Editor:
Please find attached the resubmission of my paper entitled “An Exploration of Metacognition and Its Effect on Mathematical Performance in Differential Equations.”  Below you will find a list of the reviewers’ comments and a description of what I have done to use those comments to revise my paper.  I believe that the reviewers’ comments were extremely helpful in improving the manuscript.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
[bookmark: _GoBack]AUTHOR
 
Reviewers’ Comments:
Reviewer B:
· I would be interested to know if the author has a hypothesis about the possible answer to the question.
I added several statements in the Inquiry section (first paragraph) to address this.  In particular, “The author felt that perhaps successful students, however they approached their learning, were using metacognitive tools that less successful students were not.”
 
Reviewer D:
· The theoretical framework is not explained or developed in enough detail, and the literature review is far from adequate. Studies to which the present study is being compared (particularly Schraw & Dennison and Yunus & Ali) should be explained in much more detail.  In the case of the latter, it would be useful to know what type of university mathematics courses were involved in the study.   A more serious omission concerns the broad literature on mathematical problem solving.  The aspect of metacognition that has been shown to have the most important role is self-regulation (control.) The author barely discusses this important factor and does not consider it in the data collection or analysis.
I expanded the Introduction section to include more explanation about the works of Schraw & Dennison and Yunus & Ali (paragraph 3) (including what type of courses each of the works were involved in) and a broader literature review with more about metacognition—self-regulation, control, monitoring—and problem solving (all paragraphs).
 
· I do not think that the methodology was appropriate for a study of this type.  It was an attempt to measure a very complex phenomenon with a simple questionnaire that required self-reporting of views on vaguely defined items.  There is also one important variable that is not considered -- the students' content knowledge coming into the course. I would guess that the greatest effect on student performance in the course is how well they grasped the material in previous calculus courses.  I suspect that the effect of that factor would be far more important in performance than one's score on the questionnaire used.

I included a reference from Nelson and Narens that indicates how information about a person’s metacognition needs to come from their own reports about their thinking.  This is included in the Methods section (first paragraph). In the Results section (Table 5 and paragraph 7 (preceding Table 5)) I added data concerning students’ grades in calculus I and calculus II to determine whether a student’s knowledge coming into a differential equations course had an influence on their performance.
 
· The data summary seemed to meander; it was not a convincing presentation.

I rewrote the concluding paragraphs (in particular, paragraph 8) to help with the presentation of the data summary and create a more convincing argument.
 
· The curious fact that many D students were falling in the high category points to a major flaw in the study.  There are many studies that show that students with weak knowledge and skills tend to be overconfident about the adequacy of their knowledge and skills, e.g. predicting that they will score more highly on tests than they actually do.  This is the flaw with self-reporting on the items covered in this questionnaire.  It presumes that college students can somehow self-evaluate on these items, which seems questionable to me overall.

The first paragraph of the Methods section now reads, “As Nelson and Narens (1990) suggest, the main tool to generate data about a person’s metacognition is from their own reports about their thinking.  Hence, students’ metacognitive levels were assessed using a survey.”
Also I included Table 5 in the Results section with a paragraph of explanation preceding the table, part of which is “It was found that there were statistically significant differences in the mean scores which C and D students received in these courses.  However, D students had a statistically higher mean in calculus I, while C students had a statistically higher mean in calculus II.”  This was added to point out the knowledge differences that I found in the C and D students.
 
· Some of the graphs need more explanation as it was not clear to me what was intended (e.g. Figure 4.)

I removed some of the figures (including Figure 4) and included that information in a new Table 1.  Figures 1-3 have new wording for clarification.  Tables 2-4 have added wording for clarification.
 
· As the study is not well-situated in the literature, the framework is not explained in enough detail, and the methodology is questionable, the potential for the study to be informative to the SoTL community is minimal.

The framework for the study is now more clearly detailed in the Methods section (all paragraphs) with the reasoning for the methodology described in the first paragraph of the Methods section.  The results of the study and connections to the literature are revisited in the Discussion section (paragraph 8) and in the Future Work section (paragraph 1).

Reviewer E:
· Given that the author had access to two classes, I would have liked to see an intervention in addition to simply assessing metacognitive level.

Though I did not do an intervention, this would be an excellent idea for future work.
 
· I would prefer to see a broader context.  For example, within experimental psychology, an influential distinction in metacognition (proposed by T. O. Nelson & L. Narens) is between Monitoring—making judgments about the strength of one's memories—and Control—using those judgments to guide behavior (in particular, to guide study choices). Dunlosky, Serra, and Baker (2007) covered this distinction in a recent review of metamemory research that focused on how findings from this domain can be applied to other areas of applied research.

As noted in the information for Reviewer D, I broadened my literature review to include a broader look at metacognition, including the information mentioned in this passage. This can be found in the Introduction section (first and second paragraphs).
 
· consider reducing the number of figures

I removed four figures whose information is more accessible in table form, in Table 1.
 
· clear but not really tied back to the broader literature or to other disciplines

In the Discussion section (paragraph 8), I tied my results and questions that arose from my research back to the work of Shraw & Dennison (1994) and Yunus & Ali (2008).  In the section on Future Work (paragraph 1), I consider the questions raised in this research with respect to the work of Thiede & Dunlosky (1999), Metcalfe & Kornell (2004), Schoenfeld (1985, 1992), Stillman & Galbraith (1998).
 
· why the differences between class 1 and class 2?
 To address this question I included statistical analyses concerning the comparison of the 2 classes in the Results section (last paragraph) with comments concerning the outcome of that analysis in the Discussion (paragraph 7) section.  In particular, “With the analyses done, no evidence arises that would indicate why the classes had the differing metacognitive scores.”

· Editorial markings on document

I made corrections to the document based on the comments. 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