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Abstract 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the university students‟ metacognition thinking skills. The research is a 

descriptive study in the screening model.The study was carried out with 407 students from the faculties of physical 

education and sports, education science and letters, business administration, theology, engineering, forestry and 

agriculture at Kahramanmaras Sutcu Imam University during the 2016-2017 academic year. They were selected by 

convenience sampling method. 'Personal Information Form' and „Metacognitive Thinking Skills Scale‟, used as data 

collection tools. The research data were analyzed through use of SPSS 15.0. The study has concluded that university 

students have higher levels of metacognitive thinking ability together with their, 'thinking skill, reflective thinking skill 

intended for problem solving, decision making skill, alternative evaluation' sub dimensions. There has been an increase 

in the level of metacognitive thinking skill as well as the increase in the class level. Students studying in the faculty of 

theology were determined to have the highest level of highest metacognitive thinking skills. This was followed by 

students studying in education, physical education and sports, science-letters, forestry, agriculture and business 

administration respectively. 
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1. Introduction 

Having existed since the Ancient Greeks, metacognition has become a frequently used word in educational psychology 

recently. In particular, Flavell and other scientists have used the concept of metacognition in their researches on preschool 

and elementary school children in the 1970s (Flavell, 1979). The term “metacognition” is expressed in various terms such 

as "metacognitive", "metacognition", "metacognitive knowledge" and "cognitive awareness" in Turkish (Akpunar, 2011). 

Metacognition which essentially means cognition (Papaleontiou-Louca, 2003) signifies the first order cognitive control and 

monitoring of cognitive processes. Referring to higher order thinking which includes active control over the cognitive 

processes engaged in learning (Sonowal and Kalita, 2017), metacognition is explained as one's own knowledge of his/her 

cognitive processes and outcomes or anything related to them (Flavell, 1976). The metacognitive point of view which 

originates from the idea of examining the thoughts of the individual about his own thoughts (Karakelle and Saraç, 2010) 

actually attributes to the second order cognitions: thoughts about thoughts, knowledge about knowledge or actions. 

Cognition involves perceiving, understanding, remembering and so on, while metacognition is a process which includes 

one‟ own perception, understanding, remembering etc. (Papaleontiou-Louca, 2003), and which constitutes the superficial 

structure of data process and governs and controls the cognitive processes (Altındağ,Senemoğlu, 2013). In other words, it 

indicates that the individual knows the structure and functioning of his own cognitive system (Tunca, Alkın-Şahin, 2014), 

knows what he is learning and how to learn it (Altındağ, Senemoğlu, 2013).  

According to Flavell (1979), the monitoring of a wide variety of cognitive enterprises occurs through the actions of and 

interactions among four classes of phenomena: (a) metacognitive knowledge, (b) metacognitive experiences, (c) goals 

(ortasks), and (d) actions (orstrategies). Metacognitive knowledge is that segment of your (a child's, an adult's) stored 

world knowledge that has to do with people as cognitive creatures and with their diverse cognitive tasks, goals, actions, 

and experiences. An example would be a child's acquired belief that unlike many of her friends, she is better at 

arithmetic than at spelling. Metacognitive experiences are any conscious cognitive or affective experiences that 

accompany and pertain to any intellectual enterprise. An example would be the sudden feeling that you do not 

understand something another person just said. He assumes that metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive 

experiences differ from other kinds only in their content and function, not in their form or quality. Goals (or tasks) refer 
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to the objectives of a cognitive enterprise. Actions (orstrategies) refer to the cognitions or other behaviors employed to 

achieve them. 

The reason for the appearance of metacognition in such a foreground in the learning process is the assumption that this 

ability is effective in ensuring the individual to gain self-learning skills (Akpunar, 2011). Along with the 

student-centered learning approaches, the learning process of the learners has begun to be taken more into consideration 

(Tuncer et al., 2016). The "constructivist learning" theory, which has been around in the field of education in recent 

years, aims to raise students who have an active role in the learning process, who research to get the lowdown, and who 

can use knowledge they acquire (Tüysüz, Karakuyu, Bilgin, 2008). Current researches have shown the initiation of 

these metacognitive skills from an early age (SáizManzanares and Carbonero Martín, 2017). In the last few years, 

researchers in various areas, particularly reading, memory development, and special education, have been showing great 

interest in exploring the role of cognitive monitoring and other aspects of metacognition in the fulfillment of cognitive 

tasks. These researchers are of the view that metacognitive beliefs, decisions and actions are the determinants of success 

or failure in a variety of activities, yet they are frequently overlooked. They believe that successful cognitive 

performance depends on not only adequate knowledge but also sufficient awareness and control of that knowledge 

(Garofalo and Lester, 1985). The analyzes have revealed that metacognitive skills are paramount in guiding the learning 

process (SáizManzanaresand, Carbonero Martín, 2017). Numerous studies have shown that metacognitive awareness 

plays a significant role in the academic success of students (Zhao and Mo, 2016).Metacognitive skills help students be 

self-responsible and self-directed and self-regulated (Sonowal and Kalita, 2017; Listiana and et al., 2016), be aware of 

their learning processes (Shank, 2017), be more conscious and strategic when learning (Zhao and Mo, 2016). It also 

enables them to make a self-evaluation in the process of acquisitions (Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons, 1988) and 

accurately measure their performance (Molenberghsand et al., 2016). However, this is a condition related to the 

competency of the individual to use metacognitive skills. Students need to be aware of their own mental processes and 

evaluate them (Tunca, Alkın-Şahin, 2014) as individuals show great differences in their metacognitive skills 

(Molenberghs and et al., 2016). While most of the students' metacognitive skills develop over time, some of them do 

not (Altındağ, Senemoğlu, 2013). Still, metacognition can be developed and taught through using different strategies in 

the learning environment (Yıldız&Akdağ, 2017; Schraw, 1998). Schraw (1998) stated that metacognitive knowledge is 

multidimensional, domain-general in nature, and teachable, and he identified four instructional strategies for ensuring 

the construction and acquisition of metacognitive awareness. These are; promoting general awareness, improving 

self-knowledge and regulatory skills, and encouraging learning environments which are appropriate to the construction 

and use of metacognition. Teaching metacognitive skills in this sense may provide a remarkable improvement in 

students‟ success. Students can learn to think about their own thinking processes and apply learning strategies that will 

help them to tackle with difficult learning (Altındağ, Senemoğlu, 2013). Upon analyzing the relevant literature, various 

studies appear to support this view. In their studies conducted with business students, Zhao and Mo (2016) have 

concluded that metacognitive awareness level is positively correlated with class performance; suggesting that students 

who have metacognitive-learning awareness perform better without being aware of it. Abdellah (2015) has noted that 

there is a positive relation between pre-service female teachers‟ metacognitive awareness and their academic 

achievement. In the study carried out with secondary school students, Çer & Sahin (2016) have found that the use of 

metacognitive strategies in the development of their reading comprehension skills of literary quality books helps those 

in the experimental group. Likewise, in another study conducted with high school students, a significant negative 

relationship has been identified between exam anxiety and metacognitive skills, while a significant positive relation has 

been found between metacognitive skills and academic achievement averages (Isgör, 2016). Thus, metacognition plays 

a critical role in successful learning (Livingston, 2003). In particular, it is essential that university students have success 

in their intensive learning activities, that they conduct their studies in a planned and regular manner, and that they have 

metacognitive awareness about their cognitive processes (Akın et al., 2007). In this regard, the researches to be done 

will be beneficial for demonstrating the metacognitive awareness profiles of the university students and making the 

teaching methods and techniques applied in the lessons, the curriculum content and the learning methods and strategies 

of the students efficient. Hence, this research aims to identify university students‟ metacognitive skill levels. Depending 

on the main problem “What is the metacognitive skill level of university students?”, the answers to the following 

questions have been sought. 

1.What are the metacognitive thinking skills levels of university students? 

2.Do university students‟ metacognitive thinking skills levels differ across gender? 

3.Do university students‟ metacognitive thinking skills levels differ across class level? 

4.Do university students‟ metacognitive thinking skills levels differ across faculty? 
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2. Method 

2.1 Research Group 

The research sample holds a total of 407 second, third and fourth grade university students who study at the faculties of 

physical education and sports, education, science and letters, theology, business administration, engineering, forestry and 

agriculture at Kahramanmaraş Sütçü İmam University during the 2016 and 2017 academic year. They were selected 

through convenience sampling method.  

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Participants 

Demographic Characteristics N  % 

Gender   
  Female 239 58.7 
    Male 168 41.3 
Faculty /Vocational High School   
   Physical Education and Sports 43 10.6 
   Education 49 12.0 
   Science-Letters 90 22.1 
   Theology 38 9.3 
   Business Administration 42 10.3 
   Engineering 45 11.1 
   Forestry 35 8.6 
   Agriculture 65 16.0 
Class Level   
     2nd 25 6.1 
     3rd 229 56.3 
     4th 153 37.6 

Among the participants, 58.7% were female and 41.3% were male. Considering faculties, 10.6% of them are physical 

education and sports, 12.0% are education, 22.1% are science and letters, 9.3% are theology, 10.3% are business 

administration, 11.1% are engineering, 8.6% are forestry and 16.0% are agriculture faculty students. 6.1% of the 

participants are in the 2th class, 56.3% of the participants are in the 3rd class and 37.6% are in the 4th class level.  

2.2 Research Model 

This study, which examines the metacognitive thinking skill levels of university students, is a descriptive study in the 

screening model. 

2.3 Data Collection Tools 

This research has used “Personal Information Form” developed by the researcher, and “Metacognitive Thinking Skills 

Scale” developed by Tuncer and Kaysi (2013).  

2.3.1 Personal Information Form 

Personal information form developed by the researcher in order to collect data about the independent variables includes 3 

questions in total (gender, faculty or vocational high school, class level). 

2.3.2 Metacognitive Thinking Skills Scale 

The 'Metacognition Thinking Skills Scale' developed by Tuncer and Kaysi (2013) was used as data collection tool in the 

research. Explanatory and confirmatory factor analysis of the scale was conducted, and Cronbach's Alpha coefficient 

was calculated as .881. There are four factors in the scale consisting of 18 items: "thinking ability", "reflective thinking 

ability for problem solving", "decision making ability" and "alternative evaluation ability". This structure accounts for 

56.57 of the total variance. The responses and scoring given to the scale items are of the form 'Strongly Agree=5', 

'Agree=4', 'Undecided=3', 'Disagree=2' and 'Strongly Disagree=1'. 

2.4 Process 

After the ethics approval of the research, it was realized with 2nd, 3rd, and 4th grade students who read in 9 different 

faculties at Sütçü İmam University in 2016-2017 academic year. 423students were included in the application, but were 

excluded from the survey because they were not eligible to score 16 forms in the study. Therefore, the research was 

conducted with 407 students. 

2.5 Data Analysis 

Data were analyzed through SPSS 15.0 packet statistical program. Arithmetic mean, frequency, standard deviation and 

percentage distributions were calculated in order to determine participants' socio-demographic characteristics, and 

metacognition thinking skills. Independent samples t-test to reveal the difference in metacognition thinking skillslevels 

in terms of gender. Besides, Kruskal-Wallis H-test was used to determine the difference in metacognition thinking skills 

levels depending on class level and faculty. Significance level was taken as 0.05. 
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3. Findings 

The arithmetic mean and standard deviation values of the üniversity students' metacognitive thinking skill levels are 

presented in Table 2.  

Table 2. Arithmetic Mean and Standard Deviations Values of University Students‟ Metacognitive Thinking Skills Level 

Variables N Arithmetic Mean Standard Deviation 

1.Thinking SkillLevel 407 20.72 3.93 
2. Reflective Thinking Skill Intended forProblem 
Solvinglevel 

407 
19.18 4.11 

3. Decision Making Skill level 407 15.98 3.60 
4. Alternative Evaluation Skill 407 15.54 3.48 
5. The overall scale 407 71.44 13.09 

Table 2 depicts that the students have 20.72 arithmetic mean scores and 3.93 standard deviations of their thinking skill 

level; 19.18arithmetic mean scores and 4.11 standard deviations of their reflective thinking skill intended for problem 

solving level; 15.98arithmetic mean scores and 3.60 standard deviations of their decision making skill level; 

15.54arithmetic mean scores and 3.48 standard deviations of their alternative evaluation skill, while that of the arithmetic 

mean and standard deviation of their all metacognitive thinking skill scale scores is 71.44 and 13.09, respectively. 

Accordingly, it is likely to mention that students‟ metacognitive thinking skill levels are high. 

Table 3. Arithmetic Mean and Standard Deviation Values of Students‟ Metacognitive Thinking Skills Level by Faculty 

Faculties N Arithmetic Mean Standard Deviation 

Theology 38 76.63 10.43 
Education 49 74.97 10.91 
Physical education and sports 43 74.67 10.43 
Science-Letters 90 73.67 12.64 
Forestry 35 71.02 8.65 
Agriculture 65 70.47 13.29 
Business Administration 42 65.95 16.10 
Engineering 45 62.53 15.19 

Upon analyzing students‟ metacognitive thinking skill level scores by faculty, theology faculty students possess the 

highest mean, which is respectively followed by those from the faculties of education, physical education and sports, 

science and letters, forestry, agriculture, business administration and engineering. 

Table 4. Independent Group t-test Results of Meta Cognitive Thinking Skills Level of University Students in terms of 

Gender 

Variables Gender N Mean Std. Deviation df t p 

1.Thinking SkillLevel Female 239 21.23 3.46 301.17 2.97 .003 

Male 168 20.01 4.44 

2. Reflective Thinking Skill Intended for Problem Solvinglevel Female 239 19.80 3.73 317.70 3.57 .000 

Male 168 18.30 4.46 

3. Decision Making Skill level Female 239 16.60 3.25 317.50 4.10 .000 

Male 168 15.10 3.89 

4. Alternative Evaluation Skill Female 239 16.13 3.09 309.50 4.00 .000 

Male 168 14.70 3.83 

5. The overall scale Female 239 73.78 11.74 315.10 4.24 .000 

Male 168 68.12 14.20 

As seen in Table 4, a significant difference has been noted between students‟ thinking skill level scores (t =2 ,97; p<.01); 

reflective thinking skill intended for problem solving level (t =3 ,57; p<.01); decision making skill level (t =4 ,10; p<.01); 

alternative evaluation skill (t =4 ,10; p<.01) and the all metacognitive thinking skill scales cores(t =4 ,24; 

p<.01)depending upon gender in favor of female students.  
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Table 5. Kruskal Wallis-H Test Results of University Students‟ Metacognitive Thinking Skills Levels in terms of Class 

Level 

Variables Class N Mean Rank df X2 p Significant 
difference 

1.Thinking SkillLevel 2nd 25 161.88 2 9.03 .011 4>2 
4>3 3rd 229 195.23 

4th 153 224.01 

2. Reflective Thinking 
Skill Intended forProblem 
Solvinglevel 

2nd 25 163.34 2 11.05 .004 4>2 
4>3 3rd 229 192.94 

4th 153 227.20 

3. Decision Making Skill 
level 

2nd 25 173.60 2 11.49 .003 4>2 
4>3 3rd 229 190.82 

4th 153 228.70 

4.Alternative Evaluation 
Skill 

2nd 25 164.86 2 10.24 .006 4>2 
4>3 3rd 229 193.40 

4th 153 226.26 

5. The overall scale 2nd 25 162.14 2 13.48 .001 4>2 
4>3 3rd 229 191.11 

4th 153 230,13 

„Kruskal Wallis-H‟ test shows that there exists a statistically significant difference between students‟ level of thinking 

skill (x2=9.03; p<.05); level of reflective thinking skill intended for problem solving (x2=11.05; p<.01); level of decision 

making skill(x2=11.49; p<.01); level of alternative evaluation skill (x2=10.24; p<.01) and level of the overall scale 

(x2=13.48; p<.01)depending on their class level. 'Mann Whitney-U' test reveals that students from the 4th class students 

have higher levels of thinking skill level; reflective thinking skill; decision making skill level; alternative evaluation skill 

and the overall scale compared to those from the 2ndand 3rd class students. 

„Kruskal Wallis-H‟ test shows that there exists a statistically significant difference between students‟ level of thinking 

skill (x2=25.71; p<.01); level of reflective thinking skill intended for problem solving (x2=33.82; p<.01); level of decision 

making skill (x2=31,03; p<.01); level of alternative evaluation skill (x2=31.37; p<.01) and level of the overall scale 

(x2=37.71; p<.01)ran order depending on their faculties. 'Mann Whitney-U' test reveals that students from the physical 

education and sports department; education; science and letters; theology; forestry and agriculture faculty students have 

higher levels of thinking skill compared to those from the faculties of engineering; besides the level of thinking ability of 

the students of theology faculty is higher than those of the business administration, forestry, and agriculture faculty 

students. It seems that engineering faculty students are at a higher level than the agriculture faculty students. In terms of 

level of reflective thinking skill intended for problem solving, physical education and sports department students are 

higher than engineering and agriculture faculty students; education faculty students are higher than business 

administration, engineering and agriculture faculty students; science and letters faculty students are higher than 

engineering faculty students; theology faculty students are higher than engineering, forestry, and agriculture faculty 

students; forest faculty students are higher than engineering faculty students and agriculture faculty students are higher 

than engineering faculty students. In terms of level of decision making skill,physical education and sports department 

students are higher than business administration and engineering faculty students; education faculty students are higher 

than business administration and engineering faculty students; science and letters faculty students are higher than business 

administration, engineering and agriculture faculty students; theology faculty students are higher than physical education 

and sports department, business administration, engineering, forest and agriculture faculty students; forest faculty 

students are higher than engineering faculty students. In terms of level of alternative evaluation skill, physical education 

and sports department students are higher than business administration, engineering and forest faculty students; education 

faculty students are higher than business administration, engineering and forest faculty students; science and letters 

faculty students are higher than business administration and engineering faculty students; theology faculty students are 

higher than business administration and engineering faculty students; agriculture faculty students are higher than business 

administration and engineering faculty students. In terms of level of the overall scale, physical education and sports 

department students are higher than business administration, engineering and forest faculty students; education faculty 

students are higher than business administration, engineering and forest faculty students; science and letters faculty 

students are higher than business administration and engineering faculty students; theology faculty students are higher 

than business administration, engineering, forest and agriculture faculty students; forest faculty and agriculture faculty 

students are higher than engineering faculty students. 
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Table 6. Kruskal Wallis-H Test Results of University Students‟ Metacognitive Thinking Skills Levels in terms of 

Faculty 

Variables Faculty N Mean 
Rank 

df X2 p Significant 
difference 

1.Thinking SkillLevel A-Physical education 
and sports 

43 
218.90 

7 25.71 .001 A>F 
B>F 
C>F 
D>E, D>F, 
D>G,D>H 
G>F 
H>F 
 

B- Education 49 201.64 

C- Science-Letters 90 224.79 

D- Theology 38 253.71 

E- Business 
Administration 

42 
184.27 

F- Engineering 45 141.43 

G- Forestry 35 182.96 

H- Agriculture 65 204.72 

 
2. Reflective Thinking Skill Intended for 
Problem Solving level 

A-Physical education 
and sports 

43 
233.85 

7 33.82 .000 A>F, A>H 
B>E, B>F, B>H 
C>F 
D>F, D>G, D>H 
G>F  
H>F 
 

B- Education 49 240.40 

C- Science-Letters 90 219.86 

D- Theology 38 234.71 

E- Business 
Administration 

42 
184.88 

F- Engineering 45 127.16 

G- Forestry 35 194.73 

H- Agriculture 65 187.48 

 
3. Decision Making Skill level 

A-Physical education 
and sports 

43 
208.41 

7 31.03 .000 A>E, A>F 
B>E, B>F 
C>E,C>F, C>H 
D>A,D>E, D>F, 
D>G, D>H 
G>F 
 

B- Education 49 224.14 

C- Science-Letters 90 229.57 

D- Theology 38 256.42 

E- Business 
Administration 

42 
154.99 

F- Engineering 45 151.31 

G- Forestry 35 198.24 

H- Agriculture 65 191.10 

 
4. Alternative Evaluation Skill 

A-Physical education 
and sports 

43 
243.88 

7 31.37 .000 A>E, A>F, A>G 
B>E, B>F, B>G 
C>E ,C>F 
D>E, D>F 
H>E, H>F 
 

B- Education 49 239.71 

C- Science-Letters 90 220.26 

D- Theology 38 217.21 

E- Business 
Administration 

42 
156.14 

F- Engineering 45 146.18 

G- Forestry 35 179.81 

H- Agriculture 65 204.44 

 
5. The overall scale 

A-Physical education 
and sports 

43 
231.22 

7 37.71 .000 A>E, A>F, A>G 
B>E, B>F, B>G 
C>E, C>F, C>G 
D>E, D>F, D>G, 
D>H G>F 
H>F 
 

B- Education 49 230.91 

C- Science-Letters 90 228.64 

D- Theology 38 248.30 

E- Business 
Administration 

42 
159.29 

F- Engineering 45 134.93 

G- Forestry 35 178.99 

H- Agriculture 65 195.87 

4. Discussion 

Educational phenomenon is a struggle for individuals to gain the desired behaviors. However, many factors are 

influential in the realization of education and during the learning process of individuals. Some of them are related to the 

environment in which individuals live, while others are associated with themselves. Even if the same curriculum is 

applied, individual differences exist in the outcomes and productivity. One of the reasons for this is the metacognitive 

thinking skill of the individuals. Individuals with metacognitive thinking skills, which are considered as an improvable 

skill, are likely to be more successful in the cognitive efforts engaged in education. Thus, the training efforts will be 

made more productive for both the individual and the institution. Therefore, determining the metacognitive skill level of 
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the youth as a part of education is of utmost importance for promoting students to gain metacognitive awareness along 

with the development and implementation of strategies in the improvement of this ability. 

Upon analyzing the findings of the present study, university students have been found to possess higher levels of 

metacognitive thinking skills together with sub-dimensions of thinking skill, reflective thinking skill, intended for 

problem solving, decision making skill, alternative evaluation. Considering the related literature, Adıgüzel and Orhan 

(2017a); Nazik and etc. (2014), Adıgüzel and Orhan (2017b.) and Kana (2015); Alkan and Erdem (2012) have 

determined that university students have higher levels of metacognitive thinking skills. This result suggests that the 

cognitive strategies that university students in the last stage of the education system have learned in the process of 

preparing for the university entrance exams and the knowledge they have gained in the fields where they have to 

specialize in universities have contributed significantly to their metacognitive thinking skills. Moreover, findings related 

to the class level are in line with this result. Research results have also revealed that there is an increase in the level of 

metacognitive thinking skills including all sub-dimensions depending on the moving up. It may be wise to mention that 

students become much more competent in conducting metacognitive strategies in their cognitive efforts as the class 

level increases. Tüysüz, Karakuyu, Bilgin (2008) have found that prospective teachers‟ metacognition levels increase as 

the class level increases. Similar results have emerged in Gül, Özay and Sadi‟s study (2015).The results of the current 

research have suggested that participants‟ overall metacognitive thinking skills and the sub-dimensions of thinking skill, 

reflective thinking skill intended forproblem solving, decision making skill, alternative evaluation differ across gender. 

The difference has been found to be in favor of female students. This indicates that female students are able to control 

their thinking processes better than male students, and they are more successful in developing metacognitive strategies. 

Considering the relevant literature, various studies have achieved similar results. In their studies conducted with 

university students, Ateş (2013); Kana (2015); Küçük Kılıç, Cihan and Öncü (2015), Gül, Özay and Sadi (2015) have 

concluded that average scores of female participants in metacognitive learning strategies were higher compared to those 

of males. Adıgüzel and Orhan (2017) have carried out a research on university students attending basic English course 

and found that students metacognitive skill levels differed in favor of female students. Besides, Baykara (2011) has 

determined no significant difference between university students‟ metacognitive total scores in terms of gender. 

Likewise, no significant difference has been identified between university students‟ metacognitive thinking skills 

depending on gender in the studies of Tüysüz, Karakuyu, Bilgin (2008); Bakioğlu et al., (2015), Ayazgök and Aslan 

(2014). When the literature has been analyzed, findings are available related to the difference between students‟ 

metacognitive thinking skills in terms of gender, while some findings show that female students have higher levels of 

metacognitive thinking skills compared to males. Thus, it is likely that there is a positive perception in favor of females 

regarding metacognitive thinking skills. Similar studies may be conducted to make the situation more precise. 

Research results have also shown that theology and education faculty, physical education and sports high school 

students‟ metacognitive thinking skill levels are higher than other faculties. This may result from the fact that students 

are exposed to different types of scoring types during the entrance to these faculties and that the content of the education 

they receive may lead to a difference in their cognitive structures. As a matter of fact, the aim of the education activities 

of the students from all these faculties is to provide a direct service for people. There is a need for a more active, 

dynamic and strategic intellectual structure, rather than static, as a requirement for interactions with people. Therefore, 

that the metacognitive skill levels of students studying at the direct human-oriented departments are higher than those 

who study in other faculties is an expected result. Several studies have also revealed significant differences among 

faculties in terms of metacognitive thinking skills. Demir, Kaymak Ö. (2011) and Bakioğlu et al., (2015) have 

determined significant differences between students‟ metacognitive thinking skills of the students in terms of faculty. In 

addition, research results show that students‟ metacognitive thinking skills do not vary across faculties (Aljaberi & 

Gheith, 2015). 

As a result, university students‟ high level of metacognitive thinking skills may be stated to be an important anticipation 

related to the educational process. The findings indicate that the education programs are successful in such a way that 

the students‟ own and their educators' efforts succeed in raising students with metacognitive thinking skills. This 

success will not only be an inseparable part of the educational process, but also an invaluable contribution to the 

students‟ professional competencies and achievements. Therefore, it is highly significant for the stakeholders to 

maintain and develop this success during the university education process. It will also be useful to conduct researches 

with different educational institutions and different socio-demographic conditions in respect of raising awareness. 
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