on reading has recently begun to emphasize the value of 

metacognitive awareness during reading; therefore, studies on readers’ 

metacognitive reading techniques are frequently conducted by 

researchers(Alami, 2016; Charoenchai Carmeesak, 2017; Abu-Snoubar, 

2017).Research on the knowledge and use of metacognitive reading strategies 

has been done in a number of contexts and with a wide range of individuals; 

for example: teaching reading strategies to EFL learners (Islam & Akhtar, 

2011; Hayet, 2016; Wudeneh, 2018; Dardjito, 2019; Teng, 2020), the effects 

of metacognition and proficiency on EFL reading performance (Aktar& 

Ahmed, 2018; Alsofyani, 2019; Sheikh et al., 2019; Ozturk Senaydin, 2019), 

and gender differences (Wu, 2014; Alami, 2016; Reilly & Andrews, 2019; 

Islam &Akhter, 2020; Rianto 2021). Among these, determining gender 

disparities is receiving focus, in recent years, for customizing teaching 

strategies based on learners’ preferences and learning styles.Gender 

differences are commonly observed in achieving the language skill, such as: 

reading across cross-linguistically (Reilly, 2012). This is an exception to Hyde 

(2015)’s gender similarity hypothesis, which claimed that male and female are 

analogous in most psychological variables (Reilly, 2019).This exception is 

visible cross-linguistically. Reilly and Andrews (2019) mentioned that reading 

proficiency does vary between the sexes.Rianto (2021) used Anderson 

(2003)’s OSORS (Online Survey of Reading Strategies)to show that that 

female scored higher than the male in using metacognitive strategies in 

Indonesian EFL university students.Acar-Erdol and Akin-Arikan (2022) 

identified the relationship between gender and metacognitive techniques using 

SORS. They showed how the girls outperformed the boys while investigating 

the mediating effect of metacognitive techniques and attitudes towards reading 

among Turkish undergraduate male and female. 

In Bangladesh, recent studies focused on finding out reading strategies 

employed by Bangladeshi EFL learners (Islam &Akter, 2011; Bashir, 2016; 

Hayet et al. 2016; Aktar& Ahmed, 2018;Haque, 2019; Islam & Akhtar, 

2020).It is crucial to find out whether there are any differences between male 
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and female undergraduate learners in terms of how they use metacognitive 

techniques while reading since Islam &Rahman (2015) and Bashir (2016) 

were the two studies who delved into the topic. Both of these studies showed 

that there was no correlation between male and female Bangladeshi 

undergraduate’s usages of strategies. Islam et al. (2015) used OSORS of 

Anderson (2003) to find out the gender differences. Bashir (2016) reached the 

conclusion based on his questionnaire that addressed both cognitive and 

metacognitive strategies. Now, a question arises, what happens if we adopt a 

specific metacognitive based questionnaire to find out the differences from a 

population who had reading courses in their previous semester, and had 

familiarity with the metacognitive strategies. Aktar& Ahmed (2018) showed 

that the HSC learners of Bangladesh have moderate metacognitive awareness 

and advocated for raising awareness about the reading strategies to be a better 

learner. In the Bangladeshi education system, the students entered into 

universities after completing HSC level. They learnt about reading strategies 

either through “Basic English Skills Courses'or “Reading Course” in their first 

year education at Department of English. This current study looks for the 

possibility of finding differences among male and female strategies by 

adopting a different tool and a different level (second year instead of first 

year). By employing a different tool (SORS) and a different level, this study 

intends to find out the gender gaps in the utilization of metacognitive methods 

by Bangladeshi undergraduate EFL learners.The following two research 

questions are the center of this study: 

1.   Are there any gender differences among Bangladeshi EFL undergraduate 

readers in using metacognitive strategies? 

2.   What are the frequent and less frequent metacognitive strategies used by 

Bangladeshi EFL readers? 

 

2. Methods 

2.1. Participants 

A convenient sampling technique was employed to choose the participants in 

this empirical quantitative investigation.The participants belonged to the 

Department of English of a southeastern public university, and a southeastern 

private university of Bangladesh. The participants were chosen from the 

Department of English as they had to engage in reading English literary texts. 

These students came from 43 districts (among 64 districts) of Bangladesh.Two 

second year second semester classes were selected from these two universities. 

66 (Male 37, Female 29) students from the Public University and 53 (Male 30, 
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Female 23) students from the Private University took part in this study.100 

(Male 50 and Female 50) participants were randomly selected from 119 

students to make an equal distribution (Age mean-20.5; Male-21, Female-20). 

These students were selected based on two reasons. First,they completed a 

reading course in their first year successfully. Public university students had 

“ENG 121: Reading” in their first year second semester and private university 

students had“ENG 1201: Developing Reading Skill” in their first year first 

semester. Although these courses had different title, their course content was 

almost same.In these reading courses, they learned about various reading 

strategies and how to apply these in texts (both short and long).Learning 

reading strategies, specifically, the metacognitive strategies may encourage 

the students to use them later while they engage with academic texts. Second, 

academic courses in the second year are typically more difficult than those in 

the first year, and the academic readings in these courses demand that students 

apply more strategies, particularly metacognitive ones. 

Before conducting study, the permissions were taken from the authorities of 

these universities. The students agreed to participate in this study voluntarily, 

and a 30-minute briefing followed by a question-answer session was 

conducted before conducting the research. In this briefing session, the 

researchers discussed the participants’ confidentiality, and research ethics 

followed by students’ queries. 

2.2. Instruments: 

The “Survey of Reading Strategies (SORS)” by Mokhtari and Sheorey (2002), 

a tool designed to assess how ESL students perceive reading metacognitive 

techniques, was used to carry out this study (p. 2). This metacognitive 

awareness tool has almost the same properties as MARSI (Metacognitive 

Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory), except for a few wordings. 

Mokhtari and Reichard developed MARSI in 2002; however, it was only for 

native readers. To evaluate the non-native readers and with an aim to assist 

the ESL/EFL educators, Mokhtari and Sheorey (2002)developed the 

SORS,a30-item based survey instrument to increase“learners’ awareness of 

reading strategies” (p.2). This self-reported instrument consists of thirty 

questions based on three strategies- global strategy (GLOB), support strategy 

(SUP) and problem-solving strategy (PROB). GLOB refers to the overall 

techniques adapted by the reader to analyze a text. PROB demonstrates how 

the reader solves the text difficulty, and finally, how a reader utilizes the 

outside materials to have the textual understanding belongs to SUP (Mokhtari 

and Reichard, 2002, p. 252). 

The reason for choosing this scale is due to the internal consistency of MARSI 

(the mother version of SORS), which had the reported reliability of overall 

0.93 (GLOB 0.92, PROB, 0.79 and SUP 0.87) (Mokhtari and Sheorey, 2002, 
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p.3). The other reason is that although it is widely used in different studies, its 

modified version was only used in one study in Bangladesh (Suchona & Urmi, 

2019). This study explored the reading strategies with the modified version of 

SORS and they didn’t explore the gender differences. Another study, Islam et 

al, 2019 adopted OSORS (based on 38 categories) to find out the online 

reading strategies of undergraduate studies and did not find any difference 

between the sexes. In the SORS instrument, there are 30 sub-categories under 

3 broad categories and table 1 displays the categorical distributions. 

Table 1: The distribution of questions in SORS 

Strategy Questions Number 

GLOB 1,3,4,6,8,12,15,17,20,21,23,24,27 13 

SUP 2,5,10,13,18,22,26,29,30 9 

PROB 7,9,11,14,16,19,25,28 8 

  

This SORS scale adapts a 5-point Likert scale (1-’I never or almost never do 

this’, ‘2-I do this only occasionally’, ‘3-I sometimes do this’, ‘4-I usually do 

this’ & ‘5-I always and almost always do this’) to collect the data. Before 

collecting the data, it was ensured that the participants understood the Likert 

scale and how to provide the responses. 

2.3. Data Analysis: 

The findings of the SORS scale were categorized according to high (mean of 

3.5 to higher), medium (mean of 2.5 to 3.4) and low (mean of 2.4 or lower).An 

independent t-test was performed to find out the mean, standard deviation, 

frequency, significance (p-value)of the data using SPSS (2021 version). 

3.Results and Discussion: 

In response to answering research question 1, the table-2 showed the 

distribution of students’ reading questions in terms of male, female and 

overall. From Table 2, it could be interpreted that the Bangladeshi EFL readers 

are medium users of the metacognitive strategies. The three reading strategies 

are most frequently used by female readers than males.This also shows the 

female’s awareness towards using strategies while reading. Female readers 

equally use PROB and GLOB. For the male, PROB is the highest one while 

they engage with reading.However, both male and female use less SUP than 
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the other two. This result aligns with the findings of Rianto (2021), Alami 

(2016), Islam et al. (2015), Shikano (2013) and Yuksel and Yuksel (2012). 

Table 2:  Students’ Reading strategies’ Usage Scores 

No. Category 
GLOB 

Mean 
Remarks 

PROB 

Mean 
Remarks 

SUP 

Mean 
Remarks 

Total 

Mean 
Remarks 

1. Male 3.28 Medium 3.51 High 2.76 Medium 3.18 Medium 

2. Female 3.54 High 3.54 High 3.14 Medium 3.41 Medium 

3. Overall 3.41 Medium 3.53 High 2.95 Medium 3.30 Medium 

 

Among these, PROB is the most preferred one for the Bangladeshi EFL 

readers that aligned with Islam et al (2015). Females are the ‘High’ users of 

the three strategies, and they outperformed the male in all categories. This 

result aligns with the result of Acar-Erdol and Akin-Arikan (2022) who 

examined the gender gap of Turkish readers’ reading achievement. This 

conclusion, however, did not support Mahasneh et al. (2016)’s findings, which 

claimed that there were no appreciable disparities between Jordanian male and 

female EFL undergraduates. 

The table-3 shows that the females have a clear dominance in case of reporting 

SUP, which means they take notes, read aloud, underline information, use 

reference, paraphrase, reread (going back and forth to find the meaning from 

the text), asking questions for clarity, translate and use both English and 

Bangla to clarify the textual meaning. The males have the dominance over 

their counterpart in case of Q3, Q7, Q11, Q14, Q16, and Q20 (exploring 

background information to clarify reading, slow but careful reading, adjusting 

reading speed, paying closer attention when text becomes difficult, giving 

pauses to think, and using typographical features for example boldface and 

italics to identify the key information).However, in support strategies, both 

male and female have almost the same feedback in case of using Bangla 

translation and thinking about information in both Bangla and English. 

Although they belonged to the English department, this could be due to their 

level (all belonged to second year first semester. 
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Table 3: Cross-Gender mean comparisons of Bangladeshi EFL readers’ 

preference of reading strategies 

GLOB SUP PROB 

Q. No. M/F Mean Q. No. M/F Mean Q. No. M/F Mean 

Q1 M 3.48 Q2 M 2.74 Q7 M 3.52* 

F 3.84 F 3.08 F 3.24 

Q3 M 3.44* Q5 M 2.56 Q9 M 3.16 

F 3.18 F 3.08 F 3.22 

Q4 M 3.12 Q10 M 2.50 Q11 M 4.18* 

F 3.18 F 2.68 F 3.90 

Q6 

  

M 3.10 Q13 M 2.86 Q14 M 3.48* 

F 3.52 F 3.16 F 3.44 

Q8 M 3.42 Q18 M 2.60 Q16 M 3.74* 

F 3.80 F 3.26 F 3.72 

Q12 M 3.60 Q22 M 2.60 Q19 M 3.20 

F 4.14 F 2.66 F 3.92 

Q15 M 2.82 Q26 M 2.40 Q25 M 3.58 

F 2.90 F 3.04 F 3.82 

Q17 M 3.18 Q29 M 3.52 Q28 M 3.22 

F 3.18 F 3.78 F 3.06 

Q20 M 3.42* Q30 M 3.06       

F 3.22 F 3.56     

Q21 M 3.44             

F 3.44         

Q23 M 3.38             

F 3.84         

Q24 M 3.04             

F 3.98         

Q27 M 3.16             

F 3.74         

*Male’s response is higher than female. 

In the case of selecting the most frequent strategy, among all the 30 items, 

females’ favorite one isQ24 (guessing about the content during reading) 

among the GLOB, Q29 (translating into Bangla) among the SUP, and Q19 
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(visualizing information to remember what I read). For male, among all these 

30-items, males’ favorite one is Q12 (deciding what to read or not read during 

reading) for GLOB, Q29 (translating into Bangla) for SUP, and Q11 (adjusting 

my reading speed depending on text) for PROB. 

In case of least favorite strategy, among all the 30 items, females select Q15 

(using tables, figures and pictures in text to enhance understanding of the text) 

among the GLOB, Q22 (going back and forth in the text to find the 

relationships among the ideas) among the SUP, and Q28 (guessing the 

meaning from the text) for PROB. For male, among all these 30-items, males’ 

least favorite one is Q15(using tables, figures and pictures in text to enhance 

understanding of the text) for GLOB, Q26 (I ask myself questions I like to 

have answered in the text) for SUP, and Q9 (I try to get back on track when I 

lose concentration) for PROB. From this data (table 3), it can be interpreted 

that both male and female did not use tables, figures and pictures in text to 

clarify their reading of the text. 

Table-4: Gender differences in selecting/using metacognitive strategies by 

EFL readers 

Strategy Q. No. F Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Strategy Q. 

No. 

F Sig. (2-tailed) 

GLOB Q1 4.222 .043 SUP Q18 10.502 .002 

Q6 4.117 .045 Q26 11.160 .001 

Q8 4.901 .029 Q30 6.056 .016 

Q12 3.969 .049       

Q27 7.607 .007       

 

Independent t-test (Table-4) analysis shows that the significant differences 

between male and female occur in choosing/using GLOB and SUP strategies. 

Among the GLOB, the male and female differ in Q1 (purposeful reading), Q6 

(matching content with reading purpose), Q8 (reviewing the text), Q12 

(deciding what to read and what to ignore), and Q27 (checking the guesses 

with the text).Among the SUP, male and female differ in Q18 (paraphrasing 

ideas), Q26 (I ask myself questions I like to have answered in the text)& Q30 

(I think about information in both English and Bangla while reading). There 

are no significant differences found in the case of PROB. 
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Table 5: Independent sample t-test 

Strategy N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 

F t-value Sig. 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

PROB 
Male 3.51 .33866 

1.352 -.403 .248 .688 
Female 3.54 .40362 

GLOB 
Male 3.28  .32413 

5.124 -4.423 0.026 .000 
Female 3.54 .25629 

SUP 
Male 2.76 .69493 

4.191 -3.079 0.043 .003 
Female 3.14 .54445 

Overall 
Male 3.18 .29443 

.849 -3.998 .359 .000 
Female 3.41 .26589 

  

In response to research question 1, the outcome of this study demonstrates that 

there are variations between male and female users of metacognitive 

strategies, mostly in GLOB and SUP (Table 5). There is no gender difference 

in using PROB (Table 5). In response to research question 2, the male and 

female differs in purposeful reading, matching content with reading purpose, 

reviewing the text, deciding what to read and what to ignore, checking the 

guesses with the text, paraphrasing ideas, asking self-monitoring questions, 

and using both English and Bangla while reading to deduct information from 

the text (Table 4).This result does not align with Bashir (2016). He came to 

the conclusion that there might not be any significant gender difference in the 

use of general reading techniques, despite the fact that he used both 

metacognitive and cognitive strategies. Bashir (2016) used a 36-item 

questionnaire (cognitive and metacognitive) based on the 5-point Likert scale 

adopted from Phakiti’s (2006) reading strategies. Despite not finding any 

differences, Bashir (2016) noted that, with the exception of planning 

strategies, the mean scores of females were higher than those of males in all 

other categories (p.112). 
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Table 6: Frequency of metacognitive strategies used by Bangladeshi ESL 

readers 

Most Frequent Less Frequent Overall 
Frequent 

Overall 

Less 

Frequent Male Female Male Female 

Q11(PROB) Q12(GLOB) Q26(SUP) Q22(SUP) Q11(PROB) Q10(SUP) 

Q16(PROB) Q24(GLOB) Q10(SUP) Q10(SUP) Q12(GLOB) Q22(SUP) 

Q12(GLOB) Q19(PROB) Q5(SUP) Q15(GLOB) Q16(PROB) Q26(SUP) 

Q25(PROB) Q11(PROB) 
Q18(SUP) 
& 

Q22(SUP) 

Q28(PROB) Q1(GLOB) Q5(SUP) 

Q7 

(PRUB)& 

Q29 (SUP) 

Q1(GLOB) Q2(SUP) 
Q2(SUP) & 
Q5(SUP) 

Q29(SUP) Q15(GLOB) 

If all the three groups are considered together, it can be found that Q11 & Q12 

are the most preferred strategies for male and female respectively, and the less 

frequent for male and female is Q26 and Q22 respectively (Table-6). 

4. Conclusion: 

This paper’s primary goal is to identify how male and female users of 

metacognitive strategies differ from one another, so that both EFL teachers 

and students could be aware of these strategies and focus on the less frequent 

strategies in their EFL classroom. The ‘SORS’ questionnaire’s function was 

to find out the type and frequency of reading techniques used by the EFL 

learners (Mokhtari&Sheorey, 2002). By adapting the SORS questionnaire, 

this study explores the types of reading strategies and their frequency of 

Bangladeshi EFL readers. The results of this study indicate that women use 

metacognitive strategies substantially more frequently than men. However, it 

could not be confirmed whether they can successfully implement these 

strategies in test or during reading due to the limitations of the study. Despite 

the fact that this study demonstrates a gender difference in the use of reading 

metacognitive strategies,the result cannot be generalized due to its sample 

size, sampling techniques and methods. This paper only uses one self-

reporting instrument to collect data instead of conducting interviews, using 

think-aloud protocol, or measuring students’ performance on a reading 

comprehension test.The significance of this study's findings lies in the fact that 

they reveal how frequently Bangladeshi undergraduate students use different 

reading techniques to comprehend academic texts written in English. The 

strategies listed in Table 6 will aid teachers in comprehending the situation of 

an EFL second-year undergraduate reader and will help them place more 

emphasis on SUP (the ability to assess oneself, grasp information, navigate 
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between lines of a text to obtain information, read aloud when a text is 

challenging, and decipher meaning from tables, figures, and pictures in a text). 

In Bangladesh, literary texts make up the majority of the undergraduate 

English course curricula, and the text complexity varies according to the 

students' proficiency. Students may have more success understanding various 

types of texts if teachers provide them with SUP and address their needs in 

classroom.As there is no research showing how SUP can improve students’ 

reading skills, this study asks for research showing how equipping readers 

with metacognitive methods (particularly SUP) can improve readers’ capacity 

to interact with challenging academic texts.  
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Appendix 

Questionnaire 

This questionnaire is adopted from Mokhtari and Sheorey’s (2002) SORS (Survey of 

Reading Strategies) questionnaire 

[This study is conducted to find out the gender differences in using reading 

metacognitive strategies. Your data will be used only for research purposes. Please 

read carefully as your response is crucial for this study.] 

Directions: This is a 30-item questionnaire designed on three sub-strategies of 

metacognitive strategies. The items are statements about what people do when they 

read academic materials such as textbooks or library books. Five numbers follow each 

statement (1, 2, 3, 4, & 5), and each number means the following: 

a.        1 means “I never or almost never do this” 

b.       2 means “I do this only occasionally” 

c.        3 means “I sometimes do this” 

d.       4 means “I usually do this” 

e.        5 means “I always or almost always do this” 

After reading each statement, circle the number (1, 2, 3, 4, & 5) that applies to you 

using the scale provided. Please note that there are no right or wrong answers in this 

inventory. 

No. Question/Statement Scale 

1. I have a purpose in mind when I read. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. I take notes while reading to help me 

understand what I read. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. I think about what I know to help me 

understand what I read. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. I take an overall view of the text to see what it 

is about before reading it. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. When text becomes difficult, I read aloud to 

help me understand what I read. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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6. I think about whether the content of the text 

fits my reading purpose. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. I read slowly but carefully to be sure I 

understand what I am reading. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. I review the text first by noting its 

characteristics like length and organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

concentration. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. I underline or circle information in the text to 

help remember it. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. I adjust my reading speed according to what I 

am reading. 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. When reading, I decide what to read closely 

and what to ignore. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. I use reference materials such as dictionaries 

to help me understand what I read. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. When text becomes difficult, I pay closer 

attention to what I am reading. 

1 2 3 4 5 

15. I use tables, figures, and pictures in text to 

increase my understanding. 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. I stop from time to time and think about what 

I am reading. 

1 2 3 4 5 

17. I use context clues to help me better 

understand what I am reading. 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. I paraphrase (restate ideas in my own words) 

to better understand what I read. 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. I try to picture or visualize information to help 

remember what I read. 
1 2 3 4 5 

20. I use typographical features like bold face and 

italics to identify key information. 

1 2 3 4 5 

21. I critically analyze and evaluate the 

information presented in the text. 

1 2 3 4 5 

22. I go back and forth in the text to find 

relationships among ideas in it. 

1 2 3 4 5 

23. I check my understanding when I come across 

new information. 

1 2 3 4 5 

24. I try to guess what the content of the text is 

about when I read. 

1 2 3 4 5 

25. When text becomes difficult, I re-read to 

increase my understanding. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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26. I ask myself questions I like to have answered 

in the test. 

1 2 3 4 5 

27. I check to see if my guesses about the text are 

right or wrong. 
1 2 3 4 5 

28. When I read, I guess the meaning of unknown 

words or phrases. 

1 2 3 4 5 

29. When reading, I translate from English into 

Bangla. 

1 2 3 4 5 

30. When reading, I think about information in 

both English and Bangla. 

1 2 3 4 5 

  

  


