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The paper highlights possible causes and consegsieot the illusion of
knowing in metacognitive monitoring of the learniagtivity of university students
through the effects of different types of infornaatiproposed, and also of personal,
cognitive, metacognitive, and individual psychotmdi characteristics of university
studentsif = 262;M = 19,5;SD = 1,87). According to the results, the illusion of
knowing occurring mostly in prospective judgemeotdearning can be caused by
the type of information (it was higher in the staénts), task type (it appeared in
multiple-choice questions), text length (its lewsksre higher in larger texts) and style
(overconfidence occurred while learning the textshe belletristic style). Female
students tended towards slight overconfidence hedllusion of knowing was more
typical for younger students with lower levels afademic achievements. Possible
consequences of the phenomenon, ways of its aatdmn| and further avenues for
research are also described.

Key words: illusion of knowing, illusion of not knowing, metagnitive monitoring,
overconfidence, underconfidence.

Pycnana Kanamaxk, Mapiss ABrycriok. Liro3isi 3HaHHSI B METaKOTHITUBHOMY
MOHITOPUHIY: OIJIAl MOJIMBHX NPUYMH Ta HACHIAKIB. Y CTaTTi pO3IIISIHYTO
MOJKJIUBI MPUYMHU Ta HACTIAKU 1UTI0311 3HAHHS B METAKOTHITUBHOMY MOHITOPHHTY
HABUYAJbHOI JISTILHOCTI CTYJEHTIB 3a JOMOMOTOI0 PI3HUX BHIIB 1H(OpmaIlrii, mo
MO/IaHAa JI0 OTPAIFOBAHHS, & TAKOXK Yepe3 OCOOUCTICHI, KOTHITUBHI, METaKOTHITUBHI 1
1H/IMBITyabHI IICUXOJIOTIUHI XapakTepucTuku cryaeHtiB (N = 262;M = 19,5;SD =
1,87).BiamnoBigHO 10 OTPUMAHUX PE3yJIbTaTIB, UTH031s 3HAHHS, BAHUKAIOYH 37€0LIBIIIOT0
B MPOCHEKTUBHUX CY/KEHHSX MpPO BHBYEHE, MOXKe OyTH CHPUYMHEHA BUIOM
iHdopMariii (IPOCTEIKEHO BHINI PiBHI 11r0311 3HAHHS Yy TBEPKCHHSX), TECTOBOTO
3apnaHHs (y 3alMTaHHSX 13 OaraTbMa BapiaHTaMH BIAMOBI/I), 00caroM TekcTy (BHILI
piBHI 110311 3HAHHS CIOCTEpIraJii B OUTBIIMX 3a OOCATOM TEKCTax) Ta CTUJICM
(HagMipHa BIIEBHEHICTH ITiJI Yac OMpAaIlfOBaHHS TECTIB XYA0XHBOrO CTHIO). JliBuara
MOKa3aJIu BUII MOKa3HUKUA HAJMIPHOI BIIEBHEHOCTI, a 3arajoM UIt031sl 3HAHHS O1IbII
MpUTaMaHHa JUIsl MOJIOJIIOI BIKOBOI TPYNHU CTYAEHTIB, OCOOJIMBO THUX, KOTPI MAIOTh
HUK4Yl PiBHI HABYAJIBbHO! YCHIIIHOCTI. TakoX OKPECICHO MOXIIMBI HACHIAKU 1THO3ii
3HAHHS, CIIOCOOM 11 HIBETFOBAHHS Ta TIEPCIIEKTUBU MaHOYTHIX JOCHIPKEHb.

KirouoBi ciioBa: 11103151 3HaHHS, UTIO31s1 HE3HAHHS, METAKOTHITUBHUN MOHITOPHHT,
HaJMIpHA BIIEBHEHICTH, HEIOCTATHS BIICBHEHICTb.
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Pycnana Kanamax, Mapusi Arycriok. Muiro3usi 3HAaHUSI B METAKOTHUTHBHOM
MOHUTOPHHIe. 0030p BO3MOKHBIX NPUYMH M NOCJeACTBUI. B craThe nzyyarorcs
BO3MOJKHBIE MPUYMHBI W MOCIEACTBUS WIUIIO3MM 3HAHUS B METAKOTHUTHBHOM
MOHUTOPUHIE Y4YEOHOH NEATEIbHOCTU CTYAEHTOB C MOMOULIbK PA3IUYHBIX BUIOB
MH(pOpMaIMH, KOTOpasi UCCIIEN0BaAIach, & TAK)KE UEpe3 JTMUYHOCTHBIE, KOTHUTUBHBIE,
METAKOTHUTHBHBIE W WHIVBUAYAIIBHBIE TICUXOJIOTMYECKUE XAPAKTEPUCTUKUA CTYICHTOB
(n = 262; M = 19,5;SD = 1,87).CoriacHo MOJIy4YeHHBIM pe3yJbTaTaM, HJUTIO3HUS
3HaHUA, BO3HUKAs MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO B MPOCIEKTUBHBIX CYXIEHUSAX 00 M3y4EHUH,
MOXET OBbITh BbI3BaHA BHUIOM WMHpopMaruu (Habmaromanuck Oosee BBHICOKHE YPOBHH
WIUTIO3UW 3HAHUS B YTBEPKICHHSX), BHIOM TECTOBOrO 3amaHus (B BOIIpOcax co
MHOTHMH BapuaHTaMHU OTBETa), 00bEMOM TEKCTa (BHICOKHE YPOBHH WILTFO3UU 3HAHMUSI
HAOIOAATNCh B OOJIBIINX 10 00BbEMY TEKCTax) U cTWiIeM (dpe3MepHasi yBepEHHOCTh
BO BpeMsi 00pabOTKH TECTOB XYA0KECTBEHHOTO CTHIIA). JIeBYIIIKM TTOKA3au BBICOKHUE
MoKa3aTean Ype3MEpHOM YBEPEHHOCTH, a B IEJIOM WIUIIO3US 3HaHUA Oblia Oojee
MpUCYLIEd BO MJIAAUIEl BO3PACTHOM TpyNNe CTYAEHTOB, OCOOEHHO TEX, KOTOpHIE
MMEIOT HU3KUE YPOBHH YUEOHOU ycrieBaeMOCTH. BO3MOXKHbIE MOCAEACTBUS HIUTHO3HU
3HAHUA; TAaKXKE OYEpUYEHBbl CIOCOObI €€ HUBEIUPOBAHUS, KAK U IEPCHEKTUBBI
OyAyILIMX UCCIETOBAHUM.

KiiroueBnlie ¢JjI0Ba: MIUIO3Ms 3HAHUSA, WIUIKO3US HE3HAHUS, METAaKOIHUTUBHBIN
MOHMUTOPHHT, UpE3MEpPHasi yBEPEHHOCTb, HEJOCTATOYHAs! YBEPEHHOCTb.

Background of the Problem

The illusion of knowing is understood as a concalpproblem in the
learning process. It is viewed as subjective ov#igence in the correctness of
information learning and understanding; as oveidente in the correctness
of task performance; as overconfidence in the tgbito remember
information that is difficult or even impossible temember, etc. In the
first studies (Glenberg, Wilkinson, & Epstein, 1982e illusion of knowing
was defined as the belief that comprehension wasatl when it failed.
In our study the illusion of knowing is viewed agtatognitive monitoring
error resulting from subjective overconfidence mowing that does not
meet objective success of task performance (Pagichkalamazh, &
Avgustiuk, 2017; Avhustiuk, Pasichnyk, & Kalama20.18).

The phenomenon has different spheres of its oaucetelhe illusion
of knowing can take place in texts, statements, \@act pairs learning.
Resulting from inaccurate calibration, the phenoomeis preceded by the
illusions of competence, remembering, familiariugpderstanding, etc.

Despite a number of studies, inconsistency of #mninological
apparatus in the psychological literature providesingle explanation for
the causes and mechanisms of the illusion of krpvéand thus significantly
complicates the study of this notion. The illusmirknowing is caused by
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two phenomena. These are incompetence to identifgradictions and
overestimation of understanding level. None of ¢hegbough, can be a
single cause of false confidence in the accuradgarhing.

In the psychological literature the illusion of kmag usually tends to
be used alongside other terms such as overconfid&igerenzer, Hoffrage,
& Kleinbolting, 1991; Pulford, 1996; Eakin, 2005tc8, cognitive
optimism (Metcalfe, 1998), subjective overconfidenn self-knowledge
(Savin & Fomin, 2013), etc. An important role irakating task performance
correctness is played by overconfidence that oaghiesn confidence ratings of
judgements are higher than the received level mfghperformance. Thus,
Savin and Fomin (2013) received empirical resuitst tshow no linear
relationships between knowledge and confidencet iresulting in ‘the
more | know, the more confident | am’. Researclpensited to a dynamic
connection between the level of knowing and comfode that initially
reduces and afterwards increases.

Numerous studies prove human inefficiency in judgets, but not
the presence of systematic errors (Dunning e2@03). Thus, overconfidence
Is not reduced through random tasks selection, doéslisappear when
making estimations, and cannot be regarded as ebntinegative,
regressive phenomenon (Kahneman & Tversky, 19%95). dthe bases of
overconfidence can be Probabilistic mental modeleNl) (Brunswikian
theory of confidence) (Gigerenzer, Hoffrage, & Kisblting, 1991).

In the study of the mechanisms of metacognitivgg@ndents there are
two opposing theories. The first theory is the tiyeof direct access to
information or so-called ‘availability hypothesigiat activates the feeling
of knowing about the presence of a correct answeneamory. The second
Is the theory of cue familiarity of the learnedamhation. According to it,
cues and heuristics are divided (Koriat, 1997) thtee classes — intrinsic,
extrinsic, and mnemonic. They can cause overcanifglgébjective predictions
about the likelihood of future information performuz.

According to Metcalfe (1998), the basis for theslbn of knowing is
cognitive optimism that is caused by self-deceptigaim is to optimize
different cognitive activities. It means that pemghow that their answers
are wrong, but convince themselves in contrary mens because they
want to think they have high levels of cognitiveiligp to reproduce
information.

Moreover, the illusion of knowing is discussed ime tscientific
literature not only as a psychological, but alseasethodological problem
(because of poor operationalization, incorrectocation, etc.).
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Thus, as the illusion of knowing is a very contn®si@ phenomenon,
the aim of the paper is to analyze the causes of theiallusf knowing
with the help of the singled out personal, cogeitimetacognitive, and
individual psychological characteristics of univgrstudents, and also of
the effects of different types of information prepd. The reason for the
empirical study of the illusion of knowing from asis the spectrum of
different characteristics has theoretical backgdoun

One of the most studied manifestations of theidli®f knowing is a
hard-easy effect that concerns characteristichefleéarning information
such as task complexity and structure. Overconfidaa generally higher
when a task is difficult, and is lower when a teaskasy. When the level of
performance is high, it is underestimated, but wihé&nlow, it is generally
overestimated. Calibration inaccuracy is influendgdunknown words,
long and complex sentences, new information thdiffisult to comprehend,
etc.

Context of information, level of its interest, imfoality, usefulness,
etc. also play important roles in metacognitive it@img accuracy.
Hacker, Bol, and Bahbahani (2008) found that higaeels of calibration
are possible only in case of higher levels of cxini@ knowledge of the
learned information. Current knowledge and hewsstf familiarity are
strong barriers of metacognitive monitoring effeetiess and can result in
the illusion of knowing as often after receivindanmation the belief that
it was known before occurs (Metcalfe, 1998).

The illusion of knowing can also occur becausehefdtyle and length
of the information proposed, its ease of accesd, additional general
information (if available). According to Commanderd Stanwyck (1997),
the illusion of knowing is more dependent on shop@ssages as longer
passages of information, on contrary, can promaiesraccurate monitoring.

The illusion of knowing can be caused by learningtivation that
relates to general confidence and reflexivity. Peogho consider external
factors as the reasons for their achievements ffadibrmance or diploma
orientation) demonstrate overconfidence, whereasethvho are guided by
internal motives such as self-orientation and sidikvelopment tend
towards underconfidence. According to Pallier et(aD02), Jee, Wiley,
and Griffin  (2006), people with low levels of knmuge tend to
overconfidence. Miller and Geraci (2011) found tHaadly studied
students with lower intellectual levels suffer dhgas they do not know
the needed material and are also unaware of tbeknmowing.
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To find possible causes of the illusion of knowihgre is a need to
study cognitive characteristics and academic aenmn@nts of university
students. According to a number of studies (SaviRdinin, 2013, etc.),
people with higher levels of knowledge tend towdedser overconfidence,
whereas unsuccessful students learn material quankdl unthoughtfully,
do not stop on problematic aspects, do not ovekttiie misunderstood
parts, etc. that can lead to the illusion of knayin

Metacognitive characteristics (metacognitive knalgk, activity, and
awareness) as potential causes of the illusionnofMing should also be
taken into account. A method of metacognitive nanmig knowledge
estimation proposed by Tobias and Everson (19963 dot only allow to
estimate metacognitive knowledge in comparison wignitive knowledge
(knowledge about metacognitive activity skills)t lalso verifies correctness
of this estimation. People are estimated to be avedr metacognitive
activity through practical tasks and through chegkihe correctness of
their judgements. Metacognitive activity profilesnsist of such types as
‘one claims to know and gets right on test’ ande'ataims not to know
and gets wrong on test’ that indicate metacognikmewledge; whereas
such notions as ‘one claims to know but gets wrongtest’ and ‘one
claims not to know but gets right on test’ can aadke knowledge lack.

To estimate the reasons for the illusion of knowimgnetacognitive
monitoring accuracy one should take into accouditvidual psychological
characteristics such as gender differences anghagdiarities. Some rare
studies show that women tend towards more accwatéidence rather
than men (Pulford, 1996). Age peculiarities are atsdied not thoroughly.

Procedure of the Research, Methods and Test Matelgm

The study tries to contribute to better understagaif the illusion of
knowing in metacognitive monitoring. The researsltentred in a precise
theoretical framework of the causes of the illusioh knowing in
metacognitive monitoring of the learning activitiyumiversity students. In
experiment we investigated the factors of metadogni monitoring
reliability such as the type of information propds@nd also personal,
cognitive, metacognitive, and individual psycholmdi characteristics of
the participants. Moreover, we also aimed to dbsctihe consequences of
the illusion of knowing, and to specify some poksivays of annihilation
of its negative impact on the learning activityuniiversity students.

262 students of the National University of Ostrotedemy (Ukraine)
(192 female and 70 male studemis= 19,5;SD= 1,87) participated in the
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study voluntarily and for free. The participantsrev&krainian students of
the university in their %to 5" year of study.

The study had two stages: diagnostic stage anddaiy experiment
stage. At the diagnostic stage all the participantswvered questions from
the questionnaires dealing with psychological cti@rastics of students
such as personal, cognitive, and metacognitiveadharnstics. In order to
investigate influence of personal characteristicghe illusion of knowing
we used a method of motivation diagnosis; a metbiodelf-confidence
diagnosis; a method of reflexivity diagnosis. Tdedmine whether there
are any causes of cognitive characteristics forlthgion of knowing we
used a method of self-efficacy assessment; a methtbek implicit theories
diagnosis (Dvek’s questionnaire) (we used a cdteof fixed/changeable
intellect). In an attempt to find if there are acrguses of the illusion of
knowing achieved from metacognitive characteristws used a method
of a diagnosis of metacognitive involvement (metadbve awareness) in
the learning activity; a method of a diagnosis @tacognitive knowledge
and metacognitive activity. To study average distion of equivalence
and the highlighted characteristics a sample tast done geePasichnyk,
Kalamazh, & Avgustiuk, 2017; Avhustiuk, PasichngkiKalamazh, 2018).

To determine the relations between the illusion kabwing and
academic achievements overall results during semesre analyzed, and
average marks of the participants were convertedhfa 100-scale to
standard values of a 5-point scale (0—60 = 1 amqubifts — the worst
results, 61-75 = 3 points — satisfactory level, b= 4 points — good
level, 91-100 = 5 points — excellent level).

At the laboratory experiment stage 6 texts (ofdbientific prose, the
newspaper and the belletristic styles) (two of egple) of different length
were presented. 18 statements and 18 pairs of walsds served as a
stimuli material. The information passages weres@mnéed in Ukrainian.
All quantitative data were divided into nine growgzxording to task type:
open-answer questions, questions with answers /¥&s/’Do not know’,
and multiple-choice questions for texts, statemearid word pairs each.

The participants read the stimuli material, ansd/epaestions, performed
prospective and retrospective metacognitive judgesnef learning about
confidence (JOLs and RCJs) and prospective anospetctive metacognitive
judgements about the number of correct answersL@a@d aRCJs). The
indicators of the illusion of knowing were definadth the help of
calibration procedure. All the received data wermecpssed byBM SPSS
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Statistics 2Gand the calculations were donelbxcel Data were processed
by means oANOVAanalysis,T-test, correlation coefficient of Goodman-
Kruskal, Spearman rank of correlation index, efor (more detailed
description seePasichnyk, Kalamazh, & Avgustiuk, 2017; Avhustiuk,
Pasichnyk, & Kalamazh, 2018).

Research Results and Discussion

The results showed that in aJOLs and aRCJs theopirap of those
who overestimated the number of correctly perfortasés was significantly
higher in comparison with those who showed undenasion. However,
among those participants who underestimated thebaurof correctly
performed tasks the indicators of the illusion @it knowing were the
highest MyjoL.=-.37;SD= .41, andVl;zc;= -.33,SD = .48) £ < .05).

The illusion of knowing most frequently occuredadOLs (the results
of 35,9 % of the participants). Before tasks perfance among those
participants who underestimated possible numbesoofectly performed
tasks the degree of the illusion of not knowing Wess highestNl;;0 = -.37;
SD = .41,p = .05).T-test for pair samples showed significant diffeesc
in rates of errors in metacognitive judgements ketwaJOLs and JOLs
(t(56) = 2,09,p < .05), between aRCJs and RCU&6) = 2,23,p < .05),
and between JOLs and RCJI456) = 2,09,p < .05). In RCJs and aRCJs
metacognitive monitoring accuracy grew. Thus, #sults state that those
students who made mistakes in monitoring reducegtbportion of those
who showed the illusion of knowing.

The highest levels of overconfidence were showrthim proposed
statementsM = 4,67;SD = 1,59,p = .00). Dependence of the illusion of
knowing on the styles of texts was also fixed.darhing the texts of the
belletristic style students showed higher ratinfowerconfidence NI =
4,69;SD=.75,p = .04) compared with the texts of the newspapge ¢\
=4,44;SD= 2,p = .05) and the style of the scientific pros& £ 4,43;SD
= 2,p =.05). Significantly higher levels of overconfe in the correctness of
the learned material were shown while learningdatgxts M1 = 5,12;SD
= .64,p = .04) if to compare with smaller text®l (= 3,5;SD= 1,88,p =
.05). In particular, students were more overcomfida their judgements
while learning larger text of the belletristic #yM = 4,69;SD= .75,p =
.05) than while learning larger texts of the safenprose M = 4,43;SD =
2,p =.05) and of the newspaper styldbs£ 4,44,SD= 1,8,p = .05).

Students were more confident in the judgementseafning while
answering multiple-choice questiond & 4,46;SD = 1,66,p = .03), less
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confident while answering open-answer questidvis=(4,42;SD=1,71,p

= .05), and showed the least levels of confidemcé/’es’/’'No’/’Do not
know’ questionsNI = 4,28;SD = 1,69,p = .03). The results state that the
illusion of knowing can be caused by the task tyfecuracy of tasks
performance was highly overestimated and resultedhe illusion of
knowing in multiple-choice questions for statemgMg,y, = .27;SD= .74,

p = .01), and was the most accurate in metacognjitidlgements of open-
answer questions for textsl§,,= .07;SD=.17,p = .00) and ‘Yes'/'No’/'Do
not know’ questions for textdp,y = .09;SD=.13,p = .00).

There were also fixed correlations between selfidence and the
illusion of knowing in aRCJg (= .32,p = .05) and RCJg & .24,p = .05).
The participants with higher levels of reflexivitghowed higher
underconfidenceM = -.74;SD = .27,p = .01) compared to the middle and
low reflexive studentsM = -.42;SD = .22,p = .01, andM = -.47;SD =
17, p = .01). Neverthless, there were not shown stesibyi significant
differences of the average values of the illusibkrmwing according to
intellectual development.

It was found that the participants with low selfiedcy tended to
demonstate the illusion of knowing. The proportioh overconfident
students in their aJOLs (37 %) and aRCJs (37,6 %9 significantly
higher than the same proportion of underconfidemtents (10 % and 14,3 %
respectively). Among the participants with lowerdés of self-efficacy the
proportion of underconfidence in JOLs was high ¥66 and the levels of
the illusion of not knowing were also very high € -.53;SD=.21,p=.01).

There were found differences in terms of metacogniknowledge
between the illusion of knowing in aJOLs and aR[EJ&, 56) = 3,38p =
.05], and differences in terms of metacognitiveivitgt between the
illusion of knowing in aJOLs and aRCJ42, 56) = 2,79p = .05], as well
in JOLs and RCJH{2, 56) = 3,21p = .039]. Students with lower levels
of metacognitive activity tended towards the ilarsiof knowing in all
prospective and retrospective judgements of legrnin

There was also found a direct correlation betwdwen ilusion of
knowing in JOLsS (3o, = -.21,p = .05) and RCJS{c;=-.23,p = .01) and
metacognitive awareness. Before task performaneee thwere found
correlations between the illusion of knowing andtamegnitive activity
(rajoL= -.18,p = .05), between the illusion of knowing and metatbge
awarenessr (o = -.21,p = .05). The data showed correlations between the
illusion of knowing and reflexivity in all prospeet (r = .21,p = .05) and

116



Ilcuxonoziuni nepcnekmueu, Bun. 32, 201€10¢-122

retrospective metacognitive judgements of learning -.23,p = .01).
Average results of the illusion of knowing in medgnitive monitoring
according to the chosen psychological charactsistie presented in table 1.

Table 1
The lllusion of Knowing In Metacognitive Monitoring
aJOLs aRCJs JOIs RCJs
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
Learning Motivation F,\'/ILL((.Z255)§'(.129)) HL(.26).15) | HL(27).3) | HL(.26).2)
Self-Confidence ML(.26)(.17) | ML(.26)(.18) | ML(.3)(.21) | ML(.28)(.17)
HL(.25)(.18)
Reflexivity ML(.25)(.19) | ML(.27)(.13) | LL(.3)(.21) HL(.3)(.2)
LL(.25)(.19)
Implicit Theories
of Intellect ML(.26)(.13) | ML(.3)(.12) | ML(.3)(.:31) | ML(.26)(.09)
Self-Efficacy I\Hﬂtgggg((i‘% HL(.27)(.09) Utﬁi%ﬁ% HL(.28)(.11)
Metacognitive
Knowledge HL(.3)(.24) | HL(.29X.14) | LL(.33)(.27) | HL(.28).37)
'\AA;tisﬁ;)gmwe ML(.26)(.17) Utggg;(é?) LL(.28)(.18) | LL(.28)(.1)
Metacognitive
Aareness ML(.28)(.16) | HL(.25).19) | HL(.3)(.19) | HL(.25).18)

Note.HL — ‘high level’, ML — ‘milddle level’, LL — ‘lovievel’; p <.05.

There were not found statistically significant gendifferences in the
indicators of the illusion of knowingF[ (2, 56) = .013p = .19]. It can
mean that the illusion of knowing is not causedgender. Nevertheless,
female students tended to show higher levels ofrcovdidence in all
prospective and retrospective judgements of legrnin

ANOVA analysis showed statistically significant diffeces in terms
of age peculiarities between the indicators ofillasion of knowing in all
jUdgementSRa\]OL(z, 56) = 9,43FaRCJ(2, 56) = 13,03F;0L (2, 56) = 4,44,
Freci(2, 56) = 6,95) ¢ = .00). It can mean that age influences the tsi
of knowing in all metacognitive judgements. Youngerticipants (17—
19-years-old) tended towards overconfideride=(.06;SD= .19,p = .00),

and the participants of the age group of 20-22=holvards underconfidence
(M = -41;SD = .47,p = .00). Results also showed that the illusion of
knowing can be caused by lower academic achievement
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The findings demonstrate that the illusion of knogvican be caused
by different characteristics and can take placallitypes of metacognitive
judgements, but is more evident in prospective @uagnts, and can
depend on the type of information, its length atytestask type, etc.

The illusion of knowing can appear in the statemdaarning. This
can be explained by the influence of logical cohtex the learned
information and also by the hard-easy effect.

Information length and style can also lead to thusion of knowing.
Our experiment showed that the illusion of knowwgs higher in larger
texts, especially of the belletristic style. Thagen for this may be the
influence of task performance experience on metastiog judgements
beacuse to learn larger passages of informatiompdinicipants needed to
show more efforts and were under the influence wfosity, emotional
effect, the hard-easy effect, etc.

We also found that the illusion of knowing can laesed by task type.
Thus, our results fixed occurrance of overconfigent multiple-choice
guestions.

The results showed no significant differences betwthe illusion of
knowing and intellectual development. But the ase$yof the inner-group
differences made it possible to argue that in teoinshangeable intellect
the levels of the illusion of knowing in aJOLs aaRBCJs were notably
higher. It can mean that the level of the illusadrknowing is independent
of changeable intellect, and thus implicit theoriafs intellect do not
significantly affect the subjective confidence lwe taccuracy of metacognitive
judgments.

Middle and low reflexive participants showed overfidence. But
significant differences between the illusion of Wwmeg and self-efficacy
were not found. On contrary, the participants wdtver levels of self-
efficacy tended towards the illusion of not knowing

Our study collaborates with previous results (K€okord, 1992; Hacker,
Bol, & Bahbahani, 2008, etc.) that state that tsion of knowing can be
caused by external motivation, whereas internalivest can lead to
underconfidence.

Results showed that the illusion of knowing was own for students
with lower academic achievements. The results aigavith the scientific
data, according to which there is an interchangeablrelation between
‘the more successful people are, the less confideey are in their
knowledge’. A number of studies showed that peaptk higher levels of
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knowledge are less likely to overconfidence (KrugebDunning, 1999;
Pallier et al., 2002; Dunning et al., 2003; JeeleWi & Griffin, 2006;
Miller & Geraci, 2011, etc.).

In the scientific literature the attention is mgiplaid to the correlations
between intellect, academic achievements, motivaéind gender differences.
According to McCarty and Siber (Pulford, 1996), wenmare less inclined
to the occurrence of overconfidence than men. Qhalyses showed
slightly opposite results.

Age differences in the manifestation of the illusiof knowing were
not observed. Nevertheless, it was found that ftbheion of knowing is
more typical for younger students, especially Farse with lower levels of
academic achievements. Possible explanation isstdents with lower
levels of knowledge have more difficulties with thecuracy of metacognitive
judgements and cannot distinguish between questioew/ered correctly
or incorrectly.

Our study also provides further evidence for thesegiuences of the
illusion of knowing in metacognitive monitoring. &phenomenon can be
a significant obstacle to the effectiveness of tbarning activity as
ignorance when important information was misseckrofables to slow
down the process of learning.

Tobias and Everson (1996) suggested that in theatghs when
students have to learn larger passages of newialatbose who are able
to distinguish between the learned and unlearndédrnmation have a
significant advantage because they can just ovedready learned material
and devote more time and energy to learn new na&t€&onversely, those
students who are not inclined to highly accuratenibooing processes are
likely to spend time and efforts less effectivélyney usually spend time
studying information that is already known but ramainknown for them.
Thus, they can have more difficulties in learnimgvrinformation. Therefore,
an important role is played by correction of monitg efficiency of
students’ knowledge. This happens because studerdd to have an
ability to distinguish between what they think thieyow and what they
think they do not know, and also between what tkreyw and what they
really do not know.

Since knowledge overestimation remains a commorbl@no in
metacognitive monitoring reliability, the illusiasf knowing also acts as a
conceptual problem in the learning process. Comamverse effects of
the illusion of knowing in the learning activity ohiversity students can
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be: ineffective self-esteem; metacognitive incorapeé towards own
knowledge, skills, and strategies of learningufailin an attempt to thoroughly
evaluate the level of actual understanding of dagrled material; inability
to distinguish between the illusory and pure knalgk inefficient
allocation of time and attention; lack of effortsfind a correct answer, or,
conversely, effortless expenses of skills usage, et

On the basis of the summarised results of the ¢hieal and experimental
researches, a number of the basic theoretical ptsroé psychological and
pedagogical conditions of the illusion of knowingnéilation, and thus
metacognitive monitoring optimization of the leagiactivity of university
students can be proposed. Here are some of thestnaetoon from already
learned material, identification of problematic @ss, repetitive learning
of information, feedback, self-analysis and sefferé, thorough analysis
of answers, sentence structure change, targesiedhty in task performance,
postponed metacognitive judgements after taskoprance, evaluation
of the learned information before metacognitivegwhents of learning,
self-questioning about knowledge accuracy.

Conclusion

To sum up, our work studies the illusion of knowingmetacognitive
monitoring of the learning activity of universitjudents. We have described
some causes of the illusion of knowing, such adexiht types of
information proposed, and also personal, cognitimetacognitive, and
individual psychological characteristics of thetm#pants. We can assume
that the results found in the study play an impdrtale in the process of
optimization of metacognitive monitoring in the weisity learning activity.

It is possible that some limitations could influertbe results obtained.
The cross-sectional data of the research were rnmadee form of the
laboratory experiment, so further research shoatticler the dependence
of the illusion of knowing on the highlighted cheteristics in the context
of a real learning process. Further researchesefiliusion of knowing
need to study different social groups, not onlydsehts as we did in our
research. There is also a need to provide mordetbstudy of the factors
of reliability of metacognitive monitoring and th#usory knowledge
phenomenon.

Nevertheless, despite some limitations, this studkes it possible to
better clarify the illusion of knowing in metacogmeé monitoring. It
currently highlights a number of possible causeshefphenomenon and
shows its influence on metacognitive monitoringatality.
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