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OZET

Inci KECIK
Ingilizce Okutmanlariin Bilisétesi Farkindahk Diizeylerinin
Arastirilmasi
Baskent Universitesi
Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii
Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dalh
Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Tezli Yiiksek Lisans Programi
2021

Bu calismanin temel amaci, Ingilizce okutmanlarmin iistbilissel farkindalik diizeylerini
arastirmaktir. Bu amagla, Ingilizce okutmanlarinin yas, mezuniyet derecesi, dgretmenlik
deneyim yil1 sayis1 ve mesleki egitim i¢in alinan kurs sayisi agisindan iistbiligsel farkindalik
diizeylerinde anlaml bir farklilik olup olmadiginin incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Arastirma,
deneysel olmayan nicel arastirma desenine sahiptir ve 2020-2021 egitim 6gretim yilinda
Ankara’da bulunan Vakif Yiiksekogretim Kurumlarr Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu Hazirlik
Simiflarinda gérev yapan 161 goniillii Ingilizce okutmami ile gergeklestirilmistir. Veri
toplama araclari, arastirmaci tarafindan gelistirilen Demografik Bilgi Formu ve Balgikanl
(2011) tarafindan gelistirilen Ogretmenin Bilisdtesi Farkindalik Olgegi (MAIT) adli 6z
bildirim aracidir. 24 maddelik Likert tipi bir 6l¢ek olan MAIT, iist bilisin iki ana boyutunu
temsil eder: bilis bilgisi ve bilisin diizenlenmesi. Bilis bilgisi, li¢ genel bilgi tiiriinii (yani
bildirimsel, prosediirel ve kosullu) igerirken, bilisin diizenlenmesi tistbilissel becerilerden
(yani planlama, izleme ve degerlendirme) olusur. Veriler betimleyici istatistikler
kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Sonuglar, Ingilizce okutmanlarmin iistbilissel farkindalik
diizeylerinin yiiksek oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bildirimsel bilgi alt kategorisinde alinan
ortalama puan en yiiksek olarak bulunurken, en diisiik puan degerlendirme alt kategorisinde
elde edilmistir. Sonuglar ayrica, Ingilizce okutmanlarmin iistbilissel farkindaliklarinin alt
kategorileri arasinda yukarida belirtilen degiskenlere gore anlamli bir farklilik oldugunu
gostermistir. Calisma, daha fazla arastirma ve uygulamaya yonelik Onerilerle sona
ermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Bilisotesi, iistbilissel bilgi, bilisin diizenlenmesi, dgretmenlerin

bilisotesi farkindaligt



ABSTRACT

Inci KECIK
Exploring the Metacognitive Awareness Level of EFL Instructors
Baskent University
Institute of Educational Sciences
Department of Foreign Language Education

Master’s Degree Programme in English Language Teaching with Thesis
2021

The main aim of the present study is to explore the metacognitive awareness level of EFL
instructors. To this end, it also aims at examining whether there is a significant difference in
the metacognitive awareness level of the EFL instructors in terms of their age, graduation
degree, the number of years of teaching experience, and the number of training courses
received for professional development. The study has a non-experimental quantitative
research design. It was conducted with 161 voluntary EFL instructors who work in the
Preparatory Classes of the School of Foreign Languages at the foundation higher education
institutions in Ankara, Turkey, during the 2020-2021 academic year. The data collection
tools were a Demographic Information Form developed by the researcher and a self-report
instrument entitled the Metacognitive Awareness Inventory for Teachers (the MAIT)
devised by Balgikanli (2011). The MAIT, a Likert-type scale with 24 items, represents two
major dimensions of metacognition: knowledge of cognition and regulation of cognition.
Knowledge of cognition includes the three general types of knowledge (i.e. declarative,
procedural, and conditional) whereas regulation of cognition consists of metacognitive skills
(i.e. planning, monitoring, and evaluating). The data were analysed by using descriptive
statistics. The results revealed that the EFL instructors have a high level of metacognitive
awareness. While the mean score obtained for the declarative knowledge subcategory was
found to be the highest, the lowest score was obtained in the evaluating subcategory. The
results also showed that there was a significant difference between the subcategories of the
metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors according to the above-mentioned variables
of interest. The study concludes with suggestions for further research and practice.

Keywords: Metacognition, metacognitive knowledge, regulation of cognition,

metacognitive awareness of teachers
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CHAPTER 1

1. INTRODUCTION

The Introduction section commences with the background to the current study and
afterward presents the statement of the problem. It determines the purpose of the study
including the research questions and subsequently establishes the importance of the study. It
finally defines the limitations of the study and the concepts and terminology employed.

1. 1. Background of the Study

Twenty-first-century skills demand us to ensure that learners of all ages feel ready
for life in and beyond schooling settings (Chalkiadaki, 2018; van Laar et al., 2020).
Accordingly, thinking and learning independently and effectively stand out as a fundamental
need for teachers as well as for learners. Based on this overarching need, researchers recently
have attached special importance to the concept of metacognition and seem to agree that this
potent agent can either support or thwart one’s active participation and growth not only in
an educational setting but also in their future life (Bandura, 2010; Deci & Ryan, 2008;
Efklides, 2009).

Due to its abstract and vague nature, it seems that the term metacognition bears no
precise definition in the literature (Livingston, 2003). However, in broad terms,
metacognition can be defined as “cognition about cognitive phenomena” (Flavell, 1979, p.
906). More specifically, cognition refers to learning, that is, “how information is processed
and learned by the human mind” (Ortega, 2013, p. 82). According to Holton and Clarke
(2006), “while cognition can be considered as the way learners’ minds act on the ‘real
world’, metacognition is the way that their minds act on their cognition” (p. 132). In the
same manner, Veenmal et al. (2006) posit that “metacognition draws on cognition” (p. 5).
This being the case, “metacognition refers to one’s knowledge about, awareness of, and
control over one’s own mind and thinking” (Swartz & Perkins, 1990, p. 51). It is then hardly
surprising that “learning is called equivalent to thinking” (Efklides, 2009, p. 76). If this were
the case, then, as claimed by Veenman et al. (2006), by providing a learner with a sufficient
level of metacognition, the difficulties in their learning can be compensated. As a result of
such assistance, learner independence can be promoted (Holton & Clarke, 2006).



Although the term metacognition was first used by Flavell (1979), the concept of
metacognition predates this developmental psychologist and its origins can be followed back
to very old times (Noushad, 2008). Marzano et al. (1988) maintain how we think and learn
has been an appeal since our ancestors started to reflect on their own mental processes. To
illustrate, Ryff and Singer (2008) discuss that the phrase “Know thyself” engraved on an
ancient temple admonishes us to become aware of our own actions, abilities, needs,
aspirations, goals, emotions, and so forth, and act accordingly (p. 18). In fact, this is the very
same admonishment that educational, cognitive, and developmental psychologists
(Boekaerts, 1999; Dornyei, 1998; Flavell, 1979; Schraw, 1998; Zimmerman, 2002) seem to
have stated anew: the admonishment for being cognizant of one’s own broad dimensions of

cognition, in other words, of metacognition.

While many researchers have yet to reach a consensus on its definition, it seems they
come to terms that metacognition has two broad dimensions (Schraw, 1998). The first
dimension, knowledge of cognition involves “people’s knowledge of their own information-
processing skills, as well as knowledge about the nature of cognitive tasks, and about
strategies for coping with such tasks” (Schneider, 2008, p. 114). The second broad
dimension, regulation of cognition, includes metacognitive skills pertinent to self-regulating
an individual’s learning by planning, monitoring, and evaluating. Ultimately, these skills are
the “keywords associated with metacognition” detected on educational textbooks (Ellis et
al., 2012, p. 9) and the necessary elements “to orchestrate one’s learning” (Bransford et al.,

2000, p. 97). Therefore, the abovementioned admonishment deserves attention.

Then, on that account, as noted by Paris and Winogard (1990), “metacognition fosters
independent learning by providing personal insight into one’s own thinking” (p. 7) which is
the ultimate aim of education: to encourage learners’ desire and ability to become lifelong
learners (Zimmerman, 2002). Finch (2002) touches upon the aforementioned issue with the
following comments:

It is imperative now that education focus on the whole person as a thinking, feeling, creative individual

- aresponsible member of society. If we are to address the myriad problems facing us, we need citizens

with problem-solving skills, critical thinking skills; people who ask questions, who set goals, reflect

on achievement, re-assess the situation, and proceed in an informed manner. (p. 20)

Based on the pertinent literature, we can presume what Finch (2002) portrays as a
need of a contemporary citizen or an ultimate aim of education points to the concept of

metacognition with broad and indefinite scope. To obtain the abovementioned “desirable



educational outcome” (Paris & Newman, 1990, p. 87), for the past fifty years, researchers
have relentlessly pursued the issue of how to empower students with the “desirable but
elusive personal quality” (Zimmerman, 2002, p. 66) that enables them to have mastery of
their own learning (Hattie et al. 1996; Rubin, 1975; Paris & Paris, 2001; Perry et al., 2018).
As a consequence, the relevant literature, as noted by Sternberg (1998), yields a great deal
of theoretical and empirical data that “make a convincing case” (p. 127) on the importance
of metacognition to success in formal educational settings (Balgikanli, 2010; Casselman &
Atwood, 2017; Cer, 2019; Cubukgu, 2008; O’Malley et al., 1989; Palincsar, 1984; Pintrich
& de Groot, 1990; Sahin & Kendir, 2013; Young & Fry, 2008; Zimmerman & Martinez,
1990; Zohar & Barzilai, 2013). Nonetheless, what Sternberg points out is, in his words, “we
need to understand metacognition as representing part of the abilities that lead to student
expertise, but only as part” (p. 127) since there are some other aspects such as a lack of
abilities, styles, and intelligence that were once often attributed to students’ deficiencies in
learning until the late 1970s (Zimmerman, 2002). All in all, in the early 1980s, researchers
began to come to agree that students’ lack of self-regulation may lay the basis for individual
differences in learning. Therefore, as Boekaerts (1999) notes, these basic self-regulatory
processes should be taken into account as “propadeutic to learning” (p. 453) in school and

beyond.

Learning does not exist in a vacuum; it occurs either through actively performing or
vicariously observing models (Holton & Clarke, 2006; Schunk, 2012). Learners and teachers
reciprocally interact with one another (Bandura, 1989; Palincsar, 1984; Zimmerman, 1989).
Research holds evidence that instructors play a key role in the academic life of learners
(Soodla et al., 2017), and that the classroom can still be “the primary venue through which
students learn” (Wenglinsky, 2002, p. 1). Therefore, in this respect, it is noteworthy that the
spread of the use of metacognitive strategies among learners within formal educational
contexts may, first and foremost, relate to raising teachers’ metacognitive awareness
(Balgikanli, 2010; Holton & Clarke, 2006; Kurtz et al., 1990; Soodla et al., 2017; Wilson &
Bai, 2010). Ultimately, it would gradually bestow “the greatest gift (Courtenay, 1989, p.
326)” (Paris & Winograd, 1990, p. 7) upon students and teachers alike (Hartman, 2001).

In fact, a great many educators agree on the view that it behoves teachers to empower
their students with metacognitive skills so that they can take the initiative for their own
learning thus they learn autonomously in school and beyond (Hartman; 2001; Swartz &
Perkins, 1990; Wall & Hall, 2016). For example, Schraw (1998) suggests that it is



incumbent on teachers to structure “conducive environments” (p. 121) so that students will
be able to build up their own understandings. For this purpose, Bransford et al. (2000) expect
teachers to supply the instructional support that will assist students to take the initiative for
their own learning in their proximal developmental zone. Paris and Winograd (1990) take a
similar view and emphasize that the teacher’s role is to supply a supportive environment to
show how to utilize metacognition rather than give “exhortations” (p. 9). In sum, when one
runs the above-noted views of the researchers, even with a cursory glance, it becomes
apparent that the underlying issue lurking behind how to facilitate and reinforce the learning
processes of students and to empower students with metacognitive skills can be attributed to

their teachers’ metacognitive awareness (Kallio et al., 2017).

1.2. Statement of the Problem

One major concern for higher education institutions that pioneer research and place
the primacy of importance on scientific thinking (Knapper & Cropley, 2000), is to ensure
that learners make progress throughout their degree program, gain academic achievement,
and eventually graduate (Kitsansas et al., 2008). Undergraduates can be considered as
would-be citizens who will need to be able to think on their feet to “thrive in” future life and
the workplace (Kuhn & Dean, 2004, p. 268). In a sense, their metacognitive skills need to
be boosted to “make wise and thoughtful life decisions as well as to comprehend and learn
better in formal educational settings” (Flavell, 1979, p. 910). Research suggests graduate
students need metacognition more than undergraduates to complete a degree (Lindner et al.,
1996). Research in Turkey has revealed that undergraduates need to be assisted by their
instructors in gaining strategic knowledge to better regulate their own learning (Baldan,
2017; Kaya, 2016). In sum, they need to be not only knowledgeable persons but also “active
seekers and processors of information” (Schunk, 2008, p. 463). In this context,
undergraduates’ learning how to study effectively without being excluded from the contents
of their majors and their learning processes is of paramount importance (Schneider, 2008;
Wingate, 2006).

Another concern is with regard to learning an additional language, which seems a
requisite skill in one’s daily and academic life in the rapidly changing world (Arik & Arik,
2014; Balgikanli, 2021; Cook, 2003; Harmer, 2001; Kirkgoz, 2009; Ortega, 2013; van Laar
et al., 2020). Kirkg6z (2009) draws attention to the rising interest in English in the Turkish
educational context. Further, one study conducted by Arik and Arik (2014) indicated that



there has been an increase in the status of English in Turkey and it is widely offered in
different domains at the undergraduate level as well as in bachelor or doctoral degree
programs. Tertiary education in Turkey is an optional final stage of formal education process
that occurs after completing of secondary education. In higher education institutions,
academic degrees at different levels are offered and these usually include Bachelor of Arts
(BA), Master of Arts (MA), and Doctor of Philosophy (PhD). A Bachelor’s degree is often
awarded to learners after their successfully completing a course of about four to five years
of study in higher education. To hold an MA, two more additional years need to be completed
but, to earn a PhD, it needs at least another six years of study. Research suggests that
particularly language learners have an inclination towards autonomy (Balgikanli, 2008;
Kaya, 2016; Sakrak-Ekin & Balgikanli, 2019). Therefore, promoting the metacognitive
awareness and enhancing the knowledge of metacognition of graduates who wish to earn a
Master’s or Doctoral degree and undergraduates who enrol in the English preparatory classes
Is worthy of notice. This may lead to empowering them how to regulate their cognition,
thereby encouraging them to develop a better command of the target language and ultimately
enabling them to become lifelong learners. However, as emphasized by Isik (2008), despite
all the resources and efforts spent in foreign language education in Turkey, the desired level
of language proficiency still poses an issue. Isik pointed out that one reason might be due to
the traditional ways of teaching and learning a target language as well as to the deficiencies
in language planning. In essence, as noted by Little (1991), this implies “redefining the role

of the teacher in adult education” (pp. 7-8).

Given the above, even at the tertiary level of education, learners should be
empowered with “learning how to learn” (Zhang & Zhang, 2019, p. 889). In other words,
instructors need to equip their learners with a higher level of metacognition and self-
regulatory skills to let them take mastery in their learning and thinking processes (Demirdren
et al., 2020; Turan, 2009). This, in turn, undoubtedly, brings out the issue of teachers’
awareness, which can “help teachers teach intelligently across subject areas and help them
maximize their impacts on students by systematic reflection on and improvement of

instruction” (Hartman, 2001, p. 151).

Teachers are ideally supposed to have some types of metacognitive knowledge,
namely, “declarative, procedural, and conditional”, for the tasks assigned to learners, and
also “teach and reinforce them” in a systematic way (Marzano et al., 1988, p. 14). In other

words, we might expect that teachers who graduate from, the Faculty of Education are well



equipped with the knowledge, attitudes, behaviour, and as a result, they will demonstrate a
more important difference in the metacognitive strategy use (Hartman, 2001). However,
contrary to expectations, considered the related literature, not many researchers are
optimistic about professional educators’ metacognitive instruction (Kurtz et al., 1990, p.
279). Research shows that teachers hardly provide a conducive class environment to foster
the self-regulated skills of students (Kistner et al., 2010) and both teacher trainees and
teachers in service need explicit instruction of teaching metacognitively (Hartman, 2001;
Kazu & Yildirim, 2013; Memnun & Akkaya, 2009; Oztiirk, 2018; Wall & Hall, 2016).

One of the most likely reasons for the issue mentioned above could be, as claimed
by Veenmal et al. (2006), that teachers have little acquaintance with metacognition. In fact,
this was exemplified in a study conducted with in-service teachers undertaken by Zohar and
Barzilai (2013). The findings revealed that teachers’ metacognitive knowledge was not
satisfactory enough to teach higher-order thinking in class. Another reason could be the
possibility that, as pointed out by Hartman (2001), metacognitively incompetent teachers
“suffer from the fallacious assumption that ‘teaching = learning’” (Hartman, 2001, p. 152).
The teacher, as an expert can possess “all kinds of implicit knowledge” (Pintrich, 2002, p.
224) to be used appropriately. Nonetheless, as Rubin (1975) points out, the teacher usually
“plows ahead with the lesson seemingly with little awareness of what is going on in each
student” (p. 44). In addition, Sternberg (1998) draws attention to the possibility that despite
their awareness of metacognitive skills, teachers may not know how to teach them.
Therefore, Sternberg suggests teachers need to be trained explicitly on what metacognitive
skills are and on how to incorporate them in classes (p. 130). Dam (2003) as well supports
the notion that the “onerous” (p. 135) task of promoting learner autonomy is assigned to the
teachers. On the other hand, Sternberg (1998) and Veenman et al. (2006) imply that the issue
of how to successfully incorporate instruction of metacognitive is not merely “a matter of
individual teachers but also of school organization” (p. 10). As a matter of fact, recent
research has supported the view that metacognition is “a neglected area of school policy and

practice” (Perry et al., 2018, pp. 483-500).

Harmer (2012), in his book entitled “Essential Teacher Knowledge”, covers major
issues about English language teaching and puts an emphasis on the role of the teacher.
According to Harmer, “teachers are at all times facilitators of learning” (p. 146). Further,
they fulfil a variety of more roles; for example, acting as a prompter, resource, and feedback

provider are just some of their roles that enable learning possible (pp. 146-147). Harmer



suggests that in order to teach effectively, teachers need to consider a number of pedagogical
knowledge before, during, or after the class. To exemplify, they need to think about how to
train their students in different reading skills such as skimming and scanning (p. 123), about
how to involve them in the steps in the process of writing (pp. 128-129), about when to give
feedback (pp. 160-161), and about how to give different kinds of appropriate and effective
correction (pp. 162—-167). In other words, teachers need to think about how to engage their
students in an activity or exercise, how to encourage them to study, and how to activate their
knowledge. Teachers need to think about how to organize the procedures they are going to
implement and how to provide a balance among them in every single lesson. To manage the
class well, they need to think of even the best position in class-whether being in front of or
moving around the class while acting out these different roles they play. They need to make
informed decisions on when to teach “unplugged” (p. 186), “what technology to use” (p.
188), or how to make a classroom environment conducive to learning (p. 204). In sum, it
seems that teachers are supposed to not only transmit knowledge but also to “scaffold
learning (provide guidance and support)” (p. 88) by assisting “learner training” (p. 90),
which means getting their students to think of the best ways of learning efficiently until they
are truly independent. This obviously brings their own metacognitive awareness into

question.

Given all the issues above, we can draw the conclusion that it is highly likely that
teachers will be unable to “effectively teach cognitive skills” unless they comprehend what
these skills actually mean (Kuhn & Dean, 2004, p. 269). In Schneider’s (2008) words, “as
long as teachers do not think in information-processing terms, it will be difficult to establish
progress in this field” (p. 119). Undoubtedly, when we assume that one cannot teach what
one does not know, promoting metacognitive awareness of the teacher in teaching and
learning processes becomes more conceivable (Paris & Winograd, 1990).

1.3. Purpose of the Study

The overall purpose of the current study is to explore the metacognitive awareness
level of EFL instructors. To achieve this goal, it also aims at examining whether there is a
significant difference in the metacognitive awareness level of the EFL instructors in terms
of their age, graduation degree, the number of years of teaching experience, and the number

of training courses received for professional development.
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1.3.1. Research questions

A research question can be subdivided into sub-questions in order to define the basic
problem more clearly and to solve it more easily (Aypay et al., 2014, pp. 100-101).
Therefore, within the scope of the above-mentioned general purpose, in this research, the

following sub-questions pose the problem of the research:

1. What is the metacognitive awareness level of the EFL instructors who work in the
Preparatory Classes of the School of Foreign Languages at the Foundation Higher

Education Institutions in Ankara, Turkey?

2. Isthere asignificant difference in the metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors

according to the different variables such as

2.1. age

2.2. graduation degree

2.3. the number of years of teaching experience

2.4. the number of training courses received for professional development?

1.4. Significance of the Study

Veenman et al. (2006) conclude that “teachers are absolutely willing to invest effort
in the instruction of metacognition within their lessons”. Further, research holds evidence
that when equipped with metacognitive skills, that is, self-regulatory skills such as planning,
monitoring, and evaluating, it is possible for teachers to improve their metacognitive

awareness (Balcikanli, 2010).

According to Gunstone and Northfield (1994), promoting metacognitive awareness
of teachers can trigger a change in their own professional development, and thus, teachers
can build a learning milieu that consolidates self-regulated learning via strategy-based
teaching. Oztiirk (2018) hypothesized that a teacher who is metacognitively competent is
capable of teaching students metacognition. As a matter of fact, research provides strong
evidence indicating that when teachers act as metacognitive role models, they not only
supported the enhancement of the students’ learning but also they paved the way for their
own learning, metacognitive knowledge, and skilfulness (Soodla et al., 2017; Wall & Hall,
2016).



Nevertheless, although much research has been conducted on pupils’ and adults’
metacognition, the literature yields limited studies that have dealt with teachers’
metacognitive awareness (Stewart et al., 2007; Wilson & Bai, 2010). Additionally, research
interest has a tendency to be prominent for pre-service teachers, and hence, it appears that
there is a lack of research in the literature on experienced in-service language teachers’
metacognitive awareness. Therefore, that relatively little research is on the EFL instructors
in the Turkish higher education context, especially in the foundation higher education
institutions, is the focus of the present research. As such, when considered the results of the
current study can contribute to the body of knowledge, a grain size though, and can benefit
researchers studying in the field of professional development of teachers, the study merits

significance.

1.5. Limitations of the Study

There are several main limitations to be addressed regarding the present study.
Firstly, this research is a quantitative and descriptive study by nature, and due to permission,
cost, and time constraints, the data collection is limited to survey instruments (Fraenkel et
al., 2006, p. 558). However, the data collection techniques of the qualitative method can be
used to support the findings (Turhanoglu et al., 2012, pp. 98-99). Secondly, since the entire
population cannot be reached, the study is limited to the sample of the EFL instructors who
work in the Preparatory Classes in the School of Foreign Languages at the foundation
universities in Ankara, Turkey. Another limitation is that the study is planned to be
completed in the 2020-2021 academic year and hence it is limited to this period of time.

1.6. Definitions of Key Terms

agent: “To be an agent is to intentionally make things happen by one’s actions” (Bandura,

2001, p. 2).

autonomy: “Essentially, autonomy is a capacity-for detachment, critical reflection,
decision-making, and independent action. It presupposes, but also entails, that the learner
will develop a particular kind of psychological relation to the process and content of his
learning” (Little, 1991, p. 4). Even though different definitions of the term of autonomy have
been suggested, it is often considered as “the ability to take charge of one’s learning” (Holec,

1981, p. 3 as cited in Little, 1991, p. 7).



behaviorism: “Behaviorism—as expressed in conditioning theories—dominated the
psychology of learning for the first half of the twentieth century. These theories explain
learning in terms of environmental events. Mental processes are not necessary to explain the

acquisition, maintenance, and generalization of behavior” (Schunk, 2012, p. 114).

cognition: “Cognition refers to how information processed and learned by the human mind

(the term comes from the Latin verb cognoscere, ‘to get to know’”’(Ortega, 2013, p. 82).

foundation higher education institution: university established by the foundations
provided that it is not for the purpose of profit and not run by the state although they receive

grants such as state aid and tax reductions (Council of Higher Education, 2021a).

schema (plural, schemata): “the figurative aspects of thought - attempts to represent reality

without attempting to transform it (imagery, perception and memory)” (Piaget, 1976, p. 14).

metacognition: “Metacognition—that is, cognition that reflects on, monitors, or regulates
first-order cognition” (Kuhn, 2000, p. 178).

metamemory: “the study of what children and adults know about how to remember and
about their own memory functions and how such knowledge relates to memory
performance” (Kuhn, 2000, p. 180).

the microgenetic methods: “in which the process of change is observed directly as

individuals engage in the same task repeatedly” (Kuhn, 2000, p. 179).

self-regulated learning: “Self-regulated learning (SRL) as the three words imply,
emphasizes autonomy and control by the individual who monitors, directs, and regulates
actions toward goals of information acquisition, expanding expertise, and self-

improvement” (Paris & Paris, 2001, p. 89).

the zone of proximal development (the ZPD): “the amount of learning possible by a

student given the proper instructional conditions” (Schunk, 2012, p. 500).
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CHAPTER 2

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

The Literature Review section provides in-depth information relating to the concept
of metacognition that lies at the heart of the theoretical background to the current study.
Additionally, it presents a comprehensive summary of the examples of previous major

studies that have relevance to the present study.

2.1. Metacognition

2.1.1. Definitions of metacognition

The term metacognition was first used by a developmental psychologist named John
H. Flavell nearly half a century ago when he defined it as “cognition about cognitive
phenomena” (Flavell, 1979, p. 906) following his pioneering work on children’s monitoring
their own memory and comprehension in the early 1970s (Kuhn, 2000). In the ensuing
decades, many definitions for metacognition have been proposed by researchers studying in
the field of cognitive, developmental, and educational psychology, and some of its prominent

features can be capsulized in the following definitions:

e “the knowledge and control children have over their own thinking and learning

activities” (Cross & Paris, 1988, p. 131).

e “Metacognition refers to the ability to reflect upon, understand, and control one’s

learning” (Schraw & Dennison, 1994, p. 460).

e “the ability to monitor one’s current level of understanding and decide when it is not

adequate” (Bransford et al., 2000, p. 47).

e “Metacognition is defined as the awareness of and knowledge about one’s own

thinking” (Zimmerman, 2002, p. 65).

e “Metacognition refers to higher order thinking which involves active control over

the cognitive processes engaged in learning” (Livingston, 2003, p. 3).
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“Metacognition can be considered as a complex of phenomena related to knowledge
about the domain of cognition — consisting of all the mental activities connected with

thinking, knowing, and remembering — and its regulation” (Oz, 2005, p. 147).

“By metacognition we mean any thinking act that operates on a cognitive thought in
order to assist in the process of learning or the solution of a problem” (Holton &

Clarke, 2006, p. 133).

“learners’ knowledge, awareness and control of the processes by which they learn”

(Noushad, 2008, p. 1).

“Metacognition in the form of metacognitive knowledge (MK) —in this case, beliefs
about learning — provides a database from which the learner can select strategies for
the regulation of learning” (Efklides, 2009, p. 76).

“Metacognition refers to deliberate, conscious control of mental activities” (Schunk,

2012, p. 342).
“our knowledge about our memory and thought process” (Halpern, 2014, p. 53).

“Metacognition is an inherently human characteristic, which allows people to solve
novel problems in different contexts and is of particular usefulness in classrooms”

(Perry et al., 2018, p. 11).

“Metacognition includes all stages that ‘individuals experience before the learning

299

process’, ‘during the process’, and ‘during the evaluation of the process

2018, p. 41).

(Bogar,

“Metacognition pertains to one’s awareness about and regulation of his cognitions”

(Oztiirk, 2018, p. 28).

All of the above-mentioned abundant remarks provide us to conclude that

metacognition is one’s being cognizant of their own thinking processes in which one plans

their approach towards achieving their learning goals, applies some appropriate strategies,

monitors their progress, and ultimately evaluates their own strengths and weaknesses. Once

a person becomes aware of their own thinking process through this inherent characteristic,

they can start to materialize their thoughts, in other words, they make them an object of their
thinking and thereby manipulating them. (Efklides, 2008; Holton & Clarke, 2006; Kuhn,

2000). Therefore, metacognition can simply and briefly be defined as “thinking about
thinking” (Anderson, 2002, p. 2).
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The prefix “meta” has a Greek origin and refers to “beyond” (Merriam-Webster,
n.d.), obviously, giving it the power to offer comprehensive meanings to the words it is
attached to. This being the case, the term metacognition naturally appears to have been used
as an overarching term in the literature (Livingston, 2003). That may be one of the reasons
why researchers so far have not managed to reach a consensus on the definition of this
“fuzzy” term (Wellman, 1983, p. 32). It seems to be interchangeable with a variety of related
terms such as “self-regulated learning” or “thinking skills” (Perry et al., 2018, p. 3), “learning
to learn” (Wall & Hall, 2016, p. 407), “learner beliefs” (Wenden, 1999, p. 435) and “strategic
and reflective thinking” (Moseley et al., 2005, p. 378). Furthermore, Veenman et al. (2006)
report that the term metacognition has been proliferated and also commonly associated with
the following terms: “metacognitive beliefs, metacognitive awareness, metacognitive
experiences, metacognitive knowledge, feeling of knowing, judgment of learning, theory of
mind, metamemory, metacognitive skills, executive skills, higher-order skills,
metacomponents, comprehension monitoring, learning strategies, heuristic strategies, and
self-regulation” (p. 4). Likewise, when the relevant literature in our country is examined, we
also witness that the concept of metacognition finds its correspondence with so many
different expressions in our language such as “bilis Otesi”, “yiiriitiicti bilig”, “bilis tsti”,
“Ustbilis”, “bilgiyi kullanma yolu” and “biligsel farkindalik” (Kazu & Yildirim, 2013, p.
324).

In addition to all those profuse and varied terms above, metacognition has also been
associated with the concept of intelligence (Livingston, 2003). According to cognitive
scientists, after all, intelligence is a sign of both cognitive and metacognitive mental
processes (Sternberg, 1984). According to Hamers et al. (1999), “intelligence could be
defined as a person’s ‘rough’ intellectual power, and thinking as the ‘skilled’ use of that
power. In other words, thinking deals with how people use their intelligence and what they
do with it” (p. 25). Veenman et al. (2006) do not make the equation between metacognitive
skills and intellectual ability. However, they admit that although self-regulatory skills and
intelligence correlate in a moderate way, metacognitive skills make contributions to learning
performance “on top of intellectual ability” (p. 6). In other words, they conclude that
intelligence can provide learners with an advantage over metacognition but that it does not

have an impact on its developmental course (p. 8).

According to Veenman (2006), the reason for the pertinent literature yields some

confusion as to a concise and precise definition of metacognition is that “the intricate
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relations” (p. 5) between its multiple components. For example, feeling of knowing and
judgement of learning are considered as metacognitive processes or one’s knowing what to
do and when to do it, that is, conditional knowledge is regarded as awareness of
metacognition and declarative knowledge subcomponent. Fox and Riconscente (2008) also
make a similar argument regarding the interplay between the subcomponents of
metacognition. In their words, “metacognition and self-regulation are parallel and
intertwining constructs that are clearly distinct yet mutually entailed both developmentally
and in their functions in human thought and behaviour. Neither subsumes nor subordinates
the other” (p. 386). Further, Dinsmore et al. (2008) made an analysis of the use of these three
terms in the contemporary educational psychology literature, namely metacognition, self-
regulation, and self-regulated learning, to “lift the conceptual haze” (p. 404). However, it

appears that the three constructs are “nested within each other” (Kaplan, 2008, p. 478).

In fact, many researchers seem to agree on a difference between cognition and
metacognition: while the former requires conscious mental processes to do a task, the latter
needs to understand how to do the task (Schraw, 1998). As a matter of fact, Flavell (1979)
himself also concedes that the knowledge of metacognition tends to store both cognitive and
metacognitive strategies knowledge. Even though Flavell asserts that “cognitive strategies
are invoked to make cognitive progress, metacognitive strategies to monitor it” (p. 909), he
also points out that, in some cases, the same strategy might be brought into effect to attain
both goals. According to Schraw (1998), cognitive skills are expressed within “domains or

subject areas”, but metacognitive skills encompass “multiple domains” (p. 116).

Veenman et al. (2006) discuss the issue of whether metacognition is general or rather
domain-specific with an example. They compare a text studying with a problem-solving
activity. For a text studying, metacognitive activities can be “reading the title and
subheadings, scanning the text to get an overview, activating prior knowledge, and getting
hold of test expectations” (p. 7). Alternatively, metacognitive activities for problem-solving
may require a learner to read first the statement of the problem, activate their already existing
knowledge, and understand what they are provided and what they are asked to do. Different
learning tasks may seem to be evocative of those different activities. However, in Veenman
et al.’s words, they “may spring from similar metacognitive grounds and their occurrence
and quality may still be correlated across tasks and domains” (p. 7). Due to this overlapping

feature of the two strategies, undoubtedly, it seems that disentangling metacognition from
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cognition would prove futile thereby making the definition of the term remain elusive
(Veenman et al., 2006).

All in all, when the pertinent scholarly literature is considered, where metacognition
is originated, and when it is activated is still a matter of debate. Kuhn (2000) places
metacognition in a developmental framework to get a better understanding its nature and
significance and emphasizes that “it does not appear abruptly from nowhere as an
epiphenomenon in relation to first-order cognition” (p. 178). According to Kuhn, the
cognitive-developmental stage in which an infant begins to think about how other people
might think and feel is “a developmental milestone” (p. 178) because that is metacognitive
by nature. In Kuhn’s words, “metacognition becomes more explicit, powerful, and effective,
as it comes to operate increasingly under the individual’s conscious control” (p. 178). In a
similar vein, Zohar and Barzilai (2013) also agree that metacognitive awareness starts to
“develop in early childhood and keeps developing throughout elementary school” (p. 153).
According to Stewart et al. (2007), most of the research in the related literature holds a tacit

assumption that one’s regulatory skills are completely mature until one reaches adulthood.

2.1.2. A brief history of metacognition

Flavell (1979) coined the term metacognition and the notion has long been attributed
to him but in fact it seems that he was not the first to study metacognitive processes
(Noushad, 2008). In the early 1900s, researchers had already recognized the role of
monitoring and control in the reading comprehension processes (Hudson, 2007). Strategy
use was extended to some other specific disciplines and situated also in mathematics,
science, and social studies owing to the notion that each subject area affords different
frameworks for the organization of knowledge (Paris & Paris, 2001). Metacognitive
knowledge was not widely known back in the 1950s when Benjamin S. Bloom developed
the idea of the classification of educational goals to create banks of test items from simple
to complex each measuring the same objective (Krathwohl, 2002). Since the 1960s,
researchers have made attempts to gauge how the brain monitors the contents of memory
(Bransford et al., 2000). From the 1970s, some theoretical models, unlike behaviourism,
proposed how information was processed and began to include “a higher-order agent”
monitoring and having a controlling influence on the cognitive processes, whilst running
concurrently (Veenman et al., 2006, p. 5). The researchers supporting the notion that

“metacognition has a higher order character” posited “increasingly metacognitive” stages of
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thought as instruction programs foster students’ thinking (Swarts & Perkins, 1990, p. 52). A
number of scholars supported the notion that explicit metacognitive strategy instruction
facilitates learning (Pintrich, 2002; Schraw & Graham, 1997; Scruggs et al., 1985). In the
end, Bloom’s framework was revised, and in 2001, metacognitive knowledge came to
prominence as a fourth and a new category with some other subcategories, such as “strategic
knowledge, knowledge about cognitive tasks including appropriate contextual and

conditional knowledge, and self-knowledge” (Krathwohl, 2002, p. 214).

In summary, largely due to Flavell’s seminal work on children’s metamemory, the
concept of metacognition has been elaborated and refined over the years and taken on
significance in the literature (Noushad, 2008). Efklides (2008) points out that currently there
are three major areas of research on metacognition: research in developmental psychology
focusing on the theory of mind, research in experimental and cognitive psychology with an
emphasis on metamemory, and research in educational psychology with an interest in self-
regulated learning (p. 277). This variety of lines of research seems to have turned the concept
into “a many-headed monster” (Brown, 1987, as cited in Noushad, 2008, p. 3). And taming
it is “still a matter of hot debate” and hence “disagreements over its function and scope”
(Proust, 2010, p. 989) seems to contribute to its vague definition. After all, the
conceptualization of “a multidimensional phenomenon” (Schraw, 1998, p. 113) seems to
have tempted researchers to construct some diverse theoretical models (Bogar, 2018, pp. 45—
50) by clarifying its specific components or portraying emphasis on the different ones.

Below is a short review of the major models of metacognition.

2.2. Models of Metacognition

2.2.1. Flavell’s model of cognitive monitoring

Flavell (1979) provides an initial list of main components of metacognition and his
proposal includes the following: “(a) metacognitive knowledge, (b) metacognitive
experiences, (¢) goals (or tasks), and (d) actions (or strategies)” (p. 906). However, in his
notable article “Metacognition and Cognitive Monitoring”, he discusses goals and actions
under the two basic dimensions- “metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive experiences”
(p. 906). Figure 2.1 shows that the four components of Flavell’s metacognitive model and

how they influence one another:
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Figure 2.1. Flavell’s Model of Cognitive Monitoring

Flavell’s Model of Cognitive Monitoring
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Note. Adapted from “Metacognition and Cognitive Monitoring: A New Area of Cognitive

Developmental Inquiry,” by J. H. Flavell, 1979, American Psychologist, 34(10), pp. 906—
911. Copyright 1979 by the American Psychological Association.

Flavell (1979) defined metacognitive knowledge as the segment where one’s world
knowledge is stored. Flavell set an example: children can come to believe that quite unlike
their classmates they excel in arithmetic than spelling (p. 906). According to Pintrich (2002),
this is a “new category of knowledge in the revised taxonomy” and it encompasses knowing
about the processes of thinking in general as well as awareness of and knowing about one’s

own cognitive functions (pp. 219-224).

As stated by Flavell (1979), knowledge of metacognition includes mainly three major
variables: “person, task, and strategy” (p. 906). The person subcomponent pertains to “the
nature of yourself” (p. 907). For Schraw (1998), this is declarative knowledge; “knowledge
about oneself as a learner and about what factors influence one’s performance” (p. 114).
According to Livingston (2003), this variable concerns how humans learn both in general
and individually. For example, one’s awareness of the distracting things while studying may
lead them to end up somewhere more silent and thus to make them more successful. Thus,
the regulating one’s own behaviour can result in better academic performance (Young &
Fry, 2008).

As noted by Flavell (1979), the task variable is the task’s nature ranging from easy
to more complex and demanding ones. To clarify, it is much less challenging to remember
the general information about a story than to repeat it word for word with its details (p. 907).
Another example would be one’s awareness of the fact that the task of reading a scientific

text is more challenging than that of a novel (Livingston, 2003). In a similar vein, Pintrich
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(2002) draws particular attention to that the knowledge of tasks considered as easy or
difficult will require a strategy accordingly. In his example, he highlights the different nature
of two dissimilar tasks: in a recognition task, it is quite easy for an individual to see the
difference between alternatives and choose the right answer whereas, in a recall task,
searching the mind for the retrieval of correct or suitable information is comparatively more

challenging.

According to Flavell (1979), metacognitive experiences are “any conscious cognitive
or affective experiences” which can be “brief or lengthy in duration, simple or complex in
content” (p. 908). For example, a person suddenly may feel like not having grasped the other
person’s words. Flavell proposes that metacognitive experiences will probably be present in
situations where “a lot of careful, highly conscious thinking” (p. 908) is activated and the

kind of quality control is demanded.

According to Flavell (1979), metacognitive experiences can direct one either to
reconsider their previous goals or omit them, and apply modifications of their strategies, or,
if necessary, set new ones. In other words, a learner may monitor and become in control of
their cognitive processes and they may come to realize that a specific strategy does not assist
to obtain some learning outcomes that were initially set. The learner may eventually make a
decision to abandon it and follow a new strategy. Therefore, metacognition is also, in a way,
in charge of further learning activities. Livingston (2003) illustrates that understanding the
meaning of a paragraph in a text can be a cognitive goal of a learner. To achieve this
particular goal, they can start to think about how well they have comprehended the paragraph
they have just read. They may determine a strategy such as self-questioning. They take steps
based on the feedback obtained from their monitoring process: they may re-read the
paragraph, or decide to use a dictionary. In short, they take control of their learning process

to make sure that they comprehend the text well.

2.2.2. Schraw and Moshman’s model of metacognition

More than a decade after Flavell (1979) introduced the concept of metacognition,
Schraw and Dennison (1994), two educational psychologists, developed an inventory with
52 items to gauge the metacognitive awareness of adolescents and adults. The easily
administered self-report instrument is currently known as “the Metacognitive Awareness
Inventory or the MAI” (p. 462). Following this, Schraw and Moshman (1995) proposed a
model of metacognition with a multidimensional construct. They further divide this
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dimension into three fundamental subcategories: declarative, procedural, and conditional

knowledge. Figure 2.2 demonstrates its basic two components and their subcomponents:

Figure 2.2. Schraw and Moshman’s Model of Metacognition
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Note. Adapted from “Metacognitive Theories,” by G. Schraw and D. Moshman, 1995,
Educational Psychology Review, 7(4), pp. 351-371. Copyright 1995 by Plenum Publishing
Corporation.
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For Schraw and Moshman (1995), declarative knowledge pertains to individuals’
knowledge about their own cognition or about the factors that may have an effect on their
cognitive processes (p. 352). It is about knowing “about oneself as a learner” (Schraw, 1998,
p. 114) and it includes the personal history or facts and the knowledge one has accumulated.
One is consciously aware of his or her understanding of this kind of knowledge. Schraw and
Moshman (1995) note that studies examining metamemory reveal that “adults have more

knowledge about memory-related cognitive processes than children” (p. 352).

According to Schraw and Moshman (1995), procedural knowledge is about knowing
“how” to do things and it includes knowledge of executing skills (p. 352). One example
could be knowledge of how to categorize newly learned pieces of information or how to use
a chunking strategy to help remember them (Schraw, 1998, p. 114). Another example could
be when one drives a car and one does this action but is not able to explain it in words.
According to Schraw (1998), this is because people who have a good level of procedural

knowledge usually tend to “perform tasks more automatically” (p. 114). Schraw highlights
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this knowledge is often associated with strategies. These people most probably have a good
knowledge of strategies and tend to select among the extensive repertoire of strategies and

use them effectively.

Conditional knowledge involves knowing the when and why to use the two
aforementioned knowledge-declarative and procedural. Conditional knowledge is essential
because it helps a learner when they should apply a particular strategy. This type of

knowledge allows one to make adjustments to different task demands.

Metacognitive regulation is the other broad dimension of metacognition in Schraw
and Moshman’s model of cognition. It pertains to a number of activities that allow learners
to master their own learning. Those regulatory skills subsume some necessary skills such as
planning, comprehension monitoring, and evaluation (Schraw, 1998, pp. 114-115). Planning
refers to thinking about the learning goals and how to approach the task and choose
appropriate strategies to achieve those goals. Making predictions before starting to read can
be set as an example for this. “The skills that might be attributable to planning are, by and
large, setting goals, selecting appropriate strategies, and scheduling time and strategies”
(Balgikanli, 2010, p. 16). Planning is important, as a matter of fact, a meta-analysis
conducted by Dent and Koenka (2016) through 61 studies revealed that planning had the
strongest correlation with achievement. Monitoring refers to one’s implementing the plan
and becoming so aware of the progress that some necessary changes to the strategies may be
made when necessary. “Detection of errors in passages, self-corrections during oral reading,
and retrospective or concurrent verbal reports (i.e., thinking aloud)” (Baker & Cerro, 2000,
p. 102) can be some typical examples for the ability to take regular self-testing during one’s
monitoring comprehension process. Learners with higher metacognitive awareness and
better metacognitive skills have the performance of higher efficiency in their cognitive
processes (Baker, 1994). And finally, evaluating refers to an individual’s forming an idea of
efficiency of their own learning (Schraw, 1998). In other words, one judges the quality or
value of their own learning performance. Balgikanli (2010) regards evaluating as skills that
may “include re-evaluating one’s goals and conclusion upon the completion of a task” (p.
17). Schraw and Dennison (1994) state that all these components of metacognition have
strong correlations and complement one another. Further, it is often assumed the interaction
of all these components is necessary for “successful information processing” (Schneider,

2008, p. 114).
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2.2.3. Anderson’s model of metacognition

Anderson (2002) regards metacognition as “the real key to learning” and divides it
into five primary components that intersect with each other: “(1) preparing and planning for
learning, (2) selecting and using learning strategies, (3) monitoring strategy use, (4)
orchestrating various strategies, and (5) evaluating strategy use and learning” (p. 3). This
model of metacognition highlights a non-linear process and blends all five into “a
kaleidoscopic view” (Anderson, 2008, p. 104). The series of processes in which one does

not necessarily directly follow the other one can be seen in Figure 2.3 below:

Figure 2.3. Anderson’s Model of Metacognition
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Note. From “Metacognition and Good Language Learners,” by N. J. Anderson, in C.
Griffiths (Ed.), Lessons from Good Language Learners (p. 100), 2008, Cambridge
University Press.

Preparing and planning are necessary for learning effectively and refer to setting
oneself a series of goals to reach (Anderson, 2002). In a language class, for example, the
teacher may as well activate the prior knowledge of the students to prepare them to better
comprehend a reading text (Anderson, 2008). Ultimately, this view has been supported by
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the implications on schema theory, according to which text comprehension involves one’s
constructing meaning from the knowledge of the world previously accumulated (Carrell &
Eisterhold, 1983, p. 553).

Selecting and using strategies is another component in this model of metacognition.
Anderson (2002) relates it to the metacognitive ability of the learner to choose the right
strategy for a particular goal, which shows that he or she makes informed decisions on their
learning process. To illustrate, a second language reader can take an unknown word out of
its contextual meaning, or analyse it with prefixes or suffixes. Monitoring learning is another
consideration in Anderson’s model of metacognition. It concerns the attempts of the learner
to keep the right track to attain their goal. Rubin (1975) defines it as a strategy that shows a

good language learner participates actively while processing information (p. 47).

According to Anderson (2002), orchestrating strategies is another vital metacognitive
skill and it means getting hold of an understanding of the availability of multiple strategies.
A good language learner should be able to engage some strategies with others while doing a
task (Anderson, 2008, p. 101). Evaluating learning is the last element discussed in
Anderson’s model of metacognition, and it relates to reflecting on the whole cycle of five

aspects of metacognition mentioned earlier (Anderson, 2002).

2.3. Metacognition in Learning and Teaching

According to Senemoglu (2010), the most challenging issue for an infant is to make
sense of the world. Since it is exposed to a huge amount of knowledge, it tries to identify the
fully functional piece through thinking, reasoning, and judging. It endeavours until it finds

a solution. This whole process provides it with the joy of learning as well as success.

Piaget was a pioneer in positing this process, that is, how knowledge evolved, and
claimed infants progress through developmental changes in four discrete stages due to their
biological maturation and interaction with the environment (as cited in Senemoglu, 2010).
In Piaget’s (1976) words, “cognitive adaptation, like its biologic counterpart, consists of an
equilibrium between assimilation and accommodation” (p. 18). In other words, as cited by
Senemoglu (2010), Piaget designated cognitive development as an active process, in which
the infant, child, and adolescent adapt to their environment and strive to maintain a sense of
balance with prior and new knowledge. In other words, the infant is an active recipient of
the environment, that is, it is actively involved in constructing knowledge over the course of

the life span (pp. 32-53). According to Kuhn (2000), the infant’s starting to think how other
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people might think and feel is “a developmental milestone” since it is metacognitive by
nature (p. 178). Piaget (1976) contributed to the explanation of not only to “the adaptation
of an organism to its environment” but also to that of “the adaptation of intelligence” (p. 11).
Hence, Senemoglu (2010) implies that Piaget could be regarded to be the precursor of the
notion that intelligence is not a fixed trait. This is due to the fact that both the organism and
the environment are constantly changing. In other words, the mental representation of the
world changes as the infant biologically grows mature. These cognitive representations are
called schema (pp. 34-38). As a consequence, research particularly on reading
comprehension introduced “schema theory” (Carrell & Eisterhold, 1983, p. 553) which
enabled us to gain insights into “that the reader is required to fit the clues provided in the

text to his or her own background knowledge” (Nunan, 1999, p. 257).

According to Schunk (2012), unlike Piaget, Vygotsky gave prominence to social
environment and held “the social mediation of learning and the role of consciousness” in
high esteem (p. 241). From the perspective of Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory, learners are
supposed to gradually take their responsibility and self-regulate their own thought processes
and actions so that they can perform more independently (Senemoglu, 2010). Piaget and
Vygotsky’s views provided the base for the constructivist movement through taking

cognitive development further in the ensuing years (Schunk, 2012).

According to Kuhn (2000), Flavell pioneered the discourse of metacognition when
virtually all the research on metacognition was limited on metamemory. Since then, its scope
has been extended to the studies on “reading comprehension, problem-solving, and
reasoning in addition to memory” (p. 180). Thanks to “microgenetic studies” (p. 179), we
currently know that we have a bunch of various strategies with different adequacy that we
use for the same problem in a different way. Over forty years ago, Flavell (1979) conceived
of a time when the ideas brewing in metacognition would transform into “a method of
teaching children (and adults) to make wise and thoughtful life decisions as well as to
comprehend and learn better in formal educational settings” (p. 910). Numerous subsequent
studies have developed and matured (Veenman et al., 2006) and now they seem to justify
him in this regard; a high number of researchers agree on the notion that metacognition has
a major role in effective learning (Anderson, 2002; Kallio, et al, 2017; Lai, 2011b;
Livingston, 2003; Noushad, 2008; Oz, 2005; Oztiirk, 2018; Paris & Winograd, 1990; Perry
et al., 2018; Schraw & Graham, 1997; van der Stel & Veenman, 2008; Wang et al., 1990).
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Since the original taxonomy (Krathwohl, 2002), a great many studies consistently
have reported a close and strong association between metacognition and effective learning
and provide a wide range of topics in many different discipline domains (Veenman et al.,
2006). A systematic review carried out by Zohar and Barzilai (2013) revealed that studies in
science education increasingly received a wide range of metacognitive instruction. They
claimed that metacognitive instruction was employed for developing students’ “reading,
problem-solving, or higher order thinking skills as well as students’ knowledge and
conceptual understanding” (pp. 121-122). Another bit of evidence came from the research
reported by Sahin and Kendir (2013). They identified the positive effect of metacognitive
strategy use in solving problems on geometry as a result of a study with an experimental
method. In another illustrative study, Casselman and Atwood (2017) revealed the importance
of metacognitive instruction in chemistry. Their study was carried out with first-year
undergraduates and metacognitive instruction was conducted as an online assignment
utilizing the flipped classroom methodology. The students’ receiving metacognitive training
led to an increase in their assessment performance on their’ next exams. Similar findings
have also been reported in the area of language learning. For example, O’Malley et al. (1989)
did research on listening comprehension of high school age students enrolled in English
language classes. The findings revealed that the effective listeners had the distinction of
using three predominant metacognitive strategies, namely, self-monitoring, elaboration, and
inference. In short, the abovementioned example studies including subject areas in which
thinking skills are at the core, such as science, mathematics, reading comprehension,
language learning and so forth, converge at the same notion that metacognition can promote
learning and improve academic performance (Kuhn, 2000; Paris & Winograd, 1990; Young
& Fry, 2008).

On the other hand, another point worthy of consideration is that metacognitive
knowledge can be “fallible” (Wenden, 1987, p. 574). Efklides (2009) defines metacognitive
knowledge as “beliefs about learning” (p. 76) and these beliefs gained by the human agency
can be misguiding. This view has been reinforced by a study conducted by Kruger and
Dunning (1999). They asked a group of undergraduates to complete a grammar test and
estimate their correct answers. The results revealed that particularly the ones who do not
have much practical knowledge and experience mismatch their estimation with their own
ability and performance and that a deficit in metacognitive skills may lead to making wrong

choices. To put it another way, it is more likely that students with inaccurate knowledge of
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what they know will unable to seek out ways to fill their gaps, in a sense, they would fail to
make a correct “calibration to self-regulation” (Hattie, 2013, p. 62). In other words, “the use

of this knowledge” seems necessary “to direct further learning activities” (Halpern, 2014, p.
27).

2.4. Metacognition and Second Language Learning and Teaching

Over four decades ago, Rubin (1975) attempted to specify the good qualities that
language learners are endowed with. Nearly a decade later, Rubin and his colleague took a
step further and presented a condensed version of those characteristics with 14 distinctive
features (Rubin & Thompson, 1982, as cited in Brown, 1994, p. 104). As a consequence, a
deeper insight was provided into the difference between the training of the learner and
teaching of the language thereby calling attention to the notion that the former concerns “the
underside of teaching” (Wenden, 1998a, p. 2), or learning. This gave rise to research on the
promotion of effective learning. In other words, the initial attempts of Rubin (1975) led to a
distinction between styles, which “vary across individuals”, and strategies, which “vary
within an individual” (Brown, 1994, p. 104). Over time, they all evolved into “three ‘As’ of
learner development: autonomy, awareness, and action” (Brown, 2007, p. 130). Before long,
the role of metacognition was recognized as a fundamental element in learning second
languages (hereinafter referred to as SLL) and essential in the development of autonomous
learners (Wenden, 1998b).

Flavell (1979), the forerunner of metacognition, also approves, with little empirical
evidence though, “the important role of metacognition in oral communication of
information, oral persuasion, oral comprehension, reading comprehension, writing, language
acquisition, attention, memory among various others” (p. 906). Flavell (1992), laid emphasis
on the nature of the cognitive role of the learners that “makes them to a large degree the
manufacturers of their own development” (p. 998). Flavell posited that a child processes the
present material to be obtained, used, or reached, and selects from among the meaningful
data, thereafter transforms what is chosen in line with their own needs. O’Malley and
Chamot (1990) also supported the view that second language learning requires an “active
and dynamic” use of processes of cognition (p. 143). In other words, to fulfil a language task
requirement, an active and conscious process is necessary to construct meaning by using
knowledge gained so forth while relying on a bunch of strategies. To illustrate, Wenden

(1987) characterizes the active cognitive involvement in learning a second language process
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through the views of an adult learner as: “My mind is always open to accept information
about the language ... I always concentrate because I have to learn ... I just don’t take it as
it comes. I change it in my mind. There’s always movement” (p. 573). This quotation as well
calls attention to the assumption that successful language learners are often considered to be
good strategy users who can naturally “utilize a dozen strategies for figuring out” (Brown,

2001, p. 210) what is going on even in a simple daily event.

According to Oxford (2011), strategy refers to “a systematic plan for achieving any
goal” (p. 168) and she implies that cognitive learning strategies can assist one to attain their
goal of learning an additional language. As a matter of fact, a number of comprehensive
taxonomies of learning strategies have already been offered to instil strategic competence in
language learners (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 2002). The learning strategies,
particularly in the field of SLL, often fall into “three broad categories: cognitive,
metacognitive, and social/affective strategies” (Brown, 1994, p. 115). To put it in a nutshell,
while the first category refers to what actually learners know about the set of facts and skills
they have accumulated in different situations about their own learning process, the second
category refers to how they select strategies and evaluate them (O’Malley et al., 1989, p.
422). And finally, the third one entails interaction with others, that is, in Brown’s words,
“communication strategies” (Brown, 1994, pp. 115-118). According to Cohen and Wang
(2018), a language learner may combine the abovementioned three categories of strategies
while implementing a strategy of confirming the meaning of an unknown word with “a more
knowledgeable speaker of a language” (p. 171). To clarify, when the learner begins to plan
how to carry out the task, the strategy could take on a metacognitive function. Next, when
the learner engages with the task of verifying the meaning of the unknown word, it could
take on a social or affective function. Finally, when the learner deals with comprehending

the speaker’s oral explanation, it could take on a cognitive function.

There are some other researchers who also put an emphasis on metacognition and its
merits in second language learning. For example, Wenden (1999) handles the issue of the
role of knowledge in SLL in terms of linguistic, social, and cognitive theories, namely,
domain, social and metacognitive knowledge. Wenden provides some modifications and
expansions on the two- dimensional taxonomy of metacognition adding another dimension
to the person component of Flavell (1979): “affective attributes and states which are felt to
facilitate or inhibit learning” (Wenden, 1987, p. 576). It is plausible that some incidents

evoke some feelings. Wenden sets an example of that a student may feel embarrassed when
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he or she is suddenly asked to speak loudly. Additionally, the personality traits may also
cause some feelings. For example, a shy student may avoid making a speech in front of their

classmates.

Wenden (1999) uses the term “learner beliefs” (p. 436) interchangeably with
metacognitive knowledge. Wenden draws attention to metacognitive knowledge, and
particularly to the role it plays in assisting the monitor and control of learning. However,
unlike Flavell (1979), Wenden (1987) points out the “fallible” (p. 574) aspect of this
knowledge. She attributes it to the fact that it is highly improbable to get a perfectly accurate
gauge of what the declarative knowledge of a person is. By doing so, she makes significant
implications that metacognitive knowledge plays a crucial role in assisting learning. To
clarify, students who are savvier about estimating their ability and performance will probably
see the gap in their knowledge and take action accordingly. Or, to put it another way, students
with disinformation on their metacognitive knowledge are unlikely to get better at fixing
their mistakes.

According to Wenden (1987), another reason why metacognitive knowledge is not
always exactly correct may be due to the fact that this gradually growing accumulated
knowledge may change one’s perspective on language learning. In other words, it is
“interactive” (p. 574). For example, when compared with one’s beginning states of second
language learning, his or her “cluster of beliefs about learning” (Wenden, 1999, p. 441) may
transform over time, and abilities in language may get better over the lifespan of the
individual. This would obviously lead to their more proficiency in language use, as well as,
to their more positive approach to language learning (Brown, 2001, p. 210).

Accordingly, metacognitively thinking about language will probably determine the
way how one navigates language tasks (Brown, 2001; Wenden, 1987). For O’ Malley and
Chamot (1990), “strategy use is highly task-dependent” (p. 144). In essence, one needs to
pre-plan to complete a language learning task by specifying their objectives, deciding on the
selection of resources and strategies, predicting difficulties. Then, they need to monitor and
this planning-in-action and evaluate, and revise it if need be. In short, Wenden (1987)
underscores “a reciprocal relationship” (p. 582) between metacognitive knowledge and
regulatory skills or metacognitive strategies by arguing that strategy use brings about
changes in beliefs, they, in turn, demand amendments in the use of strategies, and so on in

an ongoing fashion.
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Currently, the pertinent literature provides substantial evidence for the effect of the
strategy instruction, particularly within the context of SLL. For example, O’Malley et al.
(1989) did research on listening comprehension of the students enrolled in English language
classes at a high school. The findings revealed that the effective listeners had the distinction
of using three predominant metacognitive strategies, namely, self-monitoring, elaboration,
and inference. In a similar vein, a study conducted by Palincsar (1984) with middle school
students revealed that reading comprehension and comprehension monitoring skills were
developed through a metacognitive approach, in which major strategies such as
summarizing, questioning, clarifying, and predicting are modelled. Cer (2019) also provided
evidence by a study, the results of which indicated that metacognitive strategy intervention

benefited the writing skills of secondary school students.

According to Takeuchi (2019), research on how to design and implement strategy
instruction has resulted in a number of ways of strategy-based interventions. They can be
exemplified by “Cognitive Academic Language Learning (CALLA), Styles- and Strategies-
Based Instruction (SSBI), Strategies Content Learning (SCL), and Integrated Strategy-Based
Instruction (ISBI)” (pp. 683-699). Researchers seem they will continue to pursue their own
lines of inquiry into what best enhances learning efficiently and independently because they
have already replaced second language learning strategies with self-regulation.

2.5. Metacognition and Teachers

2.5.1. Scaffolding role of teachers

According to Bandura (1989), the psychological mechanisms of human agency can
effect a change in the way that they behave by putting into efforts and they can also be an
influence over their environment and likewise environmental influences can also animate a
person to take action. This view underscores the social cognitive theory, which suggests
providing opportunities through “fostering expectations, self-efficacy and using
observational learning and other reinforcements to achieve behaviour change in a learner”
(Schunk, 2012, p. 246). By means of the two important concepts that have arisen from the
social cognitive theory, that is, scaffolding and the zone of proximal development
(henceforth referred to as ZPD), teachers’ role is of paramount importance in students’
transformative process to “become strategic, motivated, and independent learners” (Paris &

Paris, 2001, p. 89).
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Holton and Clarke (2006) regarded that scaffolding plays out when “a bridge is
formed between the instructional support a teacher might provide and the learner’s self-
control of the learning process” (p. 127). They illustrated the process of scaffolding by
analogy with the scaffold used in the construction of a house. That structure is for workers
to stand on so that they can reach high parts of a building. In the same way, it can be applied
as a supportive tool in educational settings. Initially, the teacher assumes more responsibility,
but in time, they monitor the progress, set the necessary goals, and eventually plan the
activities and do so on a regular basis until the students reach their level of potential
development. Just as similar to the house which is stable and strong enough, the scaffold
becomes less necessary and is gradually removed, the student assumes gradually more
responsibility for these cognitive processes and, in the end, receives by no means the assist

from the teacher. In other words, he or she becomes an independent learner.

As for the ZPD, it is defined as “the distance between the actual developmental level
as determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as
determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more
capable peers (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86)” (Schunk, 2012, p. 243). This area is viewed as where
the teacher should provide instruction or guidance in a sensitive way (Holton and Clarke,
2006). In such an assisted learning process of scaffolding, while Schunk (1989) draws
attention to that peer students can often model cognitive and metacognitive skills in a better
way compared to the teacher in the learning process, Hamers et al. (1999) point out that
“language plays an important role in this process” (p. 15). As noted by Schunk (2012),
Vygotsky as well puts an emphasis on the social environment and the role of language in
social interactions by which he presupposed that through internalization, an individual can
develop self-regulation. In this respect, Holton and Clarke (2006) draw attention to that
cognitive scaffolding may not be “restricted to language” because it may as well be supplied
“in book form, over the internet, by telephone ... by looks and gestures” and so forth (p. 130).
Therefore, they regard scaffolding as “an act of teaching that ... supports the immediate
construction of knowledge by the learner; and ... provides the basis for the future independent

learning of the individual” (p. 131).
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2.5.2. Metacognitive modelling of teachers

What Holec put forward four decades ago was that “the ability to take charge of one’s
own learning is not inborn but must be acquired either by ‘natural’ means or by formal
learning, i.e. in a systematic, deliberate way” (Holec, 1981, p. 3 as cited in Little, 2007, p.

16). This implies the metacognitive instruction to promote it in educational settings.

Drawing on the related literature on metacognitive instruction, Veenman et al. (2006)
provide the following three basic principles for successfully implementing metacognitive
instruction: “embedding metacognitive instruction in the content matter to ensure
connectivity, informing learners about the usefulness of metacognitive activities to make
them exert the initial extra effort, and prolonged training to guarantee the smooth and

maintained application of metacognitive activity” (p. 9).

In this context, Holton and Clarke (2006) propose three kinds of scaffolding. The
first one is expert scaffolding that often refers to “a teacher in the widest sense of the word”
(p. 134). Ultimately, the teacher, compared to students, has three prominent categories of
knowledge; “subject-matter knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge, and curricular
knowledge” (Soodla et al., 2016, p. 203). The instructor is also supposed to create a
classroom that supports the learners to use, explore and develop their metacognitive skills,
which “do not exist in a vacuum” (Schraw, 1998, p. 121). This scaffolding enables learners
to derive “tremendous benefit” from metacognitive instruction by constructing new
knowledge (Schraw, 1998, p. 122).

The second type of cognitive scaffolding, as stated by Holton and Clarke (2006), is
reciprocal scaffolding. Schunk (2012) notes that reciprocal teaching, when a Vygotskian
perspective is taken into account, reflects learners’ interaction socially and their scaffolding
as they improve skills slowly over a period of time. According to Palincsar (1984), reciprocal
teaching can simply be defined as a dialogue that interactively takes place between the
teacher and a number of learners. In the beginning, the teacher models a strategy, and later
on the learners take turns as if they were a teacher. They are expected to teach the key
strategies to their peers. In this respect, Lai (2011a) as well maintains that peer collaboration
can serve an instructional function; these shared social interactions can enable learners to

attain competence in dissolving their cognitive conflicts.

Self-scaffolding, as defined by Holton and Clarke (2006), is the third situation in

which an individual participates in tackling a problem of their own. For them, metacognition
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involves solving problems. This is because metacognition is a type of “purposeful thought”
and “mediates between the learner and their cognition” emerging in the conflict that arises
when a new, more challenging piece of learning takes place. Therefore, this last type of
scaffolding is particularly essential for the individual to eventually become fully autonomous
learners. That is why Holton and Clarke maintain that “there is essentially very little

difference between acts of scaffolding and acts of metacognition” (pp. 138-141).

In addition, Ellis et al. (2012) state that many studies define modelling as “the teacher
modeling the strategy visually and through verbalization” (p. 17) and also involves making
an explanation on the benefit of the strategy. According to Zohar and Barzilai (2013),
metacognitive modelling is the practice in which the teacher makes it clear for students “how
he/she activates and applies metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive skills in the course
of learning” (p. 136). In the same manner, Pintrich (2002) as well puts an emphasis on “the
modelling of strategies accompanied by an explanation” (p. 224). He notes that “as experts
in their field, teachers have all kinds of implicit knowledge about strategies and when and
why they are appropriate to use” (p. 224). For this reason, he suggests teachers designing
instruction around metacognitive knowledge through classroom discourse and discussion,
modelling, or explicit instruction. Otherwise, he draws attention to the possibility that a class
would be like “opaque” (p. 223) glass; students might fail to gain access to this strategic
knowledge and find learning difficult. In fact, this makes sense when we consider that
“metacognition often takes the form of an internal dialogue” (Bransford et al., 2000, p. 21).
In this context, think-aloud procedures can be used by teachers as one of the teaching
strategies among many for students to gain metacognition (Zohar & Barzilai, 2013, p. 128).
This approach is an instructional practice that involves the teacher talking loud about what

he or she is thinking while doing the tasks in the class (Ellis et al., 2012).

Swarts and Perkins (1990) as well placed a high priority on teachers’ explicitly
raising the awareness of the thinking processes and gradually scaffolding them in becoming
an independent learner. Further, they proposed a well-designed instruction program to
introduce students to metacognition and posited four stages of thought. While “tacit use”
refers to the individual without thinking about it, “aware use” refers to his or her thinking
consciously. The third one, “strategic use” refers to the organization of his or her thinking
through some specific conscious strategies that foster the thinking process. And finally,
reflective use refers to the individual’s “thinking before and after—or even in the middle

of—the process, pondering how to proceed and how to improve” (pp. 51-54). In this respect,
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they argue that learners can become metacognitive and thus take charge of their own
thinking. In other words, in a sense, this program provides a useful framework for teachers
in the way that they can identify where their students are on this continuum of four stages

and hence they can plan and act their teaching accordingly.

To conclude, as observed by Hartman (2001), teachers’ use of metacognition in their
instruction implies a twofold mission. While “teaching with metacognition”, whereas
teachers need to think about the ways for their effective teaching, while “teaching for
metacognition”, they also need to get into their students’ heads thereby triggering the
metacognitive knowledge and skills of their students” (p. 149). In other words, they often

end up becoming themselves as learners.

2.6. Related Studies in the Literature

The current literature yields relatively limited studies on adults’ and teachers’
metacognition compared to the studies conducted with children, adolescents (Stewart et al.,
2007). However, during the past decade, a number of notable efforts have been undertaken
to primarily take into consideration the metacognitive awareness of teachers (Hartman,
2001). Accordingly, not many researchers are optimistic about the metacognitive awareness
level of teachers (Kurtz et al., 1990). Yet among those who study the metacognitive
development in professional educators, there is considerable interest in its merits that could
scaffold students’ metacognition and equip them with skills of being responsible for their
learning and the recent literature confirms that research on teachers’ metacognition is in full
swing. The following are studies conducted at home and abroad that are relevant to teachers’

metacognition and given in historical order.

Stewart et al. (2007) conducted research to test the tacit assumption in the literature
that metacognition skills are fully developed by adulthood. The participants were 214
volunteers from a higher education institution in Utah, the United States of America: 123
were graduates, who were experienced teachers working towards their MA, and 91 pre-
service teachers at the same institution. Their age ranged from 19 to 57. The Metacognitive
Skills Inventory for Adults (the MAI) (Schraw & Dennison, 1994) instrument was utilized
to discover whether metacognition increases naturally with age after adolescence and
whether their awareness of metacognition increases according to years of teaching

experience, excluding undergraduate teachers-in-training. They also tested two more
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variables of interest; gender and grade levels that experienced teachers practise teaching.
One finding was that metacognitive awareness of the teachers who had more teaching
experience was higher compared to the pre-service teachers’ metacognitive awareness. The
results also showed that there was a strong correlation with age when knowledge of
cognition, regulation of cognition, and the total MAI score were taken into account among
the pooled group, the 214 participants. Knowledge of cognition had no difference according
to years of teaching experience, but metacognitive regulation and the MAI score in total did
so. The results indicated that regulation of cognition was the subcomponent contributing to
increased metacognitive awareness among graduate practicing teachers. Knowledge of
cognition had a tendency to stay constant even as the years of schooling increased. There
were not any gender differences among all the participants or any among the grade levels

taught.

Cubukgu (2008) carried out research with 130 third-year volunteers (15 males and
115 females) at a state university in Izmir, Turkey. The participants were the trainee teachers
from the English Language Department. The study had an experimental design. Half of the
participants received a five-week metacognitive strategy instruction while the other half did
not take any training at all. Instruction incorporating metacognitive strategies resulted in an
increase in trainees’ vocabulary knowledge and the comprehension of reading expository

texts.

Young and Fry (2008) carried out a study with a total number of voluntary 178
participants in Southeast Texas, the USA. The participants were 133 undergraduates at junior
and senior level in teacher education classes and 45 graduate students in MA Program. The
study had a survey design. The MAI instrument developed by Schraw and Dennison (1994)
was utilized to discover the relationship between the participants’ metacognitive awareness
and their academic achievement via their Grade Point Average (GPA) scores. The instrument
was implemented in a total of 15 classes, the majority of which was delivered online. The
results revealed that metacognitive knowledge and regulation of cognition scores correlated
significantly. In addition, with regard to metacognitive regulation, graduates and

undergraduates differed whereas the knowledge of cognition did not differ.

Memnun and Akkaya (2009) conducted a study with 263 trainee teachers (106 males
and 157 females) in the Primary School Teacher Training Department at a state university
in Bursa, Turkey. The number of the student teachers according to their grade levels were as

follows; 63 (freshmen), 68 (sophomores), 62 (juniors), and 70 (seniors). The study had a
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survey design. The data were gathered by the Turkish adapted version of the MAI (Schraw
& Dennison, 1994). The results showed that most of the trainees had a high level of
metacognitive awareness, whereas nearly 34% showed a lower level. Another result
demonstrated that whereas less than half of the first-year traince teachers’ metacognitive
awareness was high, that of the three-fourths of senior students was high. In addition to these
results, no significant difference among the pre-service teachers was found according to

gender.

Through mixed research, Balgikanli (2010) examined how social networking affects
the metacognitive awareness of English teacher candidates and the way they teach.
Balgikanli collected the quantitative data from the teachers-to-be from a state university in
Ankara, Turkey, by having devised an inventory merely for teachers, namely, the
Metacognitive Awareness Inventory for Teachers (the MAIT). In addition, the qualitative
data of the study were obtained through some reflection tools such as “weekly reflections,
peer-evaluations, stimulated recall sessions” (p. 54). The results revealed that the trainee
teachers’ awareness increased significantly in their metacognitive regulation rather than their
knowledge of cognition and that the use of social networking had an influence on teaching
practice. The study revealed that the reflection tools such as weekly reflections, peer-
evaluation, Facebook as a storage tool made a substantial contribution to the teacher trainees’
enhancement of the metacognitive awareness in that they all helped the teacher candidates
recognize their strong and weak sides in their practices of teaching. The findings indicated
that when equipped with “opportunities to plan, monitor, and evaluate their own teaching
practice” (p. 102), student teachers welcomed to use them effectively to foster their

autonomy during the study.

Uyar et al. (2012) carried out a qualitative study at a higher education institution in
Ankara, Turkey. The participants were 58 voluntary teacher candidates enrolled in the
teacher education programs at a state university: 29 of them were from the Primary School
Education Programme and 29 of them were trainees at the Turkish Language Teaching
Programme. Through a semi-structured interview form, they aimed to detect the self-
regulated learning skills of student teachers during the processes of their reading
comprehension. According to the results, 37 of the participants possessed a high level of
self-efficacy in reading and learning by reading. Although they used cognitive strategies
during reading, the number of cognitive strategies was very limited. In the same manner, the

number of strategies of metacognition utilized by the pre-service teachers during reading
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comprehension activities was very low and among the metacognitive strategies such as “goal
setting, planning, cognitive strategy selection, monitoring, and self-evaluation” (p. 227),
self-evaluation was the least used skill after reading. The results indicated that the teacher
candidates lacked self-regulation skills. Their motivational states were also far from

expected.

Kazu and Yildirim (2013) conducted a descriptive study by using a survey model
with 358 teachers (189 male and 169 female) who were from the primary and secondary
schools in Tunceli, Turkey. The researchers compared the teachers’ level of using
metacognition strategies in terms of some variables. The professional experience of the
teachers ranged from 1 year to more than 21 years. While the teachers with professional
experience of 1-5 years had the highest percentage of the research sample (36.3%), those
with 21 years and more consisted the least percentage (7.3%). The results of their study
demonstrated a significant difference in the level of teachers’ use of metacognitive strategies
according to their professional seniority. According to the Scheffe test results, it was
determined that the level of using the “Strategy planning” (p. 331) step of the metacognitive
strategy was higher for the teachers who had a seniority of 21-25 years compared to the
teachers who had a seniority of 1-5 years. Their study implied that more experienced
teachers act more systematically and regularly before, during and towards the end of the
lesson. It was assumed that the time teachers spend in the profession provides teachers with
experience and thus they can use metacognitive strategies more. With regard to the level of
using the dimension of “being a model” (p. 332), the results showed that, compared to the
teachers who graduated from the faculty of science and literature, those graduated from the
faculty of education attached more importance to empathizing with their students and also
to being a model for them by receiving frequent feedback about their own activities.
However, although most of the teachers were the faculty of education graduates, there was
a significant difference in merely two dimensions among a total of 12 dimensions when
compared with the teachers who graduated from other faculties. Additionally, the study
showed that teachers working at the primary education level, and teachers working with

fewer students in their classrooms also used more metacognitive strategies.

Ghonsooly et al. (2014) conducted a study with 101 volunteer Iranian English
undergraduate student teachers, 47 males and 54 females. The sample was junior high school
teacher trainees in Mashad, Iran, with a teaching experience ranged from 1 month to 12

years. The data was gathered through the Metacognitive Awareness Inventory for Teachers,
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the MAIT (Balgikanli, 2011). The results showed that metacognition and self-efficacy were
positively correlated and both of them were influential in teacher trainees’ academic
achievement. It also revealed that the candidate teachers’ metacognitive scores strongly

predicted their academic achievement.

Mai (2015) examined the metacognitive awareness of 52 science teachers who
worked at six primary schools in Perak, Malaysia. The majority of the participants held a
Bachelor’s degree and their ages ranged between 31 and 41. Data was collected through the
Metacognitive Awareness Inventory for Teachers, the MAIT (Balgikanli, 2011). The results
of the study demonstrated that the teachers’ metacognitive awareness level was high.
Additionally, the results revealed that while the effect of gender did not have a significance
difference, that of the educational level and age was significant on their metacognitive

awareness.

Cetin (2015) carried out a study with teachers-to-be in a state university in
Canakkale, Turkey. A cross-sectional design was used in the study and the data were
gathered through the Turkish adapted version of the Metacognitive Skills Inventory for
Adults (the MAI) (Schraw & Dennison 1994). The participants were a total of 1072 students,
322 males and 750 females, enrolled in different departments of Primary School Education
at the Faculty of Education. The results of the study demonstrated that the metacognitive
skill scores of student teachers who were juniors and seniors were higher than those who

were freshmen and sophomores.

Bars (2016) carried out a study in a state university in Diyarbakir, Turkey, with 96
senior prospective teachers. The participants included a total of 1475 teacher candidates, of
whom 682 were in their senior year and 793 working towards the teaching certificate
program. Bars used a correlational survey model in the study. The data were collected
through a scale developed by the researcher to measure self-efficacy perceptions and the
Turkish adapted versions of the following two scales- the Metacognitive Awareness
Inventory (Schraw & Dennison, 1994) and the Problem Solving Inventory (Heppner &
Petersen, 1982). The results showed that the pre-service teachers’ metacognitive awareness
total score was at high levels; their declarative knowledge score was the highest and the
lowest score was in the sub-dimension of procedural knowledge. One of the interesting
findings of the study was that the highest level of metacognitive awareness of teacher
candidates in the declarative knowledge and procedural knowledge sub-dimensions

belonged to the prospective teachers enrolled in the Foreign Languages Department.
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Furthermore, the highest self-efficacy level among all the other majors belonged to them,
too. Another interesting result of the study demonstrated that the frequency of student
teachers’ reading books except for textbooks usually resulted in a rise in the metacognitive
awareness of the candidate teachers, their self-efficacy perceptions regarding their teaching

profession and skills for problem-solving.

Kallio et al. (2017) conducted a study with 208 teachers from different training
consortiums in Finland to utilize an instrument in determining the levels of teachers’
metacognitive awareness in longitudinal studies. They used the Metacognitive Awareness
Inventory for Teachers (the MAIT) devised by Balgikanli (2011), by removing one item
from each factor from the original inventory. The findings showed the utility of even the
compressed version of the questionnaire with 18 items in gauging the in-service teachers’

metacognitive awareness, particularly in vocational education.

Oztiirk (2018) carried out a study with foreign language teachers recruited at a
university in western Turkey. A quasi-experimental study was conducted with 30 volunteer
participants (4 males and 26 females), aged between 23 and more than 55. With regard to
their graduation degrees, the number of instructors who hold a BA was 21, the ones who
hold an MA was 7, and the two of them held an MS. Data were collected utilizing two self-
report inventories: the Metacognitive Skills Inventory for Adults (the MAI) developed by
Schraw and Dennison (1994) and the Metacognitive Awareness Inventory for Teachers (the
MAIT) (Balgikanli, 2011). The researcher delivered a day-long professional development
module to the participants who were mostly majored in English or American Language and
Literature. The study results demonstrated a relationship between the metacognition of
teachers and their teaching metacognitively. On the other hand, it also revealed that a day-
long professional development module may not be adequate enough to have an effect on

practices of teaching with metacognition.

Kilavuz (2019) did research on the primary school teachers’ metacognitive
awareness level in terms of different variables. It was a survey model carried with 232
primary school teachers working in Diizce, Turkey. The data were collected by utilizing the
Turkish adapted version of the Metacognitive Awareness Inventory (Schraw & Dennison,
1994). 8.2% of the participants had a professional seniority of 0-5 years, 12.5% had a
professional seniority of 6-10 years, 37.1% had a professional seniority of 11-15 years, and
42.2% were those with 15 years or more experience. 4.3% of the participants had an associate

degree, 90.5% had a bachelor’s degree, and 5.2% had a master’s degree. The study results
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demonstrated that the classroom teachers who participated in the research had a high
metacognitive awareness level. The results also revealed a significant difference in the level
of metacognitive awareness according to the gender of the classroom teachers and this
difference was found to be in favour of the female teachers. In addition, it was also reported
that the metacognitive awareness level of the participants did not differ significantly in terms
of the variables of professional seniority, graduation degree, classes taught and student size

in classes taught.

Sarigoban and Kirmizi1 (2020) conducted a quantitative study to determine a
relationship between teacher candidates’ metacognitive awareness and their thinking styles.
The participants were 121 prospective EFL teachers who were enrolled in the Department
of English Language Literature. The data were collected through two instruments: the
Thinking Styles Inventory (Sternberg & Wagner, 1992) and the Metacognitive Awareness
Inventory (Schraw & Dennison, 1994). The study findings revealed that the EFL teacher
candidates, on the whole, had a moderate level of metacognition, with their capacities as to
comprehension monitoring (M=3.31) and evaluation (M=3.65) had relatively lower levels
than the other sub-dimensions of metacognition. Additionally, the findings revealed that
some thinking styles such as “legislative, executive, monarchic, and internal thinking styles”
(p. 1033) predicted metacognition.

Ustiinbas (2020) carried out a study in a state university in Ankara, Turkey, with 96
senior students enrolled at the English Language Teaching (ELT) Department and 53
English lecturers recruited at the School of Foreign Languages of the same institution. A
mixed-method design was used in the study and the data were collected utilizing a scale
developed by the researcher, semi-structured interviews and the Metacognitive Awareness
Inventory (Schraw & Dennison, 1994). The pre-service teachers’ metacognitive awareness,
components of knowledge as well as regulation were similar on whole, but yet there seemed
a relatively small difference between knowledge of cognition and its regulation. The items
in each subcomponent revealed distinct values from one another. The results revealed that
there was a statistically significant relationship between the teacher self-efficacy and
metacognitive awareness of both groups. The pre-service and in-service English language
teachers showed a statistically significant difference in their perceived level of metacognitive
awareness. Four categories were created in the study to cover the age ranges: “0-5 years
(N=2), 6-10 years (N=16), 11-20 years (N=25), and more than 20 (N=10)" (p. 101). Overall,

it emerged that there were no major differences between the groups in the self-efficacy levels
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and the metacognitive awareness of the EFL lecturers according to their experience. With
regard to their graduation degree, the study analysed both completed and ongoing
educational degrees, and the findings showed no significant difference in the self-efficacy

beliefs and the metacognitive awareness of EFL teachers as of their educational background.
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CHAPTER 3

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This section initially provides the research design of the current study and presents a
description of the population and the sample. It then gives a brief overview of the data
collection instruments and describes the basic steps involved in the data gathering procedure.

Finally, it provides information on the method of analysis of the data.

3.1. Research Design

The purpose of this study is to explore the metacognitive awareness level of EFL
instructors. To achieve this goal, it also aims at examining whether there is a significant
difference in the metacognitive awareness level of the EFL instructors in terms of their age
group, graduation degree, professional experience, and the number of training courses they
received for professional development. Therefore, the present study is a descriptive study as
the type of research since the data to be obtained about the research problem and the sample
is described (Turhanoglu et al., 2012, p. 111).

Quantitative studies can also be called descriptive or observational studies since they
display “an approach to test objective theories by examining the relationship between
variables” (Patten & Newhart, 2018, p. 71). In this study, which is planned to focus on a
non-experimental quantitative study model, a standard collection tool (scales) from a sample
representing the research universe is collected systematically and the relationships between
variables are analysed statistically. Therefore, the research study has a survey research
pattern (Turhanoglu et al., 2012, p. 85). The research studies are divided into two groups
according to the focusing time such as cross-sectional and longitudinal research (Turhanoglu
et al., 2012, pp. 116-117). The current research includes observing a sample in the 2020—

2021 academic year. In this respect, it is a cross-sectional study.

3.2. Population and Sample

Most quantitative research designs aim to be generalized to a larger group by taking

a sample from a population, as it will be very difficult in practice to try to include each
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member of the entire population (Patten & Newhart, 2018, pp. 22-23). In determining the
sample that can represent the entire population, a convenience sampling method, based on
non-probability sampling methods, was utilized in the study. Convenience sampling is to
study the sample by choosing from easily accessible and applicable units due to the
limitations in terms of time, transportation, and permit (Ozen & Giil, 2010, p. 413). As such,
the sample of this research study included 161 voluntary EFL instructors who work in the
Preparatory Classes of the School of Foreign Languages at five foundation universities in

Ankara, Turkey during the 2020-2021 academic year.

With regard to the foundation higher education institutions, as stated by the annual
report by the Council of Higher Education (henceforth referred to as the CoHE) (Yiiksek
Ogretim Kurulu, 2021a), they are universities established by the foundations provided that
they are not for the purpose of profit. These higher education institutions are not run by the
state although they receive grants such as state aid and tax reductions. The first foundation
university was established in 1984 and started education in the 1986-1987 academic year.
According to the annual report by the CoHE (2021a), there are currently 77 foundation
higher education institutions in the tertiary education system of Turkey, 13 of which are in

the city of Ankara (see Figure 3.1).

Figure 3.1. Number of Foundation Higher Education Institutions by Province in Turkey
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Note. Adapted from Vakif VYiiksek Ogretim Kurumlari, by YOK, 2021,
(https://www.yok.gov.tr/Documents/Yayinlar/Yayinlarimiz/2021/vakif-yuksekogretim-

kurumlari-raporu-2021.pdf). In the public domain.

As shown in Figure 3.1., Ankara is the second city with the highest number of
foundation universities after Istanbul. Unlike public and private universities, all the
foundation universities in Ankara supply the students who enrol in partial or all English
medium of instruction undergraduate programs with education at Schools of Foreign
Languages with Preparatory Class Units. At least a one-year compulsory English
Preparatory Program is implemented for learners who fail the English Proficiency Exam,
held at the very start of the academic year. These intensive courses often consist of at least
20-25 hours of instruction per week running over an academic year. Within a maximum of
two years, when undergraduates fail the prerequisite exam, they are dismissed from the
program. The foundation universities recruit instructors in accordance with terms and
conditions established by the CoHE.

3.3. Data Collection Instruments

In order to measure metacognitive awareness, there are a wide variety of tools such
as “surveys, scales, interviews, think-aloud protocols, observations, teacher evaluation
scales, monitoring checklists, online diaries, portfolios, and calibration techniques,
inventories” (Bogar, 2018, p. 43). However, a vast majority of researchers utilize the rating
scale technique since it provides scoring objectivity (Bogar, 2018). Quantitative researchers
can work with large examples because objective measurements such as surveys are not hard
to apply to a large number of people in a very short time (Patten & Newhart, 2018, p. 23).
Therefore, in the current study, a Demographic Information Form prepared by the researcher
and a survey entitled “Metacognitive Awareness Inventory for Teachers” (MAIT) devised
by Cem Balgikanli (2011) were used as data collection tools. In the following, the data

gathering instruments mentioned are briefly introduced:

3.3.1. Demographic information form

The demographic information based on the relevance to the study is often added for
a better description of the people who constituted the sample for the study and for the way

that researchers can analyse and discuss the outcomes of the study (Patten & Newhart, 2018,
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pp. 104-105). Accordingly, a “Demographic Information Form” was developed by the
researcher to investigate richer data on the sample of the EFL instructors. The categories for
the various factors were determined after reviewing the relevant scholarly literature and
presenting to the opinion of two field experts and finalized by editing with the feedback
received. This data collection tool includes a total of 4 questions, which aimed to obtain
information about the EFL instructors’ age, graduation degree, the number of years of
teaching experience, and the number of training courses such as seminars and workshops

they have attended for their professional development. It is included in Appendix 1.

3.3.2. Metacognitive awareness inventory for teachers

The “Metacognitive Awareness Inventory for Teachers” (MAIT) was devised by
Cem Balgikanli in 2011. This data collection instrument still continues to be used in studies
of metacognition of teachers (Ghonsooly et al., 2014; Kallio et al., 2017; Mai, 2015; Oztiirk,
2018). The 5-point Likert-type scale with 24 items is included in Appendix 2. No translation

was necessary since the inventory was already in English.

By considering the various dimensions of metacognition, the inventory MAIT was
classified into two broad categories: “knowledge of cognition and regulation of cognition”.
Each category is divided into various subcomponents. For example, while knowledge of
cognition involves three major different types of knowledge namely “declarative,
procedural, and conditional knowledge”, regulation of cognition refers to a range of
activities that support students to master their learning such as “planning, monitoring, and
evaluation” (Balgikanli, 2011, p. 1313-1319).

The construction of the questionnaire, specifically designed merely for teachers, was
completed in three processes of development (Balgikanli, 2011). In the first phase, 42 items
were taken from the 52-item inventory named the MAI developed by Schraw and Dennison
(1994) to gauge metacognitive awareness of adults. By adding aspects of teaching to the 42
items, the inventory was modified for teachers. For instance, the item “I ask myself
periodically if I am meeting my goals” was turned into “I ask myself periodically if I meet
my teaching goals while I am teaching”. The content validity of the 42 items was attained
after receiving external feedback from a total of five experts of metacognition. As a result,
it was piloted with 323 ELT trainee teachers, and six items of the inventory were excluded
as a consequence of the first factor analysis. In the second phase, the 36 items on the basis

of the further suggestions made by the five experts were implemented to 226 teacher
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candidates. As a consequence of this factor analysis, 12 items were excluded and in the last
step, the 24 items remained were implemented to 125 trainee teachers and the results met

the expectations.

The 24-item data instrument has 6 factors, each of which has four items: “Factor |
(Declarative Knowledge) includes the items 1, 7, 13, 19; Factor Il (Procedural Knowledge)
includes the items 2, 8, 14, 20; Factor |11 (Conditional Knowledge) includes the items 3, 9,
15, 21; Factor IV (Planning) includes the items 4, 10, 16, 22; Factor VV (Monitoring) includes
the items 5, 11, 17, 23, and Factor VI (Evaluating) includes the items 6, 12,18, 24”
(Balgikanli, 2011, p. 1324). The reliability analysis of the inventory has reported the
Cronbach Alpha values to vary between 0, 79 and 0.85; the reliability for the subscales
reported as 0.85, 0.82, 0.84, 0.81, 0.80, and 0.79 respectively. This confirms that what the
inventory appears to have high alpha scores is reliable. In the following, the 5-point Likert-
type scale is scored: “Strongly disagree = 17, “Disagree = 2”, “Neutral = 3”, “Agree = 47,
and “Strongly agree = 5”.

3.4. Data Collection Procedure

Creswell (2014) draws particular attention to the ethical issues that might appear
prior to conducting the study and in the process of research (pp. 132-140). Accordingly, we
initially considered obtaining the necessary permission for use of the data instrument to be
used in the study. Thus, we requested permission from Cem Balgikanli, who devised “the
Metacognitive Awareness Inventory for Teachers” in 2011. We added a brief demographic
information form at the beginning of the MAIT, which is presented in Appendix 1. In order
to gain more insights to understand the results, we asked for teachers’ background
information such as their age, their graduation degree, their professional experience period,

and the number of pieces of training they have received for professional development.

Furthermore, in order to ensure compliance with the Codes of Ethics published by
Baskent University, we also applied to the ethics committees of the related foundation
universities and beforehand obtained their ethical approval to administer the surveys.
Informed consent can be considered the most salient step in research (Creswell, 2014).
Therefore, we included a set of components in the informed consent paper, which can be
exemplified as follows: information about the researcher, her institution, the topic, content,
and the research aim, the collection and use of the survey data solely for the purpose of the

research study, no foreseeable risks or benefits for participating in the present study, the
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average completion time, maintaining confidentiality, voluntariness, and chances of

withdrawal.

The current study was planned to be implemented face-to-face. Nonetheless, since a
coronavirus disease (COVID-19) was declared as a “Public Health Emergency of
International Concern” by World Health Organization in 2021, education and training
activities at the universities have been carried out within the framework of the decisions
taken by the authorized boards of our higher education institutions in Turkey, that is the
CoHE (Yiiksekogretim Kurulu, 2021b). Therefore, during the 2020-2021 academic year
spring semester, due to the Global Pandemic, the instruction in all programs of the higher
education institutions in Turkey has continued with online methods. As a result of this, we
transferred the entire data instrument without modifying or adapting any of the items onto
an online platform (docs.google.com) and its link was delivered to the faculty
administrations. They handled the delivery of the survey online link to the EFL teachers who
were currently instructing only Preparatory Classes. This caused a bit of a decrease in the
number of respondents. Eventually, the research data were gathered at the convenient time
of volunteer sample in the 2020-2021 academic year, more specifically, in the spring

semester, between February and June 2021.

3.5. Data Analysis

Statistics can analyse “a sample and estimate how well it represents a population”
(Patten & Newhart, 2018, p. 23). The present study investigates the general tendencies of
the sample related to the variables in the study, whether the group shows a similar approach
or significant differences about the same trend. For this reason, statistics for the response
categories were obtained for each variable and a single variable description was made
(Turhanoglu et al., 2012, p. 184).

The answer categories of the questions that measure the variables may differ
according to which level we will measure the variable and this differs in the statistics used
(Turhanoglu et al., 2012, p. 162). For instance, for better identification of the sample,
response categories containing information such as the professional teaching experience,
graduation degree, and the number of training courses received for professional development
are related to the features of ordinal scales. For this reason, the description of the variables

Is done using frequency distribution (Turhanoglu et al., 2012, p. 184).
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“Likert scale is a type of interval scale developed to ensure that attitudes, behaviors,
and thoughts can be measured precisely” (Turhanoglu et al., 2012, p. 164). In the description
of the variables of 5-point Likert type “Metacognitive Awareness Inventory for Teachers”
by Balgikanli (2011), the variation such as the standard deviation showing the homogeneous
or heterogeneous distribution of the variable in the sample, such as arithmetic mean and

mode (distribution) measurements was used. (Turhanoglu et al., 2012, p. 184).

Depending on whether the distribution is a normal distribution or not, nonparametric
test assumptions were examined. The Cronbach’s Alpha results for internal consistency
coefficient for the MAIT show that the scale on the whole had an alpha of 0.945. In other
words, the instrument is highly reliable and can be utilized to gauge the English language

instructors’ perceptions of metacognition.
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CHAPTER 4

4. RESULTS

This section reports the results of the survey completed by 161 voluntary EFL
instructors, who work in the Preparatory Classes of the School of Foreign Languages at five
foundation higher education institutions in Ankara, Turkey, in the 2020-2021 academic
year’s spring term. It provides the findings related to each research question in order and
includes tables and figures that are sequentially numbered and clearly labelled in order to

display the data visually.

4.1. Research Question 1. What is the metacognitive awareness level of EFL instructors
who work in the Preparatory Classes of the School of Foreign Languages at the

Foundation Higher Education Institutions in Ankara, Turkey?

In this part of the data analysis, the results of the metacognitive awareness level of
the EFL instructors are presented in a broad view. These statistical analyses contain mean
scores, standard deviations, and percentages of agreement levels for all items. As can be seen
in Table 1, the mean ranged from 15.57-17.98 with a standard deviation between 2.18 to
2.45. Based on the findings of the study, it can be concluded that the English instructors
possess a high level of metacognitive awareness (M = 102.41, SD = 11.39). It can also be
noted that while the lowest score is in the evaluating subcategory (M = 15.57, SD = 2.30),
the highest one is in the declarative knowledge subcategory. (M = 17.98, SD = 2.18).
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Table 4.1. Descriptive Statistics of Metacognitive Awareness and the Subcategories

Total Score Mean Std. Deviation ~ Minimum Maximum
Metacognitive Awareness 102.41 11.39 69.00 120.00

Declarative Knowledge 17.98 2.18 12.00 20.00
Procedural Knowledge 17.73 2.36 9.00 20.00
Conditional Knowledge 17.60 2.45 11.00 20.00
Planning 17.48 231 11.00 20.00
Monitoring 16.04 2.25 10.00 20.00
Evaluating 15.57 2.30 9.00 20.00

(N=161)

Table 4.2 shows the frequency and percentage distributions of the responses given

by the 161 voluntary EFL instructors to the questions with the 5-Likert format on “the

Metacognitive Awareness Inventory for Teachers” (Balgikanli, 2011). As noted before, the

items are rated on a five-point level of agreement, which is “Strongly disagree = 17,

“Disagree = 27, “Neutral = 3, “Agree = 4”, and “Strongly agree = 5”.
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Table 4.2. The EFL Instructors’ Perspectives of Metacognitive Awareness

Mean SD Strongly Disagree  Neutral Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

Item 1 4.40 937 7 2 3 57 92
(4.3%) (1.2%) (1.9%) (35.4%)  (57.1%)

Item 2 4.38 .766 3 1 7 71 79
(1.9%) (0.6%) (4.3%) (44.1%)  (49.1%)

Item 3 4.32 .825 3 - 19 60 79
(1.9%) - (11.8%) (37.3%)  (49.1%)

Item 4 4.36 721 1 2 11 71 76
(0.6%) (1.2%) (6.8%) (44.1%)  (47.2%)

Iltem 5 3.95 723 2 - 40 83 36
(1.2%) - (24.8%) (51.6%)  (22.4%)

Item 6 4.04 616 - 1 24 103 33
- (0.6%)  (14.9%) (64.0%)  (20.5%)

Item 7 4.58 .628 1 1 3 54 102
(0.6%) (0.6%) (1.9%) (33.5%)  (63.4%)

Item 8 4.45 724 1 2 10 58 90
(0.6%) (1.2%) (6.2%) (36.0%)  (55.9%)

Item 9 4.42 755 1 - 20 49 91
(0.6%) - (12.4%) (30.4%)  (56.5%)

Item 10 4.34 751 - 5 12 67 77
- (3.1%) (7.5%) (41.6%) (47.8%)

Item 11 3.99 627 - 1 29 101 30
- (0.6%)  (18.0%) (62.7%)  (18.6%)

Item 12 3.80 681 - 6 39 98 18
- (3.7%)  (24.2%) (60.9%)  (11.2%)

Item 13 4.43 677 - 2 11 64 84
- (1.2%) (6.8%) (39.8%)  (52.2%)

Item 14 4.43 731 - 1 20 48 92
- (0.6%)  (12.4%) (29.8%)  (57.1%)

Item 15 4.53 .662 - - 15 46 100
- - (9.3%) (28.6%)  (62.1%)

Item 16 4.37 695 - 1 17 65 78
- (0.6%)  (10.6%) (40.4%)  (48.4%)

Item 17 411 671 - 1 25 90 45
- (0.6%)  (15.5%) (55.9%)  (28.0%)

Item 18 3.93 746 - 8 27 95 31
- (5.0%)  (16.8%) (59.0%)  (19.3%)

Item 19 4.57 .556 - - 5 59 97
- - 3.1%) 36.6%) 60.2%)

Item 20 4.47 707 - 1 17 49 94
- (0.6%)  (10.6%) (30.4%)  (58.4%)

Item 21 4.34 174 - 1 27 50 83
- (0.6%)  (16.8%) (31.1%)  (51.6%)

Item 22 441 .647 - - 14 67 80
- - (8.7%)  (41.6%)  (49.7%)

Item 23 3.99 .652 - 3 26 102 30
- 1.9%) 16.1%)  63.4%) 18.6%)

Item 24 3.81 729 - 7 40 91 23
- (4.3%) (24.8%) (56.5%)  (14.3%)
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In a very broad view, results in Table 4.2 revealed that “Strongly agree” with the
highest frequency was marked respectively as follows: 102 participants (63.4%) responded
to Item 7, 100 participants (62.1%) responded to Item 15, and 97 participants (60.2%)
responded to Item 19. The highest items are Item 7 (M = 4.58, SD = .63), Item 19 (M = 4.57,
SD = .56), and Item 15 (M = 4.53, SD = .66) respectively (higher than 4.5). Item 7 asks for
a response to the statement “I know what skills are most important in order to be a good
teacher”. Item 19 is about “I know what I am expected to teach”. Item 15 states “I use
different teaching techniques depending on the situation”. Based on the results, it can be
concluded that all the highest items are related to knowledge of cognition. Further, among
the highest items, Item 7 and Item 19 are about declarative knowledge whereas Item 15 is

about conditional knowledge.

However, the results also revealed that “Strongly agree” with the lowest frequency
was marked respectively as follows: 18 participants (11.2%) responded to Item 12, 23
participants (14.3%) responded to Item 24, and 31 participants (19.3%) responded to Item
18. The lowest items are Item 12 (M = 3.80, SD = .68), Item 24 (M = 3.81, SD = .73) and
Item 18 (M = 3.93, SD =.75) respectively. Item 12 asks for a response to the statement “I
ask myself if I could have used different techniques after each teaching experience”. Item
24 is about “I ask myself if I have considered all possible techniques after teaching a point”.
Item 18 states “After teaching a point, [ ask myselfif I’d teach it more effectively next time”.
In other words, the results indicate that these items all pertain to regulation of cognition,

particularly of evaluation skills.

In a more detailed view, in the following are the results according to the subcategories

of metacognitive knowledge and regulation of cognition:

a) Declarative Knowledge: The declarative knowledge subcategory includes Items 1, 7, 13,

and 19 and its descriptive statistics results are shown in Table 4.3.
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Table 4.3. Descriptive Statistics of Declarative Knowledge Subcategory Items

Mean SD  Minimum  Maximum
Item 1 4.40 .94 1 5)
Item 7 4.58 .63 1 5
Item 13 4.43 0.68 2 5
Item 19 4.57 0.56 3 5

(N=161)

With regard to declarative knowledge, the lowest items are Item 1 (M = 4.40, SD =
.94) and Item 13 (M = 4.43, SD = .68). Item 1 is about “I am aware of the strengths and
weaknesses in my teaching” and Item 13 is about “I have control over how well I teach”.
On the other hand, the highest items were Item 7 (M = 4.58, SD = .63) and Item 19 (M =
4.57, SD = .56). In this respect, it is noteworthy that none of the participants responded to

Item 19 as “Strongly disagree” or “Disagree”.

b) Procedural Knowledge: The procedural knowledge subcategory includes Items 2, 8, 14,

and 20 and its descriptive statistics results are provided in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4. Descriptive Statistics of Procedural Knowledge Subcategory Items

Mean SD Minimum  Maximum
Item 2 4.38 A7 1 5
Item 8 4.45 12 1 5
Item 14 4.43 73 2 5
Item 20 4.47 71 2 5

(N=161)

With regard to procedural knowledge, the lowest one is Item 2 (M = 4.38, SD = .77),
which is about “I try to use teaching techniques that worked in the past”. Item 20 (M =4.47,
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SD = .71) is the highest one that asks for a response to “I use helpful teaching techniques

automatically”.

¢) Conditional Knowledge: The conditional knowledge subcategory includes Items 3, 9, 15,

and 21 and its descriptive statistics can be seen in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5. Descriptive Statistics of Conditional Knowledge Subcategory ltems

Mean SD Minimum  Maximum
Item 3 4.32 .83 1 5
Item 9 4.42 .76 1 5
Item 15 4.53 .66 3 5
Item 21 4.34 A7 2 5

(N=161)

With regard to conditional knowledge, the lowest items are Item 3 (M = 4.32, SD =
.83) and Item 21 (M = 4.34, SD = .77). Those items are about “l use my strengths to
compensate for my weaknesses in my teaching” and “I know when each teaching technique
I use will be most effective” respectively. The highest one is Item 15 (M = 4.53, SD = .66),
which is about “I use different teaching techniques depending on the situation”. What is
remarkable is that no disagreement was expressed for Item 15, that is, a minimum of 3 was

marked for the item.

d) Planning: The planning subcategory includes Items 4, 10, 16, and 22 and its descriptive

statistics results are shown in Table 4.6.
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Table 4.6. Descriptive Statistics of Planning Subcategory Items

Mean SD  Minimum  Maximum
Item 4 4.36 12 1 5)
Item 10 4.34 15 2 5
Item 16 4.37 .70 2 5
Item 22 441 .65 3 5

(N=161)

With regard to planning, the lowest item is Item 10 (M = 4.34, SD =.75), which is about
“I set my specific teaching goals before I start teaching”. The highest one, on the other hand,
Item 22 (M =4.41, SD = .65) is about “l organize my time to best accomplish my teaching
goals”. What is remarkable is that no disagreement was expressed for Item 22, that is, a

minimum of 3 was marked for the item.

e) Monitoring: The monitoring subcategory includes Items 5, 11, 17, and 23 and its

descriptive statistics are demonstrated in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7. Descriptive Statistics of Monitoring Subcategory Items

Mean SD Minimum  Maximum
Item 5 3.95 12 2 5
Item 11 3.99 .63 2 5
Item 17 411 .67 2 5
Item 23 3.99 .65 2 5

(N=161)

With regard to monitoring, the lowest one is Item 5 (M = 3.95, SD = .72), which is
about “l ask myself periodically if | meet my teaching goals while I am teaching”. The
highest Item 17 (M =4.11, SD = .67) is about “l check regularly to what extent my students
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comprehend the topic while I am teaching”. In this context, it should be noted that the

frequency of the response “Neutral” began to increase.

f) Evaluating: The evaluation subcategory includes Items 6, 12, 18, and 24. Table 4.8
demonstrates the descriptive statistics of this subcategory.

Table 4.8. Descriptive Statistics of Evaluating Subcategory Items

Mean SD Minimum  Maximum
Item 6 4.04 .62 2 3)
Item 12 3.80 .68 2 5
Item 18 3.93 15 2 5
Item 24 3.81 73 2 5

(N=161)

With regard to evaluating, Item 12 (M = 3.80, SD = .68) and Item 24 (M = 3.81, SD
= .73) are the lowest ones and they are about “I ask myself if | could have used different
techniques after each teaching experience” and “I ask myselfif [ have considered all possible
techniques after teaching a point” respectively. The highest Item 6 (M = 4.04, SD = .62) is
about “I ask myself how well I have accomplished my teaching goals once I am finished”.
In this context, it should be noted that the frequency of the response “Neutral” began to

increase.

4.2. Research Question 2. Is there any significant difference in the metacognitive

awareness of the EFL instructors according to different variables?

The second question of the present research aimed to examine whether there is a
significant difference in the metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors in terms of
various variables such as age, graduation degree, the number of years of teaching experience,
and the number of training courses received for professional development. Therefore, first,

the normality test results were considered and they are illustrated in Table 4.9.
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Table 4.9. Tests of Normality

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig.  Statistic df Sig.

total_metacognitive

,154 161 ,000 ,945 161 ,000
awareness
total_declarative_knowledge ,239 161 ,000 ,843 161 ,000
total_procedural_knowledge ,207 161 ,000 ,853 161 ,000

total_conditional_knowledge ,182 161 ,000 ,859 161 ,000

total_planning ,198 161 ,000 ,884 161 ,000
total_monitoring ,219 161 ,000 ,921 161 ,000
total_evaluating 214 161 ,000 ,927 161 ,000

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

As seen from Table 4.9, the Sig. value under the Shapiro-Wilk column is below than
0.05. As a result, it can be concluded that the data are not distributed normally. Therefore,

non-parametric statistics were used.

This part of the data analysis examines the EFL instructors’ metacognitive awareness
and the following four variables, that is, age, graduation degree, the professional teaching
experience, and the number of pieces of training received for professional development. It
deals with the six subcategories of metacognitive awareness, more specifically, “declarative
knowledge, procedural knowledge, conditional knowledge, planning, monitoring, and
evaluating” (Balgikanli, 2011, p. 1325). Therefore, the second research question is organized

under the following subtitles:

4.2.1. Research question 2.1. Is there any significant difference in the
metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors according to age?

The Kruskal-Wallis H test was carried out to discover statistically significant
differences between the metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors and different age
groups. The dependent variable metacognitive awareness is gauged on a 5-point scale from
“Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree” and the independent variable, age, has five
independent groups: ‘“21-30”, “31-407, “41-50", “51-60”, and “61 and more”. No
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respondents existed from the age group of “61 and more”. The descriptive statistics for the
metacognitive awareness and its subcategories of the EFL instructors according to age

ranges were demonstrated in Table 4.10.

Table 4.10. Descriptive Statistics for Metacognitive Awareness and Its Subcategories
According to Age

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean  Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
Metacognitive Awareness 161 102,4099 11,38830 69,00 120,00
Declarative Knowledge 161 17,9814 2,18080 12,00 20,00
Procedural Knowledge 161 17,7329 2,36050 9,00 20,00
Conditional Knowledge 161 17,6025 2,45020 11,00 20,00
Planning 161 17,4783 2,30512 11,00 20,00
Monitoring 161 16,0435 2,24541 10,00 20,00
Evaluating 161 15,5714 2,30411 9,00 20,00
Age 161 2,19 ,919 1 4

Table 4.11 displays the mean ranks in the Kruskal-Wallis test for the metacognitive

awareness and its subcategories of the EFL instructors according to age.
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Table 4.11. Mean Ranks in Kruskal-Wallis Test for Age

Age N Mean Rank

Metacognitive Awareness 21-30 45 72,07
31-40 50 76,32
41-50 56 85,85
51-60 10 117,45
Total 161

Declarative Knowledge 21-30 45 80,81
31-40 50 78,71
41-50 56 78,31
51-60 10 108,35
Total 161

Procedural Knowledge 21-30 45 82,64
31-40 50 75,79
41-50 56 77,98
51-60 10 116,55
Total 161

Conditional Knowledge 21-30 45 75,89
31-40 50 80,03
41-50 56 79,85
51-60 10 115,30
Total 161

Planning 21-30 45 79,22
31-40 50 76,69
41-50 56 80,53
51-60 10 113,20
Total 161

Monitoring 21-30 45 61,80
31-40 50 70,82
41-50 56 101,12
51-60 10 105,65
Total 161

Evaluating 21-30 45 72,58
31-40 50 78,05
41-50 56 86,07
51-60 10 105,25
Total 161

Table 4.12 shows the Kruskal-Wallis H test results conducted to investigate

whether a statistically significant difference existed between the subcategories of

metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors and age.
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Table 4.12. The Kruskal-Wallis H Test Results for Age

Test Statistics®?

Total Total Total Total

Metacognitive Declarative Procedural Conditional Total Total Total

Awareness Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge Planning Monitoring Evaluating
Chi-

8,971 4,071 7,160 6,313 5,551 24,914 5,446

Square
df 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Asymp.
i ,030 ,254 ,067 ,097 ,136 ,000 ,142
ig.

a. Kruskal Wallis Test
b. Grouping Variable: Age

The Kruskal-Wallis H test revealed a statistically significant difference in the total
metacognitive awareness score between the different age groups, ¥2(3) = 8.971, p = 0.03,
with a mean rank metacognition score of 72.07 for Age Group (21-30), 76.32 for Age Group
(31-40), 85.85 for Age Group (41-50) and 117.45 for Age Group (51-60).

As mentioned before, the Kruskal-Wallis H test was carried out to investigate
whether a statistically significant difference existed between the subcategories of
metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors and different age groups. The findings are

below:

e The results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test demonstrated a statistically significant
difference in the total Monitoring score between the different age groups; 2 (3) =
24.914, p = 0.00, with a mean rank monitoring score of 61.80 for Age Group (21—
30), 70.82 for Age Group (31-40), 101.12 for Age Group (41-50), and 105.65 for
Age Group (51-60).

e Except for the Monitoring subcategory, there did not exist a significant difference
between the other subcategories of the metacognitive awareness of the EFL
instructors according to age.
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4.2.2. Research question 2.2. Is there any significant difference in the
metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors according to graduation degree?

The Kruskal-Wallis H test was run to see statistically significant differences between
the metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors and graduation degree. The dependent
variable metacognitive awareness is gauged on a 5-point scale from “Strongly disagree” to
“Strongly agree” and the independent variable graduation degree has three independent
groups: Bachelor’s, Master’s, and PhD. The descriptive statistics for the metacognitive
awareness and its subcategories of the EFL instructors according to graduation degree were
illustrated in Table 4.13.

Table 4.13. Descriptive Statistics for Metacognitive Awareness and Its Subcategories
According to Graduation Degree

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean  Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
Metacognitive Awareness 161 102,4099 11,38830 69,00 120,00
Declarative Knowledge 161 17,9814 2,18080 12,00 20,00
Procedural Knowledge 161 17,7329 2,36050 9,00 20,00
Conditional Knowledge 161 17,6025 2,45020 11,00 20,00
Planning 161 17,4783 2,30512 11,00 20,00
Monitoring 161 16,0435 2,24541 10,00 20,00
Evaluating 161 15,5714 2,30411 9,00 20,00
Graduation degree 161 1,75 ,633 1 3

Table 4.14 shows the mean ranks in the Kruskal-Wallis test that was conducted to
detect a significant difference in the subcategories of the metacognitive awareness of the
EFL instructors according to graduate degree.
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Table 4.14. Mean Ranks in Kruskal-Wallis Test for Graduation Degree

Ranks

Graduation Degree N Mean Rank

Metacognitive Awareness Bachelor’s 57 65,18
Master’s 87 84,06
PhD 17 118,41
Total 161

Declarative Knowledge Bachelor’s 57 61,50
Master’s 87 87,43
PhD 17 113,47
Total 161

Procedural Knowledge Bachelor’s 57 56,50
Master’s 87 88,58
PhD 17 124,35
Total 161

Conditional Knowledge Bachelor’s 57 63,35
Master’s 87 85,20
PhD 17 118,71
Total 161

Planning Bachelor’s 57 62,96
Master’s 87 85,01
PhD 17 121,00
Total 161

Monitoring Bachelor’s 57 78,70
Master’s 87 79,39
PhD 17 96,97
Total 161

Evaluating Bachelor’s 57 76,30
Master’s 87 80,41
PhD 17 99,79
Total 161
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Table 4.15 demonstrates the Kruskal-Wallis H test results conducted to detect a

statistically significant difference between the subcategories of metacognitive awareness of

the EFL instructors and graduation degree.

Table 4.15. The Kruskal-Wallis H Test Results for Graduation Degree

Test Statistics®?
Total Total Total Total

Metacognitive  Declarative Procedural Conditional Total Total Total

Awareness Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge Planning Monitoring Evaluating
Chi-

18,082 21,580 34,838 21,002 22,856 2,399 3,629

Square
df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Asymp.
i ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,301 ,163
ig.

a. Kruskal Wallis Test

b. Grouping Variable: Graduation Degree

The results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test revealed that a statistically significant

difference in total metacognitive awareness score among graduation degree, 2(2) =

18.082, p = 0.00, with a mean rank metacognitive awareness score of 65.18 for the

Bachelor’s Graduation Degree, 84.06 for the Master’s Graduation Degree, and 118.41 for
the PhD Graduation Degree.

As mentioned before, the Kruskal-Wallis H test was conducted to determine whether

there exists a statistically significant difference between the subcategories of metacognitive

awareness of the EFL instructors and graduation degree.

e The results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test demonstrated that there was a statistically

significant difference in total declarative knowledge score among graduation

degrees, ¥2(2) =21.580, p = 0.00, with a mean rank metacognition score of 61.50 for

the Bachelor’s Graduation Degree, 87.43 for the Master’s Graduation Degree, and
113.47 for the PhD Graduation Degree.

e The Kruskal-Wallis H test results revealed that there existed a statistically significant

difference in total procedural knowledge score among graduation degrees, ¥2(2) =

34.838, p = 0.00, with a mean rank metacognition score of 56.50 for the Bachelor’s

Graduation Degree, 88.58 for the Master’s Graduation Degree, and 124.35 for the

PhD Graduation Degree.
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e The results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test demonstrated that there existed a statistically
significant difference in total conditional knowledge score among graduation
degrees, ¥2(2) =21.002, p = 0.00, with a mean rank metacognition score of 63.35 for
the Bachelor’s Graduation Degree, 85.20 for the Master’s Graduation Degree, and
118.71 for the PhD Graduation Degree.

e The Kruskal-Wallis H test results revealed a statistically significant difference in
total planning score among graduation degrees, ¥2(2) =22.856, p = 0.00, with a mean
rank metacognition score of 62.96 for the Bachelor’s Graduation Degree, 85.01 for

the Master’s Graduation Degree, and 121.00 for the PhD Graduation Degree.

e The Kruskal-Wallis H test results also showed that no statistically significant
difference in total monitoring and total evaluating scores among graduation degrees

existed.

4.2.3. Research question 2.3. Is there any significant difference in the
metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors according to the number of years of

teaching experience?

The Kruskal-Wallis H test was carried out to detect statistically significant
differences between the metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors and the number of
years of teaching experience. The dependent variable metacognitive awareness is gauged on
a 5-point scale from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree” and the independent variable
is the number of years of teaching experience, which has five independent groups: ““5 years
and fewer”, “6-10 years”, “11-15 years”, “16-20 years”, and “21 years and more”. The
descriptive statistics for the metacognitive awareness and its subcategories of the EFL
instructors according to the number of years of teaching experience were given in Table
4.16.
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Table 4.16. Descriptive Statistics for Metacognitive Awareness and Its Subcategories
According to the Number of Years of Teaching Experience

Descriptive Statistics

N Mean  Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
Metacognitive Awareness 161 102.4099 11.38830 69.00 120.00
Declarative Knowledge 161  17.9814 2.18080 12.00 20.00
Procedural Knowledge 161  17.7329 2.36050 9.00 20.00
Conditional Knowledge 161  17.6025 2.45020 11.00 20.00
Planning 161  17.4783 2.30512 11.00 20.00
Monitoring 161  16.0435 2.24541 10.00 20.00
Evaluating 161 15.5714 2.30411 9.00 20.00
Professional Experience 161 2.73 1.482 1 5

Table 4.17 illustrates the mean ranks in the Kruskal-Wallis test for the metacognitive
awareness and its subcategories of the EFL instructors according to the number of years of
teaching experience. As can be seen in Table 4.17, it can be concluded that the instructors
with 21 years and more ended up having more metacognitive awareness than all the other

age ranges with a mean rank of 94.64 in the total score of the metacognitive awareness.
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Table 4.17. Mean Ranks in Kruskal-Wallis Test for the Number of Years of Teaching

Experience
Ranks

Years of Teaching Experience N Mean Rank

Metacognitive Awareness 5 years and fewer 44 66,68
6-10 years 38 85,74
11-15 years 29 79,00
16-20 years 17 84,41
21 years and more 33 94,64
Total 161

Declarative Knowledge 5 years and fewer 44 77,25
6-10 years 38 85,91
11-15 years 29 78,57
16-20 years 17 78,71
21 years and more 33 83,67
Total 161

Procedural Knowledge 5 years and fewer 44 74,88
6-10 years 38 85,84
11-15 years 29 81,88
16-20 years 17 90,97
21 years and more 33 77,68
Total 161

Conditional Knowledge 5 years and fewer 44 70,43
6-10 years 38 85,70
11-15 years 29 85,66
16-20 years 17 78,79
21 years and more 33 86,73
Total 161

Planning 5 years and fewer 44 74,44
6-10 years 38 86,58
11-15 years 29 81,09
16-20 years 17 70,62
21 years and more 33 88,59
Total 161

Monitoring 5 years and fewer 44 57,65
6-10 years 38 78,78
11-15 years 29 77,22
1620 years 17 108,21
21 years and more 33 104,00
Total 161

Evaluating 5 years and fewer 44 68,88
6-10 years 38 85,18
11-15 years 29 72,03
16-20 years 17 86,18
21 years and more 33 97,56
Total 161
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Table 4.18 depicts the results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test for the metacognitive

awareness and its subcategories of the EFL instructors in terms of the number of years of

teaching experience.

Table 4.18. The Kruskal-Wallis H Test Results for Years of Teaching Experience

Test StatisticsaP

Total Total Total Total
Metacognitive Declarative Procedural Conditional Total Total Total
Awareness  Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge Planning Monitoring Evaluating
Chi-
7,592 1,014 2,260 3,647 3,300 26,951 9,437
Square
df 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Asymp.
i ,108 ,908 ,688 ,456 ,509 ,000 ,051
ig.

a. Kruskal Wallis Test

b. Grouping Variable: Years of Teaching Experience

The findings of the Kruskal-Wallis H test revealed no statistically significant

difference in total metacognitive awareness score among years of teaching experience 2 (4)

=7.592, p = 0.108, with a mean rank metacognition score of 66.68 for the 5 years and fewer,
85.74 for the 6-10 years, 79.00 for the 11-15 years, 84.41 for the 16-20 years, and 94.64 for

the 21 years and more.

As mentioned before, the Kruskal-Wallis H test was conducted to investigate whether

a statistically significant difference exists between the subcategories of metacognitive

awareness of the EFL instructors and years of teaching experience.

e The Kruskal-Wallis H test findings demonstrated a statistically significant difference

in total monitoring score among years of teaching experience, 2 (4) = 26.951, p =

0.00, with a mean rank metacognition score of 57.65 for the 5 years and fewer, 78.78
for the 6-10 years, 77.22 for the 11-15 years, 108.21 for the 16-20 years, and 104.00

for the 21 years and more.
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4.2.4. Research question 2.4. Is there any significant difference in the
metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors according to the number of training

courses received for professional development?

The Kruskal-Wallis H test was carried out to detect statistically significant
differences between the metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors and the number of
training courses received for professional development. The dependent variable
metacognitive awareness is gauged on a 5-point scale from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly
agree” and the independent variable is the number of training courses, which has five
independent groups at different ranges: “None”, “1-5”, “6-10”, “11-15”, and “16 and
more”. The descriptive statistics for the metacognitive awareness and its subcategories of
the EFL instructors according to the number of training courses received for professional

development were provided in Table 4.19.

Table 4.19. Descriptive Statistics for Metacognitive Awareness and Its Subcategories
According to the Number of Training Courses Received for Professional Development
Descriptive Statistics

N Mean  Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
Metacognitive Awareness 161 102.4099 11.38830 69.00 120.00
Declarative Knowledge 161 17.9814 2.18080 12.00 20.00
Procedural Knowledge 161 17.7329 2.36050 9.00 20.00
Conditional Knowledge 161  17.6025 2.45020 11.00 20.00
Planning 161  17.4783 2.30512 11.00 20.00
Monitoring 161  16.0435 2.24541 10.00 20.00
Evaluating 161 155714 2.30411 9.00 20.00
Number of Training
161 2.97 1.26 1 5

Courses

Table 4.20 illustrates the mean ranks in the Kruskal-Wallis test for the metacognitive
awareness and its subcategories of the EFL instructors according to the number of training

courses received for professional development.
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Table 4.20. Mean Ranks in Kruskal-Wallis Test for the Number of Training Courses

Received for Professional Development

Ranks

Number of
Training Courses N Mean Rank

Metacognitive Awareness None 8 16.63
1-5 68 71.63
6-10 33 94.09
11-15 25 89.52
16 and more 27 99.80
Total 161

Declarative Knowledge None 8 43.06
1-5 68 71.23
6-10 33 98.42
11-15 25 85.50
16 and more 27 91.39
Total 161

Procedural Knowledge None 8 30.38
1-5 68 73.24
6-10 33 103.61
11-15 25 96.98
16 and more 27 73.11
Total 161

Conditional Knowledge None 8 20.00
1-5 68 71.33
6-10 33 100.94
11-15 25 91.24
16 and more 27 89.57
Total 161

Planning None 8 43.25
1-5 68 74.32
6-10 33 95.30
11-15 25 80.10
16 and more 27 92.35
Total 161

Monitoring None 8 19.44
1-5 68 72.52
6-10 33 77.76
11-15 25 98.02
16 and more 27 108.80
Total 161

Evaluating None 8 29.63
1-5 68 79.53
6-10 33 84.27
11-15 25 76.34
16 and more 27 100.24
Total 161
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Table 4.21 shows the Kruskal-Wallis H test results conducted to detect whether a
statistically significant difference exists between the subcategories of metacognitive
awareness of the EFL instructors and the number of training courses received for

professional development.

Table 4.21. The Kruskal-Wallis H Test Results for the Number of Training Courses
Received for Professional Development

Test Statistics®?
total total Total Total
metacognitive declarative  procedural  conditional Total Total Total

awareness  knowledge knowledge knowledge planning monitoring  evaluating

Chi-
26,109 15,710 24,244 26,027 11,964 31,401 15,995
Square
df 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Asymp.
Si ,000 ,003 ,000 ,000 ,018 ,000 ,003
ig.

a. Kruskal Wallis Test

b. Grouping Variable: Number of Training Courses

The findings revealed a statistically significant difference in total metacognitive
awareness of the EFL instructors score among the number of training courses received for
professional development, x2(4) = 26.109, p = 0.00, with a mean rank metacognition score
of 16.63 for the number of training courses as None, 71.63 for the number of training courses
in the range of 1-5, 94.09 for the number of training courses in the range of 6-10, 89.52 for
the number of training courses in the range of 11-15, and 99.80 for the number of training

courses in the range of 16 and more.

As mentioned before, the Kruskal-Wallis H test was conducted to discover whether
a statistically significant difference exists between the subcategories of metacognitive
awareness of the EFL instructors and the different number of training courses received for

professional development.

e The Kruskal-Wallis H test results revealed a statistically significant difference in
total declarative knowledge score among the number of training courses received for
professional development, x2(4)=15.710, p =0.03, with a mean rank metacognition

score of 43.06 for the number of training courses as None, 71.23 for the number of
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training courses in the range of 1-5, 98.42 for the number of training courses in the
range of 6-10, 85.50 for the number of training courses in the range of 11-15, and

91.39 for the number of training courses in the range of 16 and more.

The results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test demonstrated that there was a statistically
significant difference in total procedural knowledge score among the number of
training courses received for professional development, ¥2(4) = 24.244, p = 0.00,
with a mean rank metacognition score of 30.38 for the number of training courses as
None, 73.24 for the number of training courses in the range of 1-5, 103.61 for the
number of training courses in the range of 6-10, 96.98 for the number of training
courses in the range of 11-15, and 73.11 for the number of training courses in the

range of 16 and more.

The results revealed a statistically significant difference in total conditional
knowledge score among the number of training courses received for professional
development, ¥2(4) = 26.027, p = 0.00, with a mean rank metacognition score of
20.00 for the number of training courses as None, 71.33 for the number of training
courses in the range of 1-5, 100.94 for the number of training courses in the range
of 6-10, 91.24 for the number of training courses in the range of 11-15, and 89.57
for the number of training courses in the range of 16 and more.

According to the Kruskal-Wallis H test results, there was a statistically significant
difference in total planning score among the number of training courses received for
professional development, ¥2(4) = 11.964,p= 0.018, with a mean rank
metacognition score of 43.25 for the number of training courses as None, 74.32 for
the number of training courses in the range of 1-5, 95.30 for the number of training
courses in the range of 6-10, 80.10 for the number of training courses in the range

of 11-15, and 92.35 for the number of training courses in the range of 16 and more.

Based on the results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test, it can be stated that there was a
statistically significant difference in total monitoring score among the number of
training courses received for professional development, y2(4) = 31.401, p = 0.00,
with a mean rank metacognition score of 19.44 for the number of training courses as
None, 72.52 for the number of training courses in the range of 1-5, 77.76 for the

number of training courses in the range of 6-10, 98.02 for the number of training
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courses in the range of 11-15, and 108.80 for the number of training courses in the

range of 16 and more.

The Kruskal-Wallis H test results also revealed that a statistically significant
difference in total evaluating score existed among the number of training courses
received for professional development, ¥2(4) = 15.995, p = 0.03, with a mean rank
metacognition score of 29.63 for the number of training courses as None, 79.53 for
the number of training courses in the range of 1-5, 84.27 for the number of training
courses in the range of 6-10, 76.34 for the number of training courses in the range

of 11-15, and 100.24 for the number of training courses in the range of 16 and more.
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CHAPTER 5

5. CONCLUSION

This section initially provides a brief summary of the present research, more
specifically, once more reports the background to the study, the purpose, the sample
involved, and the data gathering process, and the data analysis for the research questions.
Afterwards, it argues the findings of the research in the light of related theories presented in
the second section and it offers the possible reasons for the similarities or discrepancies in
the findings of the most related studies. Finally, it ends with practical implications as well
as suggestions for further research.

5.1. An Overview of the Study

The current century challenges learners to grow as not only knowledgeable
individuals but also active recipients and processors of information (van Laar et al., 2020).
Therefore, the primary aim of education is to foster learners’ will and ability to be lifelong
learners. Undoubtedly, this draws attention to teachers’ crucial role in achieving this goal
while they are raising a new generation in formal educational settings (Zimmerman, 2002).
As a matter of fact, as the inevitable corollary to cognitive revolution (Miller, 2003), the
need to empower teachers with the skills and experiences that go beyond simply handing
down knowledge has come to the fore. Drawing on the pertinent scholarly literature, we can
conclude that this implies the metacognitive awareness of teachers (Balgikanli, 2010). As
Zohar and Barzilai (2013) stated, in addition to the pedagogical knowledge, teachers should
have the “sound knowledge of metacognition” (p. 153). Research shows a relationship exists
between teachers’ metacognitive awareness and their teaching metacognitively (Oztiirk,
2018). Ultimately, a teacher with a higher level of metacognitive awareness can adapt their
teaching to the constantly evolving educational environment by considering the learners’

needs (Hartman, 2001).

From a broad perspective on the studies regarding teachers’ metacognition,
conducted in Turkey, it seems that research on the metacognitive awareness of teachers has
been mostly restricted to prospective teachers and to the data tool that measures the

metacognitive awareness of adults, rather than teachers. Therefore, the present study, which
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had a survey design, was administered to 161 voluntary EFL instructors working in the
Preparatory Classes of the School of Foreign Languages at the foundation higher education
institutions in Ankara, Turkey, during the 2020-2021 academic year. The value of such an
undertaking merits highlighting, particularly when considered the benefits that might bring

to teacher education.

The primary purpose of this research was to explore the overall metacognitive
awareness level of EFL instructors. To achieve this goal, it aimed at examining whether a
significant difference in the subcategories of metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors
exists according to age, graduation degree, the number of years of teaching experience, and
the number of training courses received for professional development. The data collection
tools were a demographic information form developed by the researcher and a self-report
instrument entitled “the Metacognitive Awareness Inventory for Teachers” devised by
Balgikanli (2011). The MAIT with 24 items represents two fundamental dimensions of
metacognition, namely, metacognitive knowledge and regulation of cognition. “Knowledge
of cognition includes the three general types of knowledge (i.e. declarative, procedural, and
conditional) and regulation of cognition consists of metacognitive skills (i.e. planning,
monitoring, and evaluating)” (Balgikanli, 2011, p. 1325). The descriptive statistics were used
to analyse the data. The results demonstrated that the EFL instructors have a high level of
metacognitive awareness: While the mean score obtained for the declarative knowledge
subcategory was found to be the highest, the lowest score was obtained in the evaluating
subcategory. The results also revealed a significant difference in the monitoring subcategory
of the metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors according to age. Except for the total
monitoring and total evaluating scores, there was a significant difference between the other
subcategories of the metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors according to graduation
degrees. According to the results, the total monitoring scores differed significantly among
years of teaching experience. Similarly, there existed a statistically significant difference in
the total score of each of the subcomponents of metacognitive awareness among the number

of training courses received for professional development.

In conclusion, when the related literature is taken into account, we acknowledge the
caveat that interpretations of results should always be offered with caution since it is difficult
to trace one’s thinking processes (Baker & Cerro, 2000; Bogar, 2018). It is obvious that to
what extent a similar pattern among the variables examined in the present study is also valid

in other cultural systems and educational environments should be investigated by more
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researchers. Nevertheless, the abovementioned findings, to some extent, have been able to
explain various aspects of metacognition and yield quite some convincing results to put
emphasis on investments and interventions aimed at raising the teacher’ metacognitive

awareness.

5.2. Discussion and Conclusions

This section interprets the findings under two broad subheadings arranged in light of
the research questions set forth in the beginning: the overall metacognitive awareness level
of the EFL instructors and their metacognitive awareness level in the subcategories

according to a number of variables.

5.2.1. The overall metacognitive awareness level of the EFL instructors

The findings of the present study provide an insight into the metacognitive awareness
level of the 161 EFL instructors, who work in the Preparatory Classes of the School of
Foreign Languages at the foundation higher education institutions in Ankara, Turkey, during
the 20202021 academic year. The results showed that the EFL instructors have a high level
of metacognitive awareness (M = 102.41, SD = 11.39). This is in alignment with the research
results obtained by the previous studies carried out by Bars (2016), Kilavuz (2019), and Mai
(2015). Similarly, their studies exhibited that teachers have a high level of metacognitive
awareness. When these results are taken together, it suggests that a high level of
metacognitive awareness could be associated with the teaching profession. According to
Stewart et al. (2007), due to their profession, teachers are actually implicitly intertwined with
metacognitive processes. While developing the curriculum or dealing with any single task
in a daily lesson plan, teachers take into consideration how their students will learn and “this
may represent a part of the process of increasing one’s metacognitive awareness” (p. 38).
Ultimately, teachers often need to become aware of their most elaborate preparations and
actions and evaluations for effective instruction (Balgikanli, 2011; Hartman, 2001). In other
words, they often activate their mental processes before, during, and after a lesson: They
make choices about how to implement the goal of developing a lesson and usually plan their
lessons accordingly. They monitor and regulate their lessons and make changes when
necessary; sometimes they include more or exclude some exercises to pace themselves. They
assess their own accomplishment after the lesson, seeking an answer to make it better next

time. Teachers need to know what skills and strategies are essential when teaching, how they
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can build them with their own entire repertoire of learning and teaching skills, and how to
teach students to use these skills in an intelligent way (Wilson & Bai, 2016). Considering
the role of teachers as a “starting point in this endeavour” (Schraw, 1998, p. 123), we can
conclude that the results of the current research are promising. Awareness of knowing what
one knows, that is, their metacognitive knowledge appears to be “a major precursor to their
learning” (Hattie, 2013, p. 62), and hence, a high level of metacognitive awareness can help
teachers compensate for lack of subject knowledge and pedagogical knowledge. It could
enable teachers to apply their knowledge and ability into better teaching processes by
improving their self-regulatory skills. Thus, they would be more able to act as explicit
metacognitive models for their learners, who particularly have not managed to develop their
thinking and learning skills. However, we are well aware that caution must be applied with

a small sample size; that is these findings cannot be extrapolated to all EFL instructors.

In addition, the characteristics of the sample group of the current study might also
constitute a relevant explanation for a high level of metacognitive awareness. However, this
finding does not coincide with the results of the studies carried out by Memnun and Akkaya
(2009), in which nearly 34% of the participants showed a lower level and Saricoban and
Kirmizi (2020), in which the participants, on the whole, showed a moderate level of
metacognition. This inconsistency may be in part due to that their studies were implemented

for the prospective teachers.

The mean score obtained in the present study for the declarative knowledge
subcategory (M = 17.98, SD = 2.18) was found to be the highest. In other words, based on
the findings of the present study, the EFL instructors can be stated to know what skills are
essential to be an efficient teacher and they are well aware of what they are expected to teach.
Since no disagreement was expressed for the relevant item on the inventory, it can be
concluded that the majority of the instructors agreed that they manage to organize their time
to best reach their teaching targets, which is a remarkable finding. This being the case, it
may account for why the majority of the participants reported that they utilize a variety of
techniques for teaching various situations and that they make use of beneficial teaching
techniques automatically. This appears to be consistent with that of a study conducted by
Bars (2016); the declarative knowledge of the prospective teachers was also at the highest
score and it belonged to the prospective teachers enrolled in the Foreign Languages
Department.
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The participants of the present study expressed that they regularly monitor and check
how much their learners understand the subject topic during the lesson and ask themselves
how much they have achieved their teaching goals. On the other hand, they had a tendency
to remain neutral on these items. This result could be attributed to the fact that their lowest
score was obtained in the evaluating subcategory (M = 15.57, SD = 2.30). Based on the items
on the inventory the participants agreed to the least, it can be stated that with regard to their
declarative knowledge, they may be unaware of how strong or weak they are in their
teaching. In this respect, it is noteworthy that since none of the participants expressed
disagreement over the relevant item, it can be concluded that they are well aware that what
they are expected to teach. This conclusion might as well be due to the possibility of their
working with a mandated curriculum and materials. More specifically, the participants might
not be relatively free to make decisions on what to teach and what ways to use to teach,
which may prevent some teachers from appraising and managing their own behaviour. If it
is the case, then it may plausibly explain why they are less likely to agree to Item 13, which
is about “I have control over how well I teach”. With respect to their procedural knowledge,
they may be unaware that they do not use the beneficial teaching techniques that worked
earlier. Regarding their conditional knowledge, it can be stated that they may fail to utilize
their stronger sides in exchange for their weaker sides in their teaching and that they may
not know when to use the most effective technique. As far as regulation of cognition is
considered, in terms of their planning skills, they may be unaware that setting their specific
teaching goals is necessary before the lesson. As regards monitoring skills, they do not seem
to regularly ask themselves if they achieve their teaching targets while they are teaching. All
in all, these findings account for the low score for the evaluating skills of the participants.
The evaluating subcomponent provides a kind of mirror for teachers to better describe the
action that takes place in the classroom and this awareness can be beneficial in generating
alternative actions or changes that might be appropriate in another classroom situation. More
specifically, considering to inform and improve future work, it is of paramount importance.
Therefore, the findings of this research provided a hint as to where to start investigating the
problematic areas in the EFL instructors’ metacognitive awareness and determined the types
of metacognitive knowledge and regulation skills they reportedly utilize or require while

teaching.

When the overall metacognitive awareness of the sample group was taken into
account, several explanations might be made for the finding that the highest mean score was
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obtained in the declarative knowledge subcomponent while the lowest mean score was
related to the evaluation subcomponent. First, it might be due to the assumption that two
fundamental dimensions of metacognition follow the different developmental trajectories.
Metacognitive knowledge and regulation of cognition do not seem to follow the same
developmental trajectories (Schraw & Graham, 1997). To illustrate, Alexander et al. (1995)
made a conclusion that knowledge is accumulated in a steady incremental fashion. Schraw
and Graham (1997) presumed that the steady growth in knowledge of cognition is owing to
the incremental acquisition of pivotal cognitive skills. On the other hand, many individuals
may consider building meaningful theories of their own cognition as particularly difficult
and hence might fail to “use theories to systematize self-knowledge and apply that
knowledge to self-regulation” (Schraw & Moshman, 1995, p. 367). In this respect, it is
obvious that, in Veenman et al.’s words (2006), “we need to know more about what
components of metacognition develop when and under what conditions” (p. 8). In addition,
many other factors, such as low level of self-efficacy, self-belief, and motivation, and
negative emotion and attitude, can explain the instructors’ weaker outcomes in replying to

this subcomponent of the MAIT in spite of their high level of metacognitive awareness.

The second possible explanation for the results mentioned above might be due to one
of the general assumptions ascribed to metacognitive knowledge; the possibility of its being
“fallible” (Wenden, 1987, p. 574). According to Wenden (1987), why metacognitive
knowledge is not always exactly correct may be due to the fact that it may transform over
time and this gradually growing accumulated knowledge may change one’s perspective on

their own cognitive processes.

In addition, these results could be the self-reporting nature of the inventory, which
may as well fail to assess the true level of metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors
since it does not indicate how they behave in an authentic teaching situation. To succinctly
put it, it is crucial to keep in mind the possible bias in their responses: The results might
imply that the EFL instructors know what is right, but on the other hand, they may have
inclined to the view that they should give credit to the necessity of the classroom. Such

findings underscore that one’s declarative knowledge might be inaccurate beliefs.
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5.2.2. The metacognitive awareness level of the EFL instructors in the
subcategories according to a number of variables

Another research question of the present study was to detect whether there was a
significant difference between the subcategories of the metacognitive awareness of the EFL
instructors with regard to different variables such as age, graduation degree, the number of
years of teaching experience, and the number of training courses they have received for
professional development. To this end, data gathered from the sample through the MAIT on
the aforementioned variables were analysed quantitatively. Due to the data having significant
values in the normality test, in order to reveal any differences, we carried out a non-
parametric test. The analyses revealed that there was a significant difference between the
subcategories of metacognitive awareness. The items involved in each subcategory of

metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors can be seen in Table 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8.

The present study has five independent age ranges: “21-30”, “31-40, “41-50", “51—
60”, and “61 and more”. No respondents existed from the age group of “61 and more”. The
results showed that there existed a statistically significant difference in the total
metacognitive awareness score between the different age groups. This is not consistent with
the tacit assumption that metacognitive development is complete by the time a person
reaches adulthood. On the contrary, this finding supports the view of conceptualization of
metacognition in a developmental framework and is consistent with the study carried out by
Stewart et al. (2007) in which the metacognitive awareness of the teachers tended to increase
with age. According to Piaget, the pioneer in positing the process of how knowledge evolved,
cognitive development was a process, in which individuals actively construct their own
knowledge as a result of their own experiences in their own environment (Senemoglu, 2010).
According to Kuhn (2000), metacognition appears in early years of life and “follows an
extended developmental course during which it becomes more explicit, more powerful, and
hence more effective, as it comes to operate increasingly under the individual’s conscious
control” (p. 178). In addition, the Kruskal-Wallis H test showed that except for the
monitoring subcategory, no significant difference existed between the other subcategories
of the metacognitive awareness of the EFL instructors according to age. A possible
explanation for this might be that teachers often monitor and regulate their lessons and make
the necessary amendments so that they sometimes include more or exclude some exercises

to pace themselves.
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The Kruskal-Wallis H test of the present study showed that the total metacognitive
awareness score differed significantly among graduation degrees. As for the subcategories,
there was a statistically significant difference in total declarative, procedural, and conditional
knowledge, as well as planning score among graduation degrees. On the other hand, the
research results demonstrated that there did not exist a statistically significant difference in
total monitoring and total evaluating scores among graduation degrees. When the pertinent
literature taken into account, similarly, in Mai’s (2015) study, the main effect of the
educational level was significant on the teachers’ metacognitive awareness. On the other
hand, it does not coincide with that of a study carried out by Kilavuz (2019) in which it was
reported that the metacognitive awareness level of the participant teachers did not differ
significantly in terms of the variable of graduation degree. This difference might be partially
due to the characteristics of the sample. Their participants consisted of teachers working at

primary schools whereas the current study’s participants included merely EFL instructors.

The significant difference in total metacognitive awareness score among graduation
degrees is likely to be related to the long-term education the participants have undertaken.
Students are often to have had at least 12 years of schooling to get admission to the university
and they are usually expected to complete at least a four-year study at the tertiary level. It is
a matter of choice to receive an academic degree at a higher education institution and
involves cognitively demanding situations and a person’s perseverance. The people who
wish to hold a graduate degree often have set themselves a series of goals to achieve a high
academic standard. Beliefs about cognitive ability and control over cognition can have an
impact on one’s behaviour and goals. In other words, in Holton and Clarke’s (2006) words,
“beliefs and intuition incline the learners’ actions to certain directions” (p. 133). While
reflecting on their own cognitive processes, people can monitor themselves in terms of their
perception, judgements on learning practice, and predictions of the consequences of their
acts. They enact that feedback. This cyclical and recursive process goes on constantly since
learning is a never-ending process. For Veenman et al. (2006), knowledge of cognition and
metacognitive skills “become more sophisticated and academically oriented whenever
formal educational requires the explicit utilization of a metacognitive repertoire” (p. 8).
Efklides (2009) claimed that metacognitive knowledge provides a learner with a database
into which strategies are incorporated to take control of their learning (p.76). “Metacognitive
growth in a particular cognitive domain can lead to performing better in that domain” (Baker,
1994, p. 232). In short, that those with higher metacognitive awareness and better
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metacognitive skills have the performance of higher efficiency in their learning (Baker &
Cerro, 2000) could be a possible explanation.

In the present study, the Kruskal-Wallis H test revealed no statistically significant
difference in total metacognitive awareness score among years of teaching experience. This
Is in accordance with that of a research study carried out by Kilavuz (2019), in which it was
reported that the metacognitive awareness level of the participants did not differ significantly
in terms of the variable of professional seniority. On the other hand, a statistically significant
difference existed in total monitoring scores among years of teaching experience. A possible
explanation for these results may be that “metacognitive knowledge develops incrementally
as a function of time on task, while metacognitive control is more closely related to ability
level” (Schraw & Graham, 1997, p. 5). Considering that “cognition mediates between the
learner and the experiential world and the objects of cognition” (Holton & Clarke, 2006, p.
131), it can be presumed that older teachers may have more experience on what is being
needed and why. This knowledge, later on, can lead them to some regulatory decisions to
“plan, monitor, and evaluate their teaching” (Hartman, 2001, p. 150). As previously
mentioned, metacognitive awareness of teachers calls for teaching metacognitively, which

“involves teaching with and for metacognition” (Hartman, 2001, p. 149).

The data on the difference among the monitoring subcategory of metacognition
according to years of teaching experience, in a sense, is in line with those reported recently
in several studies (Cetin, 2015; Memnun & Akkaya, 2009). They support the idea that high
awareness appears to be largely due to the outcomes of professional experience. For
example, Memnun and Akkaya (2009) showed that the time spent in the teacher candidates’
teaching practicums can be considered as a positive impact on raising the participants’
metacognitive awareness. Their study results indicated that more than half of the primary
teacher trainees who took part in the research possessed a high level of metacognitive
awareness and it increased according to their class levels, too. Another study conducted by
Cetin (2015) demonstrated that the third and fourth-grade teacher candidates had higher
metacognitive skill scores compared to that of the pre-service teachers that received
education for one or two years. It is, therefore, possible that the time spent in teaching may

contribute to metacognitive awareness.

The current study’s test results showed that a statistically significant difference in the

total metacognitive awareness score of the EFL instructors existed among the number of
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training courses received for professional development. Moreover, there was also a
statistically significant difference in total score of each of the subcomponents of
metacognitive awareness among the number of training courses received for professional
development. As a whole, these data can also be associated with the general view that
metacognition is partly due to malleable features. In other words, it might partly be related
to “the recognized impact of the social environment during learning” (Schunk, 2012, p. 246).
In other words, training courses for professional development in a way reflect the idea of
collective activities; when colleagues handle tasks in a cooperative way, “the shared social
interactions can serve an instructional function” (Schunk, 2012, p. 246). The social cognitive
theory, unlike behaviourism, describes the influence of experiences of an individual as well
as the others, the actions of others, and environmental factors on learning (Bandura, 1989).
To our best knowledge, there is no study that has dealt with the concept of metacognition
according to the number of training courses received for professional development.
However, recently, one study demonstrated that a day-long professional development
module might not be adequate enough to have an effect on practices of teaching with
metacognition (Oztiirk, 2018). Therefore, it will also be of interest to explore how to impart

metacognitive skills to EFL instructors through training courses.

5.3. Pedagogical Implications

Based on the findings of the current study, we tend to suggest the following for
educators who get involved in the education process either in class or within the
administrative units. Instructors who wish to extend the borders of their own field of
expertise can use the MAIT therefore they can discover the areas where they have
weaknesses and take action for enhancing their metacognitive skills. Similarly,
administrators can use the MAIT as a screening tool to pinpoint the instructors’ strengths
and weaknesses, even in great detail, through each statement on the inventory, and hence,
they can meet the instructors’ needs through simple, low-cost, and replicable metacognitive
training courses that could be from lengthy courses to weekend sessions. The instructors
with any level of metacognitive awareness will probably improve faster and more
significantly. In the same vein, it might as well be a good idea to allow for opportunities for
pre-service teachers in their undergraduate courses to develop their metacognitive awareness
since such training, in turn, would enable them to encourage their future learners’ autonomy

(Oztiirk, 2018).
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5.4. Suggestions for Further Studies

Based on the limitations and the results of the study, we would like to offer the
following recommendations for further research. Firstly, this research took place in Ankara,
which is the second city to have the highest number of foundation higher education
institutions in Turkey. However, with small sample sizes, the findings must be carefully
handled because they might not be extrapolated to all other English instructors. In addition,
it should be kept in mind that the private and state universities were excluded in the present
study. Therefore, conducting it in those universities or in different provinces of Turkey and

in other countries is important in terms of generalizing the research results.

Secondly, given the fact that this research study examined the metacognitive
awareness of the EFL instructors in one semester, the spring term of the 2020-2021
academic year, a longitudinal study could be set out to investigate which factors on the
metacognitive awareness of teachers were reported frequently in a longer time. Additionally,
research reveals that a huge number of factors, situations, and other natural processes foster
or impede metacognition thereby influencing the level of individuals’ use of metacognitive
strategies (Kazu & Yildirim, 2013). Therefore, the present study could be conducted again
considering some other additional variables such as gender, the number of students in the
class, the types of faculties graduated from, the grade levels employed to teach, motivational

factors, particularly self-efficacy, and so forth.

Thirdly, the current research relied heavily on self-reported data. Examining the level
of the EFL instructors’ use of metacognitive skills in the formal educational settings through
complementary qualitative research method such as interviews, field observation of
instructors, case histories and so forth would be very useful to support the results of the
present research. The high scores in metacognitive awareness in this research might probably
be due to that all the respondents in the current study were Preparatory Class EFL instructors
at the tertiary level. Therefore, a similar study could be carried out on the instructors from
other fields at the same institutions to detect whether a similar trend exists for the ones who
are teaching in other fields such as law, medicine, science, and even instructors working with

languages apart from English or at a different level of education.

Finally, in this present research, the data was obtained on the number of pieces of
training the EFL instructors received for professional development and the findings

demonstrated a statistically significant difference in the metacognitive awareness total scores

81



and the subcategories of the EFL instructors. Therefore, further studies might focus on
investigating the conditions under which professional development initiatives are most
effective in enhancing their metacognitive awareness. Researchers could build upon
experimental procedures to investigate the effect of a training course on increasing the

metacognitive awareness of teachers, particularly on their metacognitive skills.
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APPENDIX 1: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION PAPER

1 Age
a O 21-30
b O 3140
c O 4150
d O 51-60
e O 61and more

2 Graduation degree
a O Bachelor’s
b O Master’s
c O PhD
3 Professional experience
a O 5years and fewer
b O 6-10 years
¢ O 11-15years
d O 16-20 years
e O 21 years and more

4 The number of training courses received for professional development

a O None

b 1-5

c 6-10

11-15

16 and more

0000
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APPENDIX 2: METACOGNITIVE AWARENESS INVENTORY FOR TEACHERS

The MAIT is a list of 24 statements. There are no right or wrong answers in this list of
statements. It is simply a matter of what is true for you. Read every statement carefully and

choose the one that best describes you. Thank you very much for your participation.

1= Strongly Disagree 2= Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree 5= Strongly Agree

1. I am aware of the strengths and weaknesses in my teaching. 12345
2. | try to use teaching techniques that worked in the past. 12345
3. 1 use my strengths to compensate for my weaknesses in my teaching. 12345
4. | pace myself while | am teaching in order to have enough time. 12345
5. I ask myself periodically if I meet my teaching goals while | am 12345
teaching.

6. | ask myself how well I have accomplished my teaching goals once | 12345
am finished.

7. 1 know what skills are most important in order to be a good teacher. 12345
8. | have a specific reason for choosing each teaching technique I use in 12345
class.

9. | can motivate myself to teach when | really need to teach. 12345
10. I set my specific teaching goals before | start teaching. 12345
11. I find myself assessing how useful my teaching techniques are while | 12345
am teaching.

12. 1 ask myself if I could have used different techniques after each 12345
teaching experience.

13. I have control over how well | teach. 12345
14. | am aware of what teaching techniques | use while I am teaching. 12345
15. | use different teaching techniques depending on the situation. 12345
16. I ask myself questions about the teaching materials | am going to use. 12345
17. 1 check regularly to what extent my students comprehend the topic 12345
while I am teaching.

18. After teaching a point, I ask myself if I’d teach it more effectively 12345
next time.

19. I know what | am expected to teach. 12345
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20. I use helpful teaching techniques automatically. 12345
21. I know when each teaching technique I use will be most effective. 12345
22. | organize my time to best accomplish my teaching goals. 12345
23. | ask myself questions about how well I am doing while | am 12345
teaching.

24. 1 ask myself if | have considered all possible techniques after 12345

teaching a point.
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