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A Comparative Research on Metacognition between Rural and Urban

Junior School Students in Guangdong Province
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Abstract This research uses the self — made inventory and interviewing methods to make a comparative study on metacognitive compe-

tency between rural and urban junior high school students. The result shows (DThere’ s a significant difference in the overall metacog-

nition between the two. The overall metacognition of rural junior high school students is lower than that of urban’ s. (2) There are signif-

icant differences in precognition metacognitive experience and midcognition metacognitive knowledge. There is no significant difference

in precognition metacognitive knowledge midcognition metacognitive experience postcognition metacognitive knowledge and postcogni-

tion metacognitive experience. Proposals about these are to strengthen the metacognitive training of both teachers and students and to

improve the metacognitive competency of students.
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