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The purpose of the present study was to analyze the students’ metacognitive
experiences in an open-ended problem solving situation. The target group was consisted of
9 grade 8" students who voluntarily participated in the study. The students were organized
into 3 groups, 3 to each group. Each group was given 3 open-ended problems to solve
through thinking aloud method. The next day after the session the students were
interviewed individually. The data obtained from the experiment was consisted of 1) 9
protocols of the students’ speaking and writing behavior, 2) students’ written works
describing their experience gained from the session, 3) field notes taken by the researcher
himself and his co-researcher, and 4) data obtained from interviewing the students. The
data obtained from observation during the students® problem-solving process were analyzed
in accordance with Schoenfeld’s theoretical framework (1985). The data on the students’
metacognitive experience were analyzed in accordance of Goos’s theoretical framework
(2002) which concems 3 areas of lack of progress, error detection and anomalous results
connecting with metacognitive failure.

The findings:

1. Metacognitive experiences which focuses on 3 type of metacognitive failure

revealed: ’

1) Metacognitive experience regarding the lack of progress mostly occurred
in Schoenfeld’s behavioral group of exploration and analysis. This type of
Metacognitive experience generated re-reading episodes among exploration and
analysis that subsequently lead to problem-solving strategy or new data 'useful for

the course of problem solving;

2) Metacognitive experience concerning error detection mostly occurred
during planning-implementation episode which being used to verify an accuracy of
computation and an interpretation of problem;

3) Metacognitive experience concerning anomalous result also mostly
occurred during planning-implementation episode which being used to verify the
reasonability of problem-solving strategy and its solution.

2. Three type of metacognitive failure fruitfully appeared when students are
engaging in open-ended problem situations. They subsequently generate a variety of

problem-solving behaviors and sustain the students with problem-solving process.





