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Chapter 5

Conclusion and Suggestion

This chapter presents the conclusion of this research and suggestions. The

first part is the conclusion, followed by suggestions.

5.1 Conclusion

Conclusively, the research subjects of this present study utilize all the three
types of metacognitive reading strategies, which are Global, Problem-Solving, and
Support Reading Strategies. The research findings revealed that there were
variations in the usage of the strategies. The students were reported using Problem-
Solving Strategies (PROB) the most, followed by Global Reading Strategies
(GLOB), and Support Reading Strategies (SUPP).

The high usage of Problem Solving Strategies indicates that students apply
both cognitive and metacognitive strategies deliberately when comprehending the
reading problems. In fact, based on research results, students who utilized most
Problem-Solving Strategies and Global Reading Strategies were successful than
learners who utilized less the two strategies. Sheorey and Mokhtari (2001 as cited
from Rastakhiz & Safari, 2014) stated that problem solving strategies are deliberate,
advanced techniques readers take when comprehending problems.

Moreover, successful readers use more strategic skills to understand meaning

in a text and solving problems during reading. Particularly, these students tend to
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overcome difficulties in reading by employing metacognitive strategies such as
guessing the meaning of unknown words or phrases, re-reading the text to find
relationship between ideas, and thinking what they have known already about the
topic before reading. They rarely read aloud to help them understand what they read
and taking notes while reading.

The prime preference for problem solving (PROB), followed by global
strategies (GLOB), and support strategies (SUP), as shown in this research, is
consistent with previous studies that examined Hungarian university students’
reading strategies by means of MARSI to (Monos, 2005), study of Sri Lankan
university students’ reading strategies (Dhanapala, 2010), and study of
metacognitive reading strategies by native speakers of Arabic (Alsheikh and
Mokhtari, 2011).

On the contrary, the findings of this research was against the study conducted
by Rastahkiz & Safari (2014) and study by Sheorey and Mokhtari (2001), who found
that most use of metacognitive reading strategies was Support Reading Strategies,
followed by Problem-Solving Strategies, and Global Reading Strategies.

The mean of reading comprehension of the research subjects is 58. Based on
the scores obtained, almost over half of the students are proficient while one fourth
of the rest needs more improvement in their reading. This concludes that the reading
comprehension of the research subjects is low, and still needs to be improved and
developed.

Based on the findings of this research, it was found that metacognitive

reading strategies were discovered to have a positive correlation with reading
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comprehension. In response to the first research question, which addresses the
correlation between Global Reading Strategies and Reading Comprehension, the
finding of this research found that the correlation was positive and moderate at 0.66
at p<0.01 (2 tailed) respectively.

In response to the second research question, which addresses the correlation
between Problem-Solving Strategies and Reading Comprehension, the finding of
this research found that the correlation coefficient was 0.72 at p<0.01 (2 tailed). This
result indicates that there is a positive and strong correlation between the strategy
and reading comprehension respectively.

On the third research question, which addresses the correlation between
Support Reading Strategies and Reading Comprehension, the current study found
that the correlation was a positive and weak at 0.26, p.<.001) (2 tailed). In this
research, the correlation between overall metacognitive reading strategies and
reading comprehension was also measured. The result of Pearson correlation

coefficient is 0.79.

5.2 Suggestions

The research findings of this research have shown that there is a positive
correlation between metacognitive reading strategies and reading comprehension.
Employing metacognitive reading strategies might improve learners’ understanding
of meaning and comprehending reading texts. As seen from the overall mean of

students’ metacognitive reading strategies, there were some students who were still
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not fully utilizing metacognitive reading strategies, especially GLOB and SUPP
strategies.

Students’ awareness of metacognitive reading strategies, from reading
globally to solving problem and seeking for support needs to be raised for it can
help them become skillful readers and strategic thinkers. The strategies should
be taught explicitly and systematically on an ongoing basis. One example of
GLOB strategies is activating students’ prior knowledge before reading should
be discussed to help them prepare what's coming. Thinking aloud is one of the
technique teachers can employ to invite students’ responses of what they
already know from the text. Students share their experiences and thought
either by saying it oud loud or using graphic organizers, such as a mind map, a
flow chart, or a KWL chart. Other examples of GLOB strategies are skimming
and making prediction.

Problem Solving Strategies help students read accurately and with
understanding. One of the reading challenges that EFL students stumble upon is
decoding meaning. Teachers should remain students that it is not necessary to
know every meaning of words in the reading. What is important is to
comprehend the main idea and message in the text. Some PROB strategies that
students can use to comprehend better are reading in meaningful chunk,
adjusting reading rate, and re-reading text.

Besides GLOB and PROB strategies, teachers could also maximize
students’ understanding in reading by familiarizing them with Support Reading

Strategies. Teachers can teach students to circle specific information to help
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them find important dates, names, facts easily. Making annotations in the
margin of the reading text might also help students to locate and remember
information easily. Students applying SUPP strategies are more sharp-
wittedness and comprehension than those who do not apply.

One of the significant findings emerging from this study is that successful
readers are those who have high awareness of metacognitive reading strategies,
meanwhile less successful readers are those who have low awareness of
metacognitive reading strategies. Therefore, it seems apt that EFL teachers raise
students’ awareness of the wide range of metacognitive reading strategies that are
available for them. Students should realize that using metacognitive reading
strategies will help them in planning, monitoring, and evaluating their
comprehension.

The empirical findings in this research provide English teachers, curriculum
planners, and instructors with validated information on metacognitive reading
strategies used by university students. Since this research has found that prime
preference of metacognitive reading strategies used is PROB strategies, followed by
GLOB and SUPP strategies, it is apt for teachers to raise students’ awareness of
GLOB and SUPP strategies.

In addition, it is also expected that teachers’ awareness of the needs of the
students, particularly in comprehending academic reading text, is also increased.
This study has shown that there were some students who still had low scores on

reading comprehension test. Giving more practices on reading comprehension and
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applying metacognitive reading strategies are two of practical, effective solutions to
help students deal with academic reading texts.

Research on metacognitive reading strategies is useful in order to gain more
understanding on students’ reading comprehension or skill. Over the years,
researches on correlation between metacognitive reading strategies and reading
comprehension have been carried out, and the results are reportedly consistent or
inconsistent with other studies. This inconsistency leads us to assume that students’
reading skill are different from one another, and thus, it is necessary to explore what
students’ metacognitive reading strategies are in order to help them to be successful
learners.

All in all, this research has not escaped from its weaknesses. The main
weakness of this research is the small number of subjects that participate. This
research also offers no further depth analysis of students’ preferences of strategies
used. It would be better if future study would examine a large, randomly selected
subjects. Moreover, to have a more systematic study on metacognitive reading
strategies, future researchers might expand the research into different perspectives,
such as classroom action research on metacognitive reading strategies, longitudinal
study on metacognitive reading strategies and reading comprehension, and the
differences of metacognitive reading strategies use employed by native speakers and

EFL students.
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