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Purpose. The paper is focused on the theoretical analysis of some theoretical and
methodological aspects of the relationship between metacognitive monitoring accuracy
and learning achievement success of university students. In particular, we highlight
some approaches to the relation between metacognitive monitoring accuracy and
learning achievement success that is a quite common problem in the university
learning activity.

Methods. The theoretical and comparative methods of studying metacognitive
monitoring accuracy and learning achievement success of university students have
been used in the study. The necessity in studying some theoretical and methodological
aspects of the notion has been caused by the impact of metacognitive monitoring
accuracy on students’ learning activities.

Results. The study aimed at revealing the role of metacognitive monitoring in the
university learning activity, studying the extent to which changes in monitoring cause
changes in the nature of the students’ control over their own cognitive activities,
specifying the nature of relationship between levels of confidence and students
successes in learning, etc. A noteworthy finding is that students are generally
overconfident in their self-assessments and this overconfidence effect is greatest for
students of poorer abilities as they are doubly cursed: they lack knowledge of the
material, and lack the awareness of the knowledge that they do and do not possess. The
erroneous belief that information is understood when it is not is regarded as the illusion
of knowing or overconfidence in knowing; the notion can be a significant obstacle to
the effectiveness of the learning activities.

Conclusions. The results of the analysis found in the study can play an important
role in the process of understanding the relationship between metacognitive monitoring
accuracy and learning achievement success of university students.

Key words: metacognitive monitoring, accuracy, learning achievement success,
confidence, students.

ABryctiok Mapisi. TouHicTh METAKOTHITHBHOI0 MOHITOPUHIY TAa HABYAJIbHA
YCHIlIHICTh CTyAeHTiB. Mema. Y CTaTTi yBary 30CEpEePKEHO Ha aHalli3l JSSKHUX
TEOPETUYHUX Ta METOJOJOTIYHUX aCHEKTIB B3a€MO3B’SI3Ky MK TOUHICTIO METaKOTHI-
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TUBHOTO MOHITOPUHTY ¥ HABYAJIHHOIO YCHIIIHICTIO CTYACHTIB YHIBEPCUTETY. 30KpeMa,
BHOKPEMJICHO MIIXOIH 0 PO3B’S3aHHS MPOOJIEMH 3B’SI3KY MK TOYHICTIO METaKOTHi-
TUBHOTO MOHITOPHHTY Ta HaBYAJIbHOIO YCIIIIHICTIO, HI0 € JOCUTH MOIIUPEHOIO
po0sIeMor0 HaBYaIbHOI JisibHOCTI 3BO.

Memoou. Y n0CHiKEHHI BHUKOPHUCTAHO TEOPETHYHI Ta IMOPIBHMIbHI METOAM
BHUBUYCHHSI TOYHOCTI METaKOTHITUBHOTO MOHITOPHHTY ¥ HaBYaJIbHOI YCIIIIIIHOCTI CTY-
JIEHTIB yHiBepcUTeTy. HeoOXiHICTh BUBUEHHS ACSIKUX TEOPETHUYHHMX 1 METOO0JIOT1Y-
HUX AaCMeKTIB IbOr0 MHUTAHHS 3YMOBJIEHA BIUIMBOM TOYHOCTI METAaKOTHITHBHOTO
MOHITOPHHTY Ha HaBUAJIbHY JIISUIbHICTh CTYICHTIB.

Pe3ynomamu. Meta NOCIIKEHHSI — HA OCHOBI TEOPETUYHOTO aHaJi3y PO3KPUTH
pPOJIb METaKOTHITMUBHOIO MOHITOPHHIY B HAaBUYaJbHIM YCIIIIHOCTI, MpOaHali3yBaTH,
HACKUTbKM 3MIHU B MOHITOPUHIY CHPUYUHSIOTH 3MIHM B XapakTepl KOHTPOJIO CTYy-
JICHTIB HaJl BIACHOIO Mi3HABAJILHOIO MISUTBHICTIO, YCTAHOBUTH XapaKTEP B3a€MO3B 3Ky
MDXK PIBHSIMH BIIEBHEHOCTI Ta YCIIXaMH CTYAEHTIB Y HaBYaHHI TOLIO. 3acCIyrOBYE Ha
yBary BUCHOBOK, 1110 CTYACHTH, 3a3BUYall, HAMIPHO BIIEBHEH1 y CBOiX CaMOOI[IHKAX, 1
el e(deKkT HaaMIPHOI BIIEBHEHOCTI € HAMOLIBIIMM y CTYIEHTIB 13 HH)KYMM PIBHEM
3MI0HOCTEN, OCKIJIBKM BOHM TMOJABIMHO OOMaHyTi: HE 3HAIOTh Marepialy W He
YCBIJIOMJIIOIOTh TaKO TOTO, 1[0 BOHM HE 3HaIOTh. [loMMIIKOBE MepeKOHaHHS, IO
1H(hOopMallig € 3pO3YMIJIOI0 TOJIl, KOJIM 1€ HE TaK, PO3IIHIOETHCS K 1II031s 3HAHHS a00
HaJMIpHA BIEBHEHICTh y 3HAHHI; 11€ TIOHATTS MOXE OyTH CYTTEBOIO MEPEIIKOIOI0 JIJIst
e(heKTUBHOCTI HaBYAIBHOI JIISITHHOCTI.

Bucnosku. Hanbanusm € Te, 10 pe3ynbTaTyd aHali3y, BUSBICHI B JOCIIHKEHHI,
MOXYTh 3IIPaTH BAXKJIMBY POJb Yy MPOLECI PO3YMIHHS B3a€MO3B’SI3KYy MIX TOYHICTIO
METaKOTHITUBHOTO MOHITOPUHTY Ta HABYAJIbHOIO YCHIIIHICTIO CTYAEHTIB YHIBEpPCHU-
TETY.

KurouoBi c10Ba: METakOrHITUBHUIA MOHITOPUHI, TOYHICTh, HaBYajbHA YCIIII-
HICTh, YIIEBHEHICTh, CTY/ICHTH.

ABryctiok Mapusi. TOUHOCTH METAKOTHUTHBHOT0O MOHMTOPUHIA U yuyeOHAsl
ycneBaeMocThb CTylAeHTOB. I]ens. B cratbe maercs aHaiu3 HEKOTOPHIX TEOpETHUEC-
KHX ¥ METOJOJIOTUYECKIX aCMEKTOB B3aWMOCBSI3H MEXKIY TOUHOCTHIO METaKOTHUTHB-
HOTO MOHHUTOPMHTa M Y4YeOHOW YCIEBAaeMOCTBIO CTY/IEHTOB YyHHBepcutera. B
YaCTHOCTH, BBIICTSIOTCS TOJXObl K PEHICHHIO MPOOJIeMbl B3aUMOCBSIZH MEXITY
TOYHOCTHIO METAKOTHUTUBHOTO MOHUTOPWMHTA W Y4YEOHOW YCIEBAEMOCTBIO, HYTO
SIBJIIETCS JIOBOJIBHO PACIIPOCTPAHEHHOM MpobJieMoit yueoHoi nestensaoct 3BO.

Memoowb. B uccnenoBaHUM HCIONB3YIOTCS TEOPETHUECKUE W CPABHHUTEIBHBIC
METOJIbI HM3Y4YCHHUS TOYHOCTH METAKOTHUTHMBHOTO MOHUTOPHMHTa W Y4YeOHOH ycre-
BaGMOCTH CTyJeHTOB. HeoOXOauMOCTh H3ydeHUS HEKOTOPBIX TCOPETHUYCCKHX H
METOJIOJIOTHYECKHUX AaCTICKTOB 3TOTO BOIPOCAa OOBSCHSACTCS BIUSHUEM TOYHOCTH
METaKOTHHTHBHOTO MOHHTOPHHTA Ha YI€OHYIO JICATEIBHOCT CTYICHTOB.

Pezynomameul. 1lenp wuccrnenoBaHusi — Ha OCHOBE TEOPETUYECKOTO aHAIM3a
PaCKpBITh POJIb METAKOTHUTUBHOTO MOHUTOPUHTA B y4eOHOM yCIIEBa€MOCTH, IMPOAHA-
JU3UPOBaTh, HACKOJIBKO W3MEHEHUS B MOHUTOPHHIE BBI3BIBAIOT W3MCHECHHS B
XapakTepe KOHTPOJSI CTYJIEHTOB Haj COOCTBEHHOU MO3HABATEIILHON JESTEIBHOCTHIO,
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YCTAHOBUTH XapaKTE€p B3aMMOCBS3M MEXAY YPOBHSIMHU YBEPEHHOCTH U yCIIEXaMU
CTYZCHTOB B OOy4YeHHH U T. JI. 3acCiy>KMBAaCT BHUMAHUS BBIBOJI, YTO CTYAEHTHI, KaK
MPaBUJIO, YPE3MEPHO YBEPEHBI B CBOMX CAMOOILIEHKAX, U ATOT 3PQPEKT upe3MepHOn
YBEPEHHOCTH MPUCYL JUIsl CTYIEHTOB C HU3KUM YPOBHEM CIIOCOOHOCTEM, MOCKOIBbKY
OHU BJIBOWHE OOMaHyThI: HE 3HAIOT MaTepuaa U He OCO3HAIOT TAK)XXE TOT0, YTO OHU HE
3HatoT. OmmbouHOe yOeKIeHre, YTO MHPOpPMAaLKs MOHATHA TOI1a, KOIra 3TO HE TakK,
paclieHMBAeTCs KaK WUIIO3US 3HAHMSI WM Ype3MepHash YBEPEHHOCTbh B 3HAHUU; 3TO
IOHSATUE MOXKET OBITh CYIIECTBEHHBIM MPENsATCTBUEM s 3(()EKTUBHOCTU YueOHOU
JESITEIbHOCTH.

Bwi6oowl. JlocTossHMEM SBISAETCA TO, YTO PE3yJIbTaThl AHAJIN3A, BBISBICHHBIE B
HCCJIEIOBAaHUM, MOTYT ChIIPaTh BaXXHYIO POJIb B MPOLIECCE TTOHMMAHUSI B3aUMOCBS3H
MEXIY TOYHOCTBIO METAaKOIHUTHUBHOIO MOHHUTOPHHIa M Y4€OHOM yCIEBAaEMOCTBIO
CTYJIEHTOB YHUBEPCUTETA.

KiroueBble cj10Ba: METaKOTHUTHUBHBI MOHUTOPUHT, TOYHOCTb, y4eOHas ycIie-
BAa€MOCTb, YBEPEHHOCTb, CTYJICHTHI.

Introduction. Metacognitive monitoring is an important construct in
the modern educational system. Consequently, the relation between meta-
cognitive monitoring accuracy and learning achievement success is a quite
common problem in the university learning activity. Foreign and Ukrainian
researches show that both theoretical-methodological and empirical-practi-
cal aspects of the relation between metacognition and learning achievement
success still remain controversial. In particular, there exist diverse data on
the nature of the relationship between the learning achievement success of
students and the accuracy of metacognitive monitoring. Moreover, there
exist radically opposite theoretical approaches to the priority of such
regulatory aspects of metacognition as metacognitive monitoring and
metacognitive control. The question of the success of metacognitive
monitoring accuracy in the laboratory experiments and in the educational
context, in real situations of solving learning problems and assessing
learning achievements remains unresolved.

An Overview of Recent Researches. Metacognitive monitoring is
studied in a fairly wide range of foreign and Ukrainian researches. Various
approaches have been proposed to the study of its main characteristics,
structural components, types, the nature of the accuracy of metacognitive
judgments of learning, and the sphere of influence on the learning
process, etc.

To start with, in the sphere of revealing some theoretical and metho-
dological aspects still only rare studies aim at solving the problem of the
relationship between metacognitive monitoring accuracy and learning
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achievement success, especially in university students. Nietfeld, Cao, and
Osborne (2005) examine the processes of metacognitive monitoring
accuracy and student performance in a naturalistic setting. Isaakson and
Fujita (2006) support the relationship of metacognitive knowledge monito-
ring to self-regulated learning and academic success. Miller and Geraci
(2011) focus their attention on the reinterpreting overconfidence in low-
performing students. Savin and Fomin (2013) study relation of generalized
and subject-specific metacognitive skills in solving learning problems.
Stankov and Lee (2008) analyze the relationship between confidence and
cognitive test performance. Some scientists study metacognitive monitoring
accuracy in the context of such factors as rereading (the studies of Dunlosky
& Rawson; King, Zechmeister, & Shaughnessy; Koriat & Bjork, etc.) and
generalization (the studies of Begg et al.; Koriat, etc.). Ukrainian scientists
(Balashov, Kalamazh, Tkachuk, Pasichnyk, VVoloshyna, etc.) also take into
account the notion of metacognitive monitoring trying to figure out its
relationship with the learning achievement success of university students.
Thus, Balashov (2019) in detail studies psychological characteristics of
metacognitive monitoring in learning activities of students. Tkachuk (2019)
analyses influence of the accuracy of metacognitive monitoring on the
success of earning activity, etc.

Analysis of psychological and pedagogical literature has also shown
that metacognitive monitoring accuracy, as well as its relation to learning
achievement success, cannot be studied apart from appropriate psycholo-
gical and pedagogical conditions.

Thus, the aim of the paper is a theoretical framework of some theore-
tical and methodological aspects of the relationship between metacognitive
monitoring accuracy and learning achievement success of university
students.

Methods and Techniques of the Research. The theoretical and
comparative methods of studying metacognitive monitoring accuracy and
learning achievement success of university students have been used in the
study. The necessity in studying some theoretical and methodological
aspects of the notion has been caused by the impact of metacognitive
monitoring accuracy on students’ learning activities.

Results and Discussion. In the learning activity metacognitive
monitoring is considered as the way of assessing students’ cognitive activity
and how these results direct to the solution of certain tasks, such as recalling
answers, doing tests, and reading texts (Avhustiuk, Pasichnyk, & Kalamazh,
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2018, etc.). It is also considered as the assessment of the subjects’ own
knowledge, knowledge of cognitive strategies and knowledge of the
conditions necessary for the application of the strategies that affect the
learning process (the studies by Valdez, Koriat, etc.). In this extent
metacognitive monitoring consists of various knowledge estimates that
enable learners to engage in self-regulatory processes important for both the
acquisition of knowledge and the monitoring of one’s knowledge when
engaged in such assessment (Valdez, 2013). Moreover, the notion is seen as
explicit judgments aimed to promote the development of cognitive
processes (Serra & Metcalfe, 2009), etc. Thus, some studies (Winne &
Hadwin, 1998; Serra & Metcalfe, 2009) show that students who know more
about how to study and about how learning occurs (i.e., those who have
higher levels of metacognitive knowledge) learn better than those with less
metacognitive knowledge. For this reason, as Serra and Metcalfe (2009)
state, educating students about how they learn and identifying both effective
and ineffective learning strategies for them should not only improve the
accuracy of their metacognitive judgements, but should improve their self-
regulated learning as well.

Savin and Fomin (2013) propose to consider metacognitive monitoring
in the learning process regardless to the extent how well students imagine
the possibilities and limitations of their own knowledge in the process of
solving learning problems, as well as how effective the strategies that they
use to regulate their learning cognitive activities are. Consequently, the task
of developing special learning procedures aimed at improving the quality of
metacognitive activity of students is urgent (Avhustiuk, 2020).

There exist diverse theoretical approaches to the priority of such
regulatory aspects of metacognition as metacognitive monitoring and meta-
cognitive control. The processes of metacognitive monitoring as an
important condition for the actualization of metacognitive control are
determining factors in overall learning achievement success. In this aspect,
the main attention is paid to the study of the extent to which changes in
monitoring cause changes in the nature of the students’ control over their
own cognitive activities (Savin & Fomin, 2013; etc.). If students cannot
distinguish what they know and what they do not know, they are unlikely to
be able to control their learning activities, or to choose the necessary strate-
gies to achieve their goals (Fritzsche et al., 2012). In other words, effective
metacognitive control is impossible without effective metacognitive
monitoring. However, the problem is that metacognitive knowledge does
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not always lead to the choice of the optimal strategy or its change in solving
certain learning and cognitive tasks.

A study conducted by Winne and some other scholars (Winne &
Hadwin, 1998, etc.) showed that those students who have learning difficul-
ties approach the tasks differently than those with higher learning outcomes.
Unsuccessful students process the material quickly and thoughtlessly, do
not dwell on problematic aspects, do not notice when something remains
unclear, and do not re-read difficult to understand parts. More successful
students, on the other hand, tend to focus on these aspects, analyze and
actively develop learning material. Supposedly, the indicators of the
underachievers can be improved by teaching them to structure the material,
to monitor what they do and do not understand, and to purposefully assist in
the analysis (Avhustiuk, 2020).

Some psychological studies have shown that the level of intelligence
affects a subjects’ confidence in their judgments of metacognitive moni-
toring. As intellectual ability is considered to be a set of cognitive skills,
such as the amount and easiness of cognitive tools available to the
individual, and which include a certain set of inherent cognitive operations,
the role of intellectual differences in metacognitive monitoring is significant
(Avhustiuk, 2020).

Miller and Geraci (2011) expand the idea, proposed by Koriat et al.,
that the students, who study poorly and, accordingly, have low 1Qs, suffer
twice, as they not only do not know, but also do not know that they do not
know. The emphasis is that the subjects have a high degree of confidence in
the predictions over the level of actual performance. The authors state that
students are generally overconfident in their self-assessments and this
overconfidence effect is greatest for students of poorer abilities. They are
doubly cursed: they lack knowledge of the material, and lack the awareness
of the knowledge that they do and do not possess. Altogether, the results of
Miller and Geraci (2011) suggest that poor students are indeed unskilled but
that they may have some awareness of their lack of metacognitive know-
ledge.

Consequently, studies by J. Bransford and others (Bransford et al.,
1979) found that successful students know what they need to learn or do in
order to achieve higher results. In addition, they are able to assess how well
they understand and master the material, more often set up clarifying
questions and are more effective in planning their learning activities.
Initiative storage of information in memory with subsequent productive

15



Psychological Prospects Journal, Bun. 36, 2020, 10-21

reproduction determines the active assimilation of the learning material.
Conversely, the less successful ones are not able to do so; as a result, they
more often have problems with the determining the task complexity,
monitoring the level of performance awareness and the success of their
actions.

A growing number of literature has investigated possible ways to
generalize the relation between metacognitive judgments and student
learning achievement success. Thus, there might be, according to Savin and
Fomin (2013), such notions: 1) higher indicators of development of moni-
toring skills established with the help of questionnaires positively correlate
with learning achievement success or with tests success as effective test
taking depends on two important skills: selecting correct responses to test
questions and monitoring one’s performance accurately (Carvalho Filho,
2009; Schraw, 1997; Stankov & Lee, 2008, etc.); 2) students who demon-
strate more mature skills of metacognitive monitoring of their performance
of knowledge tests receive higher scores, and, accordingly, show higher
learning achievement success (Nietfeld, Cao, & Osborne, 2005; Bol &
Hacker, 2001, etc.); 3) subjects who demonstrate not only lower performan-
ce of knowledge tests, but also lower learning achievement success, tend to
overestimate their knowledge (Bol & Hacker, 2001, etc.). Accordingly, the
judgments of metacognitive monitoring are important components of the
subjects’ regulation of their own knowledge in learning activities.

The study by Nietfeld, Cao, and Osborne (2005) is one of the first
studies to examine the processes of metacognitive monitoring accuracy and
confidence in a naturalistic setting over a substantial period of time. In the
study, students practiced metacognitive monitoring through the course of a
whole semester. Then the changes in monitoring accuracy, judgment bias,
and their relationship with academic performance were examined. In
addition to a single global monitoring judgment on each classroom test
students made local monitoring judgements for each test item. Results
showed stability in monitoring accuracy across tests. And the accuracy was
higher in their global judgements.

To specify, it should be noted that the nature of confidence is examined
in relation to abilities, personality, and metacognition (Stankov & Lee, 2008).
The results of the studies indicate that confidence is a separate psycho-
logical trait, somewhere between ability and personality. It is also related to,
but remains separate from, metacognition.

Schraw (1997) investigates the basis of students’ confidence in their
answers to test items. The results support the domain-general hypothesis
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stating that confidence judgments are related not only to performance on a
particular test but also to confidence judgments and performance on unre-
lated tests. Moreover, the domain-general nature of confidence judgements
may be attributable to generalized metacognitive knowledge.

Significantly, the accuracy of metacognitive monitoring is an important
condition for students to be aware of their level of actual understanding of
the learning material. The erroneous belief that information is understood
when it is not is regarded as the illusion of knowing or overconfidence in
knowing. The illusion of knowing as the mistake of metacognitive
monitoring can be a significant obstacle to the effectiveness of the learning
activities (the studies by Glenberg et al.), because the ignorance of when
important information was missed can often slow down the learning process
(the studies by Bradley, Glenberg, Epstein, Lindstrom, etc.). Overconfiden-
ce while learning poses a major threat to student learning and achievement.
It can produce underachievement as inaccurate self-evaluations undermine
students’ learning and retention (Dunlosky & Rawson, 2012). As a result,
many receive unsatisfactory grades for the learning material they believe
they knew well. Moreover, low grades may provoke sincere surprise of the
learners.

The data of some studies (Nietfeld, Cao, & Osborne, 2005; Isaacson &
Fujita, 2006; Pallier et al., 2002, etc.) prove that the students with higher
levels of knowledge are less prone to overconfidence, and, therefore, are
characterized by greater accuracy of metacognitive monitoring. They are
more accurate at predicting their test results, more realistic in their goals,
more likely to adjust their confidence in-line with their test results, and
more effective in choosing test questions to which they know the answers
(Isaacson & Fujita, 2006). Thus, according to Pallier et al. (2002),
personality traits and cognitive ability appear to play only a small role in
determining the accuracy of students’ self-assessments. In contrast, the
subjects with lower levels of knowledge have more difficulties with the
accuracy of metacognitive judgments and are more characterised with
overconfidence in their judgments being unable to distinguish whether they
answered correctly or not during their learning test (Miller & Geraci, 2011).

Thus, common negative consequences of the inaccurate metacognitive
monitoring can be as follows: inadequate self-assessment of learning
outcomes; metacognitive incompetence in relation to one’s own knowledge,
skills, strategies, etc.; inability to assess the level of actual understanding of
learning material; inability to distinguish between illusory and non-illusory
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knowledge; inefficient allocation of time and attention for studying the
material, etc. (Avhustiuk, 2020).

Conclusions and Final Remarks. The research studies the peculiarities
of the relation between metacognitive monitoring accuracy and learning
achievement success. We have intended to describe some theoretical and
methodological aspects of the relationship between the accuracy of meta-
cognitive monitoring and learning achievement success of university
students. We can assume that the results of the theoretical analysis found in
the study play a significant role in the process of understanding this quite
controversial relationship. Nevertheless, the studies of the nature of the
relation between metacognitive monitoring accuracy factors and learning
achievement success are on-going.
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