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Abstract 
Metacognitive regulation is an important component of prospective teachers’ capacity to plan, monitor, and 
evaluate pedagogical decisions, particularly within the flexible instructional demands of the Kurikulum Merdeka. 
This study aimed to describe prospective teachers’ metacognitive regulation in Indonesian language teaching 
across three dimensions: planning, monitoring, and evaluation. A quantitative descriptive survey design was 
employed with 40 prospective teachers selected through purposive sampling from several higher education 
institutions in Indonesia. Data were collected using a researcher-developed 15-item questionnaire consisting of 
five items for each dimension. The instrument demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency (Cronbach’s α = 
.87), and the data were analyzed using descriptive statistics. The results showed an overall mean score of 52.95 
out of 60 (88.2%), indicating a high level of perceived metacognitive regulation. Planning obtained the highest 
percentage (90.3%), followed by monitoring (88.2%) and evaluation (86.2%). Item-level analysis revealed 
relatively strong scores for preparing instructional materials and actively involving students to monitor 
understanding, whereas recognizing errors during teaching, reflecting on teaching strengths and weaknesses, 
and following up on evaluation results received comparatively lower scores. These findings indicate that 
respondents perceived themselves as relatively stronger in planning than in self-monitoring and reflective 
evaluation. Teacher education should therefore provide structured opportunities for prospective teachers to 
integrate planning, monitoring, reflection, and evaluative follow-up into a continuous cycle of pedagogical 
improvement. Given the self-report design and purposive sample, the findings should be interpreted as a 
descriptive profile rather than direct evidence of actual teaching performance. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
The changing paradigm of education requires teachers not only to possess pedagogical and 

subject-matter knowledge but also to plan, monitor, and evaluate their instructional decisions 
reflectively. This demand has become increasingly relevant with the implementation of the 
Kurikulum Merdeka, which provides teachers with greater flexibility to adapt instruction to students’ 
needs, characteristics, and developmental progress. Within this context, teachers’ ability to assess 
the appropriateness of instructional strategies and make adjustments based on both the learning 
process and its outcomes constitutes an important component of professional competence. Teacher 
education should therefore prepare prospective teachers not merely to implement instruction but 
also to reflect on and regulate the thinking processes underlying their pedagogical decisions 
(Darling-Hammond et al., 2020; Matsumoto-Royo et al., 2022). 

Metacognition provides a conceptual framework for understanding this capacity. Flavell (1979) 
defined metacognition as individuals’ knowledge and awareness of their own cognitive processes 
and their ability to exercise control over those processes. Conceptually, metacognition can be 
distinguished into metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive regulation. Metacognitive 
knowledge encompasses declarative, procedural, and conditional knowledge about cognition, 
whereas metacognitive regulation refers to the processes through which individuals regulate their 
thinking by planning, monitoring, and evaluating their cognitive activities (Schraw & Dennison, 1994; 
Schraw, 1998). This distinction is important because knowing which strategy is appropriate does not 
necessarily mean that an individual can effectively implement, monitor, and evaluate that strategy in 
practice. Accordingly, the present study specifically focuses on metacognitive regulation, 
conceptualized as prospective teachers’ ability to plan, monitor, and evaluate their pedagogical 
actions. 
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In teacher education, metacognitive regulation serves a broader function than merely 
supporting students’ academic success. Prospective teachers need to anticipate instructional needs 
before teaching, monitor students’ responses and the appropriateness of instructional strategies 
during teaching, and evaluate completed practices to determine necessary improvements. 
Matsumoto-Royo et al. (2022) showed that opportunities for instructional planning, simulated 
teaching practice, and feedback can facilitate the development of prospective teachers’ metacognitive 
skills. However, such abilities do not necessarily develop automatically. Bowling et al. (2022), for 
example, found that prospective teachers may experience difficulty translating reflection into 
concrete actions for improving their teaching. These findings highlight an important distinction 
between engaging in reflection and being able to regulate pedagogical thinking systematically 
throughout the planning, implementation, and evaluation of instruction. 

Metacognitive regulation is particularly relevant to Indonesian language learning because 
language instruction requires teachers to manage complex literacy activities involving reading, 
writing, speaking, listening, interpretation, and the development of students’ thinking skills. 
Prospective teachers therefore need more than knowledge of language-teaching strategies; they 
must also be able to determine when and why particular strategies should be used, monitor students’ 
understanding and engagement during instruction, and evaluate whether those strategies have 
achieved the intended learning purposes. Research on literacy instruction suggests that teachers’ 
modeling of thinking processes and metacognitive strategies can help students understand reading 
and writing processes more explicitly (Pratt & Hodges, 2025). Research at the elementary school 
level has also indicated that teacher instruction is associated with the development of students’ 
monitoring and learning-regulation processes (van Loon et al., 2021). Metacognitive regulation is 
therefore an important competency for preparing prospective teachers to provide Indonesian 
language instruction that is reflective and responsive to students’ learning needs. 

Despite its importance, previous research has not produced a uniform picture of metacognition 
among prospective teachers. A large-scale Indonesian study by Soeharto et al. (2024), involving 
4,377 prospective elementary school teachers, reported that most participants demonstrated a 
moderate level of metacognitive awareness related to reading strategies. Studies conducted in other 
teacher-education contexts have similarly revealed variation in prospective teachers’ abilities to 
plan, monitor, evaluate, and translate reflection into pedagogical action (Bowling et al., 2022; 
Matsumoto-Royo et al., 2022). These differences underscore the multidimensional nature of 
metacognition and suggest that its manifestation may vary according to the activity and pedagogical 
context being examined. Consequently, prospective teachers’ metacognitive abilities should not be 
understood solely through a global measure but should also be examined through specific 
dimensions of regulation and within particular pedagogical tasks. 

The existing literature further reveals two important research gaps. First, studies involving 
prospective teachers have frequently examined metacognitive awareness in relation to personal 
learning, reading strategies, or general reflective practice, whereas explicit profiling of planning, 
monitoring, and evaluation as dimensions of metacognitive regulation in pedagogical action remains 
comparatively underexplored. For example, Soeharto et al. (2024) examined prospective elementary 
teachers’ metacognitive awareness of reading strategies, whereas Bowling et al. (2022) investigated 
metacognitive experiences through reflective activities. Second, limited attention has been given to 
how these three dimensions of metacognitive regulation are represented in Indonesian language 
teaching within the instructional demands of the Kurikulum Merdeka. The research gap therefore 
extends beyond differences in geographical setting or curriculum and concerns the need for a more 
specific account of how planning, monitoring, and evaluation are represented in prospective 
teachers’ perceptions of preparing, implementing, and evaluating Indonesian language instruction. 

To address these gaps, this study aims to describe the profile of prospective teachers’ 
metacognitive regulation in Indonesian language learning across three dimensions: planning, 
monitoring, and evaluation. Rather than testing causal relationships or attempting to generalize the 
abilities of all prospective teachers in Indonesia, the study provides a descriptive account of 
metacognitive-regulation tendencies among the respondents examined. Its contribution lies in 
mapping the three dimensions within a coherent cycle of pedagogical action, thereby identifying 
dimensions that appear relatively well developed and those that may require greater attention in 
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teacher education. Such a profile can provide a more differentiated understanding of prospective 
teachers’ metacognitive regulation and inform efforts to strengthen reflective and self-regulated 
pedagogical practice, particularly in the context of Indonesian language learning. 

 
II. METHOD 

This study employed a quantitative descriptive survey design to provide a systematic profile of 
prospective elementary school teachers’ metacognitive regulation in Indonesian language learning 
(Creswell, 2014). The study was conducted during the second semester of the 2025/2026 academic 
year and involved 40 prospective teachers from several higher education institutions in Indonesia. 
Participants were selected using purposive sampling based on three criteria: (1) being enrolled in an 
elementary teacher-education program, (2) having completed or currently taking a course related to 
Indonesian language teaching in elementary school, and (3) having teaching experience through 
microteaching or field-based teaching practice. These criteria ensured that participants had 
sufficient theoretical and practical exposure to reflect on pedagogical planning, monitoring, and 
evaluation (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). The research procedure comprised four stages: literature 
review and preliminary study, instrument development and validation, online data collection 
through Google Forms, and descriptive statistical analysis (Fraenkel et al., 2012). 

Data were collected using a researcher-developed questionnaire based on Flavell’s (1979) 
conceptualization of metacognition and Zimmerman’s (2002) self-regulation framework. The 
instrument consisted of 15 items representing three dimensions of metacognitive regulation: 
planning (5 items), monitoring (5 items), and evaluation (5 items). Responses were recorded on a 
five-point Likert scale ranging from 0 to 4, representing the frequency of metacognitive behaviors in 
the context of Indonesian language teaching. The instrument framework is presented in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Framework of the Metacognitive Regulation Instrument 
 

No. Dimension Indicator Item 
1 Planning Determining learning objectives 1 
2 Planning Developing instructional strategies 2 
3 Planning Preparing learning materials 3 
4 Planning Adapting instruction to student characteristics 4 
5 Planning Selecting instructional methods 5 
6 Monitoring Monitoring students’ understanding 6 
7 Monitoring Adjusting strategies during instruction 7 
8 Monitoring Maintaining awareness of the instructional process 8 
9 Monitoring Maintaining focus on learning objectives 9 

10 Monitoring Encouraging active student interaction 10 
11 Evaluation Assessing learning outcomes 11 
12 Evaluation Conducting self-reflection 12 
13 Evaluation Planning instructional improvements 13 
14 Evaluation Evaluating the effectiveness of instructional methods 14 
15 Evaluation Following up on evaluation results 15 

 
Content validity was assessed by three experts, representing expertise in metacognition, 

Indonesian language education, and educational measurement and evaluation. The experts examined 
the correspondence between questionnaire items, dimensions, and indicators (Gregory, 2011). The 
instrument was subsequently piloted with 30 prospective teachers outside the main study sample. 
Item analysis showed that all 15 items met the predetermined item-total correlation criterion of ≥ 
.30 (Azwar, 2020). Internal consistency was examined using Cronbach’s alpha, yielding an overall 
coefficient of α = .87, exceeding the .70 criterion and indicating satisfactory reliability (Nunnally & 
Bernstein, 1994; Hair et al., 2019). 

The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics in SPSS version 26.0. Mean scores, standard 
deviations, minimum scores, and maximum scores were calculated for each dimension and for the 
overall metacognitive-regulation score (Creswell, 2014). Respondents’ scores were also classified 
into high, moderate, and low categories using the categorization approach adapted from Azwar 
(2020): high for scores ≥ (𝜇 + 1𝜎), moderate for scores from (𝜇 − 1𝜎)to < (𝜇 + 1𝜎), and low for 
scores < (𝜇 − 1𝜎), where 𝜇and 𝜎represent the hypothetical mean and standard deviation of the 
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instrument. Data screening and a Kolmogorov–Smirnov normality test were also conducted before 
the descriptive results were summarized in tables and figures. 

 
III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

A. Results 
This section presents the empirical findings on prospective elementary school teachers’ 

metacognitive regulation in Indonesian language learning within the context of the Kurikulum 
Merdeka. The analysis was organized to provide a descriptive profile of the respondents and their 
metacognitive regulation. The results first describe the participants’ characteristics, followed by 
the overall metacognitive-regulation profile and a comparison across the three dimensions of 
planning, monitoring, and evaluation. This structure provides a basis for identifying relative 
strengths and areas that may require further attention in prospective teachers’ regulation of 
pedagogical thinking and decision-making. 
1. Respondent Characteristics 

The study involved 40 prospective teachers from several higher education institutions in 
Indonesia, including Universitas Pendidikan Indonesia (UPI), Universitas Syiah Kuala (USK), 
Universitas Islam Negeri Ar-Raniry Banda Aceh, Universitas Malikussaleh, UIN Sultanah 
Nahrasyiah, UIN Sunan Kalijaga Yogyakarta, and Universitas Gadjah Mada (UGM). The 
respondents represented several educational programs, including Elementary School Teacher 
Education (PGSD), Elementary Education, Madrasah Ibtidaiyah Teacher Education (PGMI), 
Indonesian Language Education, and other teacher-education programs. Of the 40 
respondents, 34 (85.0%) were female and 6 (15.0%) were male. This distribution is presented 
in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Distribution of Respondents by Gender 
 

Gender Institutional Background Frequency Percentage (%) 
Female Various universities 34 85.0 
Male Various universities 6 15.0 
Total  40 100.0 

 
The predominance of female respondents is consistent with patterns reported in 

Indonesian elementary teacher-education contexts, where female students constitute a 
substantial proportion of those pursuing teacher education (Sarimanah, 2020). Meanwhile, the 
respondents’ varied institutional and academic backgrounds provided diversity within the 
sample. However, because the participants were selected purposively and the sample 
consisted of only 40 respondents, this diversity should be understood as a characteristic of the 
study sample rather than as a basis for statistical generalization to the broader population of 
prospective teachers in Indonesia. 

 
2. Overall Profile of Prospective Teachers’ Metacognitive Regulation 

Analysis of the 15-item questionnaire showed that the respondents obtained a mean total 
metacognitive-regulation score of 52.95 out of a maximum possible score of 60, equivalent to 
88.2% of the maximum score. Based on the percentage-based classification applied in this 
study, this result was categorized as Very High. Descriptively, the finding indicates that the 
prospective teachers in the sample reported a high frequency of metacognitive-regulation 
behaviors related to Indonesian language teaching. Given that the instrument was self-
reported, however, the scores represent respondents’ perceptions of their planning, 
monitoring, and evaluation practices rather than direct observations of their actual teaching 
performance. 

A comparison across the three dimensions revealed a relatively consistent pattern, 
although differences were evident in their mean scores. Planning obtained the highest score, 
followed by monitoring and evaluation. The descriptive results for each dimension are 
presented in Table 3. 
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Table 3. Mean Scores of Metacognitive Regulation by Dimension 
 

No. Dimension Mean Score Percentage (%) Category 
1 Planning 18.05 90.3 Very High 
2 Monitoring 17.65 88.2 Very High 
3 Evaluation 17.25 86.2 Very High 
 Overall 52.95 88.2 Very High 

 
As shown in Table 3, all three dimensions were classified as Very High. Planning achieved 

the highest mean score (M = 18.05; 90.3%), followed by monitoring (M = 17.65; 88.2%) and 
evaluation (M = 17.25; 86.2%). The difference between the highest and lowest dimensional 
means was only 0.80 points, indicating relatively similar self-reported scores across the three 
dimensions. Nevertheless, the consistent ordering of planning, monitoring, and evaluation 
provides an initial indication that respondents perceived themselves as relatively stronger in 
preparing instructional actions than in monitoring ongoing instruction or evaluating 
completed teaching practices. Evaluation, although still classified as very high, represented the 
lowest-scoring dimension and therefore warrants closer examination at the indicator level in 
the subsequent analysis. 

 
3. Analysis of Metacognitive Regulation by Dimension 

To obtain a more detailed profile of prospective teachers’ metacognitive regulation, each 
dimension was analyzed at the item level. The analysis focused on planning, monitoring, and 
evaluation, with five indicators representing each dimension. This item-level analysis was used 
to identify the behaviors with the highest and lowest self-reported scores within each 
dimension. 
a. Planning 

The planning dimension comprised five indicators related to setting learning 
objectives, planning instructional strategies in accordance with the Kurikulum Merdeka, 
preparing learning materials, considering students’ abilities, and selecting appropriate 
instructional methods. Planning obtained a mean total score of 18.05 out of 20 (90.3%), the 
highest among the three dimensions. The item-level results are presented in Table 4. 

 

Table 4. Item-Level Analysis of the Planning Dimension 
 

Item Statement Mean Category 

P1 
Setting learning objectives before teaching Indonesian 
language 

3.62 Very High 

P2 
Planning instructional strategies in accordance with the 
Kurikulum Merdeka 

3.50 Very High 

P3 Preparing learning materials before instruction 3.77 Very High 
P4 Considering students’ abilities when planning instruction 3.52 Very High 

P5 
Selecting instructional methods appropriate to the learning 
objectives 

3.62 Very High 

Dimension Mean  3.61 Very High 

 
As shown in Table 4, P3, concerning the preparation of learning materials before 

instruction, obtained the highest mean (M = 3.77), whereas P2, concerning the planning of 
instructional strategies aligned with the Kurikulum Merdeka, obtained the lowest (M = 
3.50). Nevertheless, all five items were classified as Very High. This pattern indicates that 
respondents reported consistently strong planning behaviors, particularly in preparing 
instructional materials. The comparatively lower score for curriculum-aligned strategy 
planning suggests that this component may warrant closer attention, although the 
descriptive data alone do not establish why this difference occurred. 

 
b. Monitoring 

The monitoring dimension assessed respondents’ reported behaviors in monitoring 
students’ understanding, adjusting instructional strategies when students encountered 
difficulties, recognizing errors during teaching, maintaining focus on learning objectives, 
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and encouraging active student participation. The dimension obtained a mean total score of 
17.65 out of 20 (88.2%), which was also classified as Very High. Detailed results are 
presented in Table 5. 

 

Table 5. Item-Level Analysis of the Monitoring Dimension 
 

Item Statement Mean Category 
PM1 Monitoring students’ understanding during instruction 3.73 Very High 

PM2 
Adjusting instructional strategies when students experience 
difficulties 

3.33 Very High 

PM3 Recognizing errors while teaching 3.30 Very High 
PM4 Maintaining focus on learning objectives during instruction 3.55 Very High 

PM5 
Encouraging active student participation to assess their 
understanding 

3.75 Very High 

Dimension Mean  3.53 Very High 

 
Among the monitoring indicators, PM5 obtained the highest mean (M = 3.75), followed 

closely by PM1 (M = 3.73). In contrast, PM3, which concerned recognizing errors during 
teaching, obtained the lowest mean (M = 3.30). The pattern suggests that respondents 
reported stronger monitoring behaviors directed toward students’ participation and 
understanding than toward recognizing problems in their own teaching while instruction 
was underway. The relatively lower scores for PM2 and PM3 also indicate that real-time 
instructional adjustment and self-monitoring may represent areas requiring greater 
attention in prospective teachers’ practical preparation. 

 
c. Evaluation 

The evaluation dimension included evaluating learning outcomes, reflecting on 
strengths and weaknesses in teaching, planning improvements for subsequent instruction, 
assessing the effectiveness of instructional methods, and following up on evaluation results. 
Evaluation obtained a mean total score of 17.25 out of 20 (86.2%). Although classified as 
Very High, it was the lowest-scoring of the three metacognitive-regulation dimensions. The 
item-level results are presented in Table 6. 

 

Table 6. Item-Level Analysis of the Evaluation Dimension 
 

Item Statement Mean Category 
E1 Evaluating learning outcomes after instruction 3.62 Very High 
E2 Reflecting on strengths and weaknesses in teaching 3.33 Very High 
E3 Planning improvements for subsequent instruction 3.52 Very High 
E4 Assessing the effectiveness of the instructional methods used 3.42 Very High 
E5 Taking follow-up actions based on evaluation results 3.35 Very High 
Dimension Mean  3.45 Very High 

 
As presented in Table 6, E1, evaluating learning outcomes after instruction, obtained 

the highest mean (M = 3.62), whereas E2, reflecting on strengths and weaknesses in 
teaching, obtained the lowest mean (M = 3.33), followed closely by E5 (M = 3.35). Thus, 
respondents reported relatively stronger practices in evaluating learning outcomes than in 
critically reflecting on their own teaching and translating evaluation results into follow-up 
actions. Combined with the monitoring results, this pattern provides a more differentiated 
profile: prospective teachers reported particularly strong behaviors related to instructional 
preparation and monitoring students, while self-monitoring, reflective evaluation, and 
follow-up actions received comparatively lower scores. 

 
B. Discussion 

The findings indicate that the respondents reported a high level of metacognitive regulation 
in Indonesian language teaching, with an overall score of 52.95 out of 60 (88.2%). Across the three 
dimensions, planning obtained the highest percentage (90.3%), followed by monitoring (88.2%) 
and evaluation (86.2%). This pattern suggests that respondents perceived themselves as 
relatively stronger in regulating pedagogical thinking before instruction than in monitoring their 
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decisions during instruction and evaluating them afterward. From a metacognitive perspective, 
however, these dimensions should function as an interconnected regulatory cycle rather than as 
separate competencies. Effective pedagogical regulation requires teachers not only to formulate 
instructional plans but also to monitor their implementation and use evaluation results to inform 
subsequent decisions (Pintrich, 2002). 

These findings should be interpreted in relation to the specific construct measured in this 
study. Previous large-scale research involving 4,377 prospective elementary teachers in 
Indonesia reported predominantly moderate levels of metacognitive awareness related to reading 
strategies. However, this difference does not necessarily indicate contradictory findings because 
the studies examined metacognition in different contexts and through different instruments. The 
present study focused specifically on respondents’ perceptions of pedagogical metacognitive 
regulation, represented by planning, monitoring, and evaluation, rather than metacognitive 
awareness in performing a reading task. This distinction reinforces the multidimensional nature 
of metacognition and suggests that its profile should be interpreted according to the specific 
cognitive or pedagogical activity being assessed. 

Planning emerged as the strongest dimension, with preparation of instructional materials 
obtaining the highest item score within this dimension. This finding suggests that respondents 
were particularly confident in activities undertaken before instruction, including preparing 
materials, defining objectives, and selecting instructional approaches. Such a pattern may reflect 
the structure of teacher-education programs, in which prospective teachers repeatedly engage in 
lesson planning through pedagogical coursework, microteaching, and field-based teaching 
practice. Nevertheless, strong planning does not necessarily indicate an equivalent capacity to 
adapt those plans to changing classroom conditions. Cheng (2025) emphasized that prospective 
teachers’ metacognitive pedagogy can be strengthened when planning is integrated with Lesson 
Study, classroom observation, collaborative reflection, and the documentation of knowledge 
generated through teaching experience. Planning should therefore be developed as the initial 
component of an iterative regulatory cycle rather than merely as a procedural requirement before 
teaching. 

A more differentiated pattern appeared in the monitoring dimension. Respondents reported 
relatively strong behaviors in actively involving students to determine their understanding, 
whereas recognizing their own errors while teaching received a comparatively lower score. This 
contrast may distinguish student-oriented monitoring from self-monitoring of pedagogical 
actions. Monitoring students can rely on observable indicators such as responses, participation, 
and task performance, whereas recognizing weaknesses in one’s own instructional decisions 
while simultaneously managing classroom interaction requires more complex reflection-in-
action. Chaseley and Abercrombie (2025) showed that structured reflection prompts can support 
prospective teachers’ pedagogical reasoning, problem-solving, metacognition, and reflective 
practice. This suggests that teacher education should provide structured opportunities for 
prospective teachers to examine not only students’ responses but also the reasoning underlying 
their own instructional decisions.  

Evaluation obtained the lowest score among the three dimensions, although it remained 
within the Very High category. More importantly, the item-level results showed that reflecting on 
strengths and weaknesses in teaching (E2 = 3.33) and taking follow-up action based on evaluation 
results (E5 = 3.35) were among the lowest-scoring behaviors. This pattern suggests that the 
central challenge may not lie in conducting evaluation itself but in transforming evaluation into 
critical reflection and actionable pedagogical improvement. García-Lázaro and Reyes-de-Cózar 
(2025) similarly demonstrated that prospective teachers’ reflection during field experiences can 
vary from relatively superficial accounts to deeper forms of pedagogical reflection. Therefore, 
providing opportunities to reflect is insufficient unless prospective teachers are also guided to 
identify instructional problems, examine the assumptions underlying their decisions, consider 
alternative strategies, and translate their conclusions into subsequent teaching actions. 

This issue is particularly relevant to language teacher education. Liu et al. (2025) reported 
that explicit instruction in reflective practice can strengthen the breadth and depth of prospective 
language teachers’ reflection, while Balıkçı and Ataş (2026) highlighted the potential of video-
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based reflection during microteaching to support reflective practice. In the context of Indonesian 
language teacher preparation, similar approaches could provide prospective teachers with 
concrete evidence of their own pedagogical decisions. Video-recorded microteaching, evidence-
based reflective journals, peer feedback, and post-teaching conferences may help shift reflection 
from simply describing what occurred toward analyzing why it occurred, how students 
responded, and what should be modified in subsequent instruction. 

The planning–monitoring–evaluation pattern also has implications for teacher preparation 
within the Kurikulum Merdeka. Greater pedagogical flexibility requires teachers to make 
instructional decisions that respond to students’ needs and assessment evidence rather than 
merely implement predetermined plans. Metacognitive regulation should therefore be cultivated 
as a continuous pedagogical cycle of planning, implementation and monitoring, evaluation, 
improvement, and replanning. Structured Lesson Study, guided reflection, performance evidence, 
lecturer and peer feedback, and opportunities to reimplement revised instructional strategies 
may help connect these stages more systematically. Such experiences are particularly important 
for strengthening evaluation and follow-up practices, which emerged as comparatively weaker 
components of the respondents’ metacognitive-regulation profile. 

Nevertheless, the high scores observed in this study require cautious interpretation. Because 
the instrument was a self-report questionnaire, the findings represent respondents’ perceptions 
of their metacognitive regulation rather than direct evidence of their actual metacognitive 
performance during teaching. Self-reported metacognitive judgments may not necessarily 
correspond to monitoring during actual tasks or observable performance (Seban et al., 2025). 
Future research should therefore combine questionnaires with performance-based evidence, 
such as microteaching observations, video analysis, think-aloud protocols, reflective journals, or 
assessments of actual instructional decision-making. 

The study is also limited by its purposive sample of 40 respondents, which does not support 
generalization to all prospective elementary teachers in Indonesia. The findings are more 
appropriately interpreted as a descriptive profile of the participating group. Nevertheless, the 
study identifies a consistent pattern across the three components of metacognitive regulation: 
planning was relatively the strongest dimension, whereas evaluation was comparatively the 
weakest, with self-monitoring, critical reflection, and evaluative follow-up emerging as areas 
requiring greater attention. These findings provide a basis for teacher-education programs to 
complement lesson-planning competencies with structured opportunities for prospective 
teachers to monitor, critically examine, and systematically improve their pedagogical decisions. 

  
IV. CONCLUSION 

This study provides a descriptive profile of prospective teachers’ metacognitive regulation in 
Indonesian language teaching across three interconnected dimensions: planning, monitoring, and 
evaluation. The respondents reported an overall score of 52.95 out of 60 (88.2%), indicating a high 
level of perceived metacognitive regulation. Planning emerged as the relatively strongest 
dimension (90.3%), followed by monitoring (88.2%) and evaluation (86.2%). At the item level, 
respondents reported strong practices in preparing instructional materials and engaging students 
to monitor their understanding, whereas recognizing errors during teaching, reflecting on 
strengths and weaknesses, and following up on evaluation results received comparatively lower 
scores. These findings suggest that prospective teachers perceive themselves as more prepared to 
regulate pedagogical thinking before instruction than to engage in self-monitoring and reflective 
follow-up during and after teaching. Teacher-education programs should therefore strengthen 
metacognitive regulation as a continuous cycle of planning, monitoring, evaluation, improvement, 
and replanning through structured reflection, feedback, and evidence-based teaching practice. 
Because the findings were derived from a self-report questionnaire administered to a purposively 
selected sample of 40 respondents, they should be interpreted as a descriptive profile rather than 
direct evidence of actual teaching performance or a representation of all prospective teachers in 
Indonesia. 
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