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UNIVERSITY STUDENT SATISFACTION, RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AND
METACOGNITIVE LEARNING STRATEGIES

GAMZE KASALAK & MIRAY DAGYAR
Akdeniz University
Turkey

Abstract

The study aims to determine the relationship between university students’ satisfaction with the university
and the use of resource management and metacognitive self-regulatory learning strategies through
structural equation modelling. This study was designed in a descriptive correlational model. The data
were collected from 364 undergraduate students at a university in Turkey. Structural equation
modelling was used to test the model that showed the relationships between student satisfaction,
resource management and metacognitive self-regulatory learning strategies, and the descriptive
statistics of the variables and correlations were also calculated. Research results show that
metacognitive and resource management self-regulatory learning strategies affect student satisfaction.
significantly at a low level. Students’ use of self-regulatory learning strategies positively affects their
satisfaction from the institution they are studying. In addition, the mediating effect of resource
management self-regulatory learning strategy between metacognitive learning and student
satisfaction was examined, and the indirect impact of resource management on student satisfaction
was also found to be significant.
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Introduction

Higher education institutions are considered among the main institutions which are responsible for the
production of knowledge and human resources, which are necessary for the development and
improvement of countries, and thus which determine the future of nations. As a matter of fact, higher
education institutions have important functions and responsibilities for criticising various social and
economic developments, transferring cultural values to next generations, enabling people to gain new
knowledge and protecting them. In addition, their contribution to increasing social welfare and raising
standard of living cannot be denied. In fact, as behaviours, attitudes and value judgments of students
studying at universities change, the society also enters a process of change (Gediklioglu, 2005). It can
be stated that one of the factors that universities are encouraged by in the process of changing the
society is student satisfaction. The concept of student satisfaction is the difference between
students’ expectations of their experience in the educational institution and what they perceive as a
result of these experiences (Franklin & Shemwell, 1995). While Elliot and Healy (2001) define student
satisfaction as short-term attitudes that arise with the evaluations of individuals, who receive education
services, as a result of their student experiences, Wiers-Jenssenet et al., (2002) describe it as happiness
students have as a result of their evaluation of the services provided by the educational institution.

Education is a process of change, and in this process, students’ satisfaction with the education they
receive and the institution where they study is very essential for the effective continuation of the
process. This is because perception of quality in services such as education and customer
satisfaction are generally evaluated by looking at the place where the service is provided, the
personnel providing the service, the institutional operation and the people receiving the service
(Aydm et al., 2014). Student satisfaction indicates the satisfaction felt by students studying at a
university regarding the teaching staff,
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consultancy services, management services, resources, computer facilities, and courses and curriculum
at the university (Calik-Var, 2013; Sahin, 2009). Satisfaction with faculty members refers to students’
interactions with instructors and student evaluations related to education; satisfaction with the
consultancy services expresses the openness of the counsellor to communication, accessibility of the
counsellor, providing the orientation and introduction programme to students, and informing them about
their responsibilities; and satisfaction with management services puts the emphasis on the recognition
by faculty and department managers and accessibility of them, and managers’ encouragement to students
in organising and participating in academic and social activities (Cokluk-Bokeoglu & Yilmaz, 2007,
Sahin, 2009). Satisfaction with resources refers to making use of classrooms, photocopy, library and
social spaces outside the class, the state of the faculty building and the availability of technology, tools
and materials; satisfaction with computer facilities indicates the availability and accessibility of internet,
computer and software; satisfaction with the course and course syllabi addresses the satisfaction with
the course syllabi, the number of courses, the content of courses and the distribution of courses to the
terms (Sahin, 2009). As it is seen, in all subscales where educational institutions are evaluated, student
satisfaction has an important place because students are the ones receiving services.

Considering the factors affecting the student satisfaction, which has an important place in the evaluation
of universities (Aydemir, 2016), it is seen that social and institutional factors are addressed in the
literature more (Awang & Ismail, 2010; ihtiyaroglu, 2018; Lau, 2003; Park & Hee, 2009; Uygur &
Yelken, 2017). While institutional factors include academic and management philosophy and practices,
social, cultural and sportive facilities offered by the university refer to social factors (Gtilcan et al., 2002).
Student satisfaction is closely related to the quality of service provided to students in educational
institutions (Dilseker, 2011). In terms of student satisfaction, the relationship between campus life and
social life at university is seen as vital (Aydemir, 2016; Awang & Ismail, 2010; Fisher, 2007; Uygur &
Yelken, 2017). The study conducted by Wei and Ramalu (2011) aimed to examine the role of service
quality (the education and training services, the university campus, the places where social and sports
activities are held, transportation and information services) in students’ university satisfaction. As a
result of the study, it was determined that the quality of service at the university was related to the
satisfaction of the students. Ataman and Adigiizel (2019) stated that the factors that increase the
satisfaction of the students to the university are management, physical infrastructure and facilities,
teaching-learning process, scientific and social activities, teaching staff, and other students, respectively.
In addition, student satisfaction is affected by the physical environment and architectural features of the
classroom (Akan, 2014; Veltri et al., 2006). The efficiency of the courses is also shown among the
variables that affect student satisfaction for students (Ali et al., 2015; Park & Hee, 2009; Awang &
Ismail, 2010). University students believe that the education they receive is important to advance their
careers, so the courses at university are expected to be closely related to their profession (Park & Hee,
2009). In this sense, students care about effective teaching in courses. They question the performance
of the lecturers and their competences on the subject (Awang & Ismail, 2010; Mete et al., 2018; Okogba,
2016).

When the relevant literature is examined, it is evident in the studies that personal/individual factors that
reflect student characteristics as well as institutional and social factors affect student satisfaction
(Uzgodren & Uzgoren, 2007). Personal factors can include many features such as age, gender and the
individual’s social status gained in social life, social circle and academic success (Giilcan et al., 2002).
Accordingly, student satisfaction that indicates whether students are satisfied with the institutional and
social factors of the university they are studying may result from their personal characteristics. There is
also the responsibility of the student to fulfil learning process as well as the institution in ensuring student
satisfaction (Sener & Humbert, 2003). As a matter of fact, the students who find the courses related to
their professions are satisfied with the courses, attend these courses regularly, increase their course
credits and strive to get high grades. As a result, it is observed that satisfaction levels of the successful
students are higher than the others (Egelioglu et al., 2011; Suhre et al., 2007).

In addition to academic success, there are some studies revealing that individual characteristics related
to learning skills such as students’ motivation and learning style have an impact on student satisfaction
(Eom, 2014; Eom & Wen, 2006; Yilmaz, 2017). The main objective of universities with students who
demand education services is to raise contemporary people who are successful, self-confident and social
and bring their talent and hobbies to the forefront by creating a high-quality education-teaching
environment, and in a sense to increase their satisfaction with the university (Uzgoren & Uzgoren, 2007).
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The human profile that the universities want to reach is the human profile that has a high learning
capability and is responsible for their own learning. In this respect, the ability to use self-regulatory
learning strategies reflecting students’ individual characteristics gains importance. However, in the
literature, few studies have been conducted investigating the relationship between student satisfaction
and self-regulatory learning strategies which include the various cognitive and metacognitive strategies
that enable students to control their own cognition, and resource management strategies that enable
students to organise their own learning and learning environment (Kuo et al., 2014; Man-Chih, 2006;
Puzziferro, 2008). It is seen that the studies conducted are mostly aimed at online courses within the
framework of distance education (Eom, 2014; Puzziferro, 2008). Eom (2014) has conducted a study that
evaluates the success of e-learning systems and has obtained statistically significant findings indicating
that self-efficacy perceptions of students regarding e-learning is high and their use of self-regulated
learning strategies affect their e-learning satisfaction.

Among self-regulatory learning strategies, resource management strategies include factors of time and
working environment management, labour management, peer cooperation and help-seeking
(Bliytikoztiirk et al., 2004). Time and working environment management strategy involves a person
organising his own working environment and managing the working time (Pintrich, 1999; Zimmerman
& Risemberg, 1994). Time and environment management strategies minimise external stimuli that cause
learning disabilities to organise the working environment, while time management provides planning to
use the time well and learn how to do it (Weinstein & Mayer, 1986). Individuals using the labour
management strategy are expected to make efforts to learn, keep their attention constantly, practise
different learning strategies and continue to work fearlessly in difficult tasks and subjects. It is
emphasised that individuals who use peer cooperation and help-seeking strategies are prone to learning
in collaboration with their peers and can ask for help that is necessary for their learning after determining
the time when they need help which can support their learning (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2004).

When the factors that constitute student satisfaction and resource management are examined, the fact
that a relationship can be established between them is noteworthy. For example, how successful is a
student who states that he/she is not satisfied with the courses at university in managing his/her own
learning time? Is a student who is satisfied with the accessibility of the teaching staff or the
consultancy system more effective in using help-seeking strategy compared to the one who is not
satisfied? Are those who are dissatisfied with the computer facilities or the facilities provided by the
institution students who use working environment management strategy? These and similar questions
reveal that there may be a relationship between resource management and student satisfaction. In a
study, Puzziferro (2008) has examined the effects of students’ self-efficacy in online technologies and
competence in self-regulatory learning strategies on their performance in online undergraduate level
courses. As a result of the study, significant relationships have been found between time and
working environment and labour management, which are among self-regulatory learning strategies,
and student performance and student satisfaction. However, no significant relationship has been
revealed between peer cooperation and help-seeking strategies and student satisfaction. In addition,
significant relationships have been detected between metacognitive self-regulatory learning
strategies and student satisfaction. As seen in the research results of Puzziferro (2008), one of the
factors related to learning, which is thought to affect students’ satisfaction with the institution they
study at, is the use of metacognitive self-regulatory learning strategies, which are considered to be
the indicators of whether students are aware of their own learning.

Metacognitive strategies are defined as knowledge about cognition, awareness and control (O’Malley
& Chamot, 1990; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). Pintrich et al. (2000) divide metacognitive learning
strategies into three components: monitoring of the learning process, knowledge about cognition, and
the control of the process. It is important how much the students are aware of their own learning and
learning skills. This awareness is directly related to whether or not they use metacognitive learning
strategies that enable them to plan, monitor and regulate their own learning. In the evaluation of
universities, it is thought that the students who can control their own success and failure and plan,
monitor and regulate their own learning will be able to evaluate the institution more efficiently.
Therefore, the following questions can be taken as a basis for the predicted relationship between student
satisfaction and the use of metacognitive learning strategies: Can a student who is satisfied with the
courses and the course syllabi that the university has determined for his field act in accordance with the
targets and plans that he has set while learning a certain lesson or subject? Can a student who is
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dissatisfied with university administration manage his own learning? Can a student who is dissatisfied
with the quality of the teaching staff follow his learning process and correct the behaviours that affect
his performance when necessary?

As a result, it is envisaged that there could be a relationship between the use of both resource
management and metacognitive self-regulatory learning strategies and student satisfaction. While
determining the satisfaction of students with the institution where they study, it is evident that the
variables related to the ability of the student to use self-regulating learning strategies may be effective
(Puzziferro, 2008). In this context, this study aims to determine the relationship between university
students’ satisfaction with the university and the use of resource management and metacognitive self-
regulatory learning strategies through structural equation modelling.

Method

Research Design

This study was designed in the descriptive correlational model, which is among the relationships
between variables.

Study Group

In the study, data were collected from 364 undergraduate students who were studying in 1st, 2nd, 3rd
and 4th grades at the Faculty of Education at Akdeniz University, Turkey, and who took part in the study
voluntarily. The study group was determined by convenience sampling method, and a total of 258 female
and 106 male students were included in the study group considering the gender of the students and the
departments they study at. Since the data collection process required from the administration more than
one scale, the researchers collected the data in a 50-minute course which included two sessions, each of
which was approximately 20 minutes, and a short break of 10 minutes.

Data Collection Tools and Data Collection

Faculty of Education-Student Satisfaction Scale (FE-SSS) . In order to determine the satisfaction levels
of prospective teachers regarding their universities, Faculty of Education-Student Satisfaction Scale
(FE-SSS) developed by Sahin (2009) was employed. The scale consists of 40 items and six subscales
(KMO0O=0.93; p<0.00). Thereare 11 items in the first subscale and the factor loads of the items vary
between 0.740 and 0.568. Five items in the second subscale (between 0.849 and 0.770), seven items in
the third subscale (between 0.731 and 0.522), 10 items in the fourth subscale (between 0.637 and 0.349),
three items in the fifth subscale (between 0.884 and 0.755) and four items in the sixth subscale (between
0.746 and 0.455) are located. These six subscales are called respectively, satisfaction with the teaching
staff, consultancy services, management services, resources, computer facilities and course/course
syllabi. The scale was a five-point Likert-type scale rated as (5) Totally satisfied (4) Highly satisfied,
(3) Moderately satisfied, (2) Slightly satisfied and (1) Totally dissatisfied. For the reliability of the scale,
Sahin (2009) calculated the Cronbach alpha internal consistency coefficients asa=0.91 for the teaching
staff, 0=0.93 for consultancy, 0d=0.85 for management, 0=0.83 for resources, 0=0.89 for computer
facilities and 0=0.68 for courses and course syllabi.

In this study, while Cronbach alpha internal consistency coefficient was found to be 0.939 for all the

items, the internal consistency coefficients for the subscales were 0.920; 0.813; 0.834 and 0.814,
respectively. The fit indices of the study were determined as [x?=746.34, df=249, p<0.001],
NNFI=0.94, CFI=0.96, RMSEA=0.09, and SRMR=0.07. Of the determined fit indices, the NNFI value
being in the range of 0.90 to 0.95 is the indicator of the acceptable fit of the model (Marsh et al., 2006).
If the CFI value is greater than 0.95, it is accepted as an indicator of the perfect fit (Marsh et al., 2006).
Since x*/df value is between 2 and 3 values, it is an indicator of acceptable level of compliance (Kline,
2011). SRMR value was also acceptable for compliance (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). The values
below 0.10 are acceptable for complex models for RMSEA (Hair et al., 2010). Also, the t-values
obtained from the model confirm the significance of the factor loadings. This scale is preferred as a data
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collection tool in today’s literature (Baysal & Arag, 2019; Ihtiyaroglu, 2018).

“The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire” (MSLQ), developed by Pintrich et al. (1991),
and adapted to Turkish under the name of “Motivation and Learning Strategies Scale” by Biiyiikoztiirk
et al. (2004) was used. MSLQ is a self-report survey to measure self-regulatory learning strategies and
motivational orientations. The motivation section of the questionnaire consists of six subscales and 31
items (internal/external target orientations, task value, control of learning belief, self-efficacy and test
anxiety). The learning section comprises 50 items and consists of a 9-factor structure collected under
the headings of cognitive (19 items), metacognitive (11 items) and resource management (20
items) self-regulating learning strategies. MSLQ is a Likert type scale which is rated from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Biiyiikoztirk et al. (2004) stated that the Cronbach alphas
calculated for the learning section vary between 0.41 and 0.75. The results of factor loadings of the
learning section are significant and vary between 0.19 and 0.29 for seven items, and between 0.32 and
0.80 for the remaining 43 items. The results of CFA performed to examine the model fit of the
learning section of the questionnaire with nine factors with the gathered data showed that the
goodness of fit of the model of the scale that consists of nine factors: x>=4.73 (N=852, df=417,
p=.000), RMSEA=0.06, GFI=0.80, AGFI=0.77, NNFI=0.97, RMR=0.22, and SRMR=0.06
(Biiytikoztiirk et al., 2004).

The data collection tool used allows the researchers to incorporate the variables on the questionnaire
which are fit for the purpose of the study they will conduct into their research. In this study,
metacognitive and resource management self-regulating learning strategies from the learning section of
the scale were the variables of the study. For the purpose of the study, these sub-sections were chosen
because they were considered important individual characteristics which can predict student satisfaction.
In this study, while Cronbach alpha internal consistency coefficient was 0.76 for all the items, the
internal consistency coefficients ranged from 0.76 to 0.31 according to the subscales. When the
confirmatory factor analysis is examined, the fit indices of the model [x*/df=2.96,p<0.00], NNFI=0.90,
CFI=0.89, RMSEA=0.06, and SRMR=0.05 has an acceptable level of fit (Browne & Cudeck,
1993; Biiyiikoztirk et al. 2004; Kline, 2011; Marsh et al.,, 2006). In addition, the t-values
confirm the significance of the factor loadings. This scale is preferred as a data collection tool in the
recent studies (Durak, 2019; Karaoglan Yilmaz & Yilmaz, 2019; Kilis & Yildirim, 2018).

Data Analysis

Structural equation modelling was used to test the model that showed the relationships between student
satisfaction, resource management and metacognitive self-regulatory learning strategies, and the
descriptive statistics of the variables and correlations were also calculated. LISREL 8.7 and SPSS 23
programs were used for analysis.

Findings

In the study, firstly, measurement model was examined by using confirmatory factor analysis. Whereas
student satisfaction, resource management and metacognitive self-regulatory learning strategies were
defined as latent variables, the scores obtained from the six subscales were defined as the observed
variables of student satisfaction and the scores obtained from the four subscales are described as the
observed variables of resource management. Observed variables for the variable of metacognitive
learning strategy were created by item parcelling. Exploratory factor analysis was performed for item
parcels, and dyads with the lowest and highest factor loadings were assigned to each parcel considering
the factor loadings of each item on the scale. Thus, a measurement model with a total of three latent
variables and 13 observed variables were developed. The measurement model is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Measurement model.

The confirmatory factor analysis results, evaluated by RMSEA, SRMR, CFI and NNFI (TLI), fit indices
as well as x*/df value; these are among the indices considered sufficient to be reported in the fit
indexes (ilhan & Cetin, 2014). Accordingly, the fit indices of the study were determined as [x¥
df=4.70, p <0.00], NNFI=0.91, CFI=0.88, RMSEA=0.08, and SRMR=0.06. Of the determined fit
indices, the NNFI value being in the range of 0.90 to 0.95 is the indicator of the acceptable fit of the
model (Marsh et al., 2006). If the CFI value is greater than 0.90, it is accepted as an indicator of the
acceptable fit (Marsh et al. 2006). However, some researchers consider 0.80 as the limit for
the CFI value (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2004). The chi-square value was found to be significant at
x?=291.75,p<0.00. Because the chi-square value was significant, x2/df value was examined and it
was calculated as 291.75/62=4,70. The x*/df value between 2 and 3 is an indication of the acceptable
level of fit (Kline, 2011). Also, the x*/df value being less than 5 indicates that the model is acceptable
(Stimer, 2000). The acceptable fit range for RMSEA is 0.05 to 0.08 and for SRMR is between 0.05
and 0.10 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). In addition, the t-values confirm the significance of the
factor loadings and the correlations among the related variables and mean and standard deviation
values were calculated and are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1: Correlations Among the Variables, Mean and Standard Deviation Values
Variables M S 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
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In the following stage, a direct relationship between student satisfaction and metacognitive and resource
management self-regulating learning strategies was tested, and the path coefficients indicating the
relationship between them were found to be significant and at a low level with values of 0.13 and 0.05,
respectively. The Path model is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2:  Path model showing the linear relationship between student satisfaction and
metacognitive and resource management self-regulatory learning strategies.

At this stage, the resource management self-regulating learning strategy was added as the mediator
variable between student satisfaction and metacognitive learning strategies, and the structural equation
modelling comprising the partial mediation relationship was tested. Fit indices of the model were
found as x’=291.75 p=0.00; x*/df value was measured and calculated as 291.75/62=4.70. The
others are NNFI=0.90, CF1=0.88, RMSEA=0.08, and SRMR=0.06. The obtained values show that the
model has an acceptable goodness of fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2004; Kline,
2011; Marsh et al., 2006; Stimer, 2000). The path model is illustrated in Figure 3.
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Figure 3:  Path model showing the effect of resource management strategy as the mediator
variable on student satisfaction.

When the path model in Figure 2 is examined, it can be seen that the direct effect of metacognitive self-
regulatory learning strategies on student satisfaction is 0.13, and when the path model in Figure 3 is
examined, it is observed that the effect of metacognitive self-regulating learning strategy on student
satisfaction rises to 0.20 if the resource management strategy is determined as the mediator variable.
The relationship between the predictor and the dependent variables is expected to be insignificant or
lower than the initial one in the models where the mediator variable is added (Simsek, 2007). However,
in the analysis, the low relationship between metacognitive learning strategy and student satisfaction,
which was at a level of 0.13, did not decrease but increased with the addition of resource management
to the model as the mediator variable. In this case, it can be put forward that resource management self-
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regulating learning strategy has no mediating effect between metacognitive learning strategy and student
satisfaction. The impact of metacognitive self-regulatory learning strategy on student satisfaction is low,
and this effect does not stem from the mediation of resource management.

Discussion and Conclusion

In this study, whether resource management and metacognitive learning strategies, which belong to self-
regulatory learning strategies in general, affected the students’ satisfaction with the institution they
studied was investigated, and a path model was established to determine the relationship between the
variables mentioned. Research results show that metacognitive (B = 0.13) and resource management (3
= 0.05) self-regulatory learning strategies affect student satisfaction significantly at a low level. In
addition, the mediating effect of resource management self-regulatory learning strategy between
metacognitive learning and student satisfaction was examined, but the indirect impact of resource
management on student satisfaction was found to be significant. Therefore, it can be suggested that the
resource management strategy has no mediating effect between metacognitive self-regulatory learning
strategy and student satisfaction.

According to the results of the study, the questions posed while the path model of the study was
developed can be answered as follows: it can be stated that a student who is able to act in accordance
with the targets and plans that he has set, manage his own learning and follow his own learning process
while learning a certain lesson or subject at university has a high perception of satisfaction related to the
institution where he studies. Even though the impact level is very low, it can be suggested that the
students who can use resource management strategies, such as being successful in managing their own
learning time and working environment and using help-seeking strategies, are more satisfied with the
institution where they are studying. As can be seen, these results indicate that competencies of university
students in using self-regulating learning strategies in their courses can affect their satisfaction with the
university where they study. This is like the results of the studies which were mostly conducted on online
courses and examined the relationship between self-regulated learning strategies and student
satisfaction.

A study by Eom (2014) examined the effects of motivation and self-regulatory learning strategies on
university students’ satisfaction and perceived learning outcomes in the context of the university’s
online courses through structural equation modelling. The results showed that intrinsic motivation and
self-regulating learning strategies affected students’ learning outcomes, and that there was a high
correlation between learning outcomes and student satisfaction. A study by Lee (2009) revealed that
self-regulated learning strategies were very effective in e-learning performance in online learning
environments and that high-performance increased student satisfaction. Fuente et al. (2012) conducted
a study which comprised university students as the sample and found that the teacher provided
regulatory instruction, and that student satisfaction and meaningful leaning was achieved as a result of
the use of a teaching model in which students used self-regulated learning strategies.

As seen in the results of the relevant studies conducted in the literature, student satisfaction is also
affected by the learning characteristics of students, and at this point, it becomes crucial for students to
use self-regulating learning strategies that enable them to regulate their own learning. On the other hand,
Kuo etal. (2013) investigated the effect of different variables on student satisfaction in online learning
environments and concluded that while student-teacher interaction, student-content interaction and
student self-efficacy had an effect on student satisfaction, the use of self-regulatory learning strategies
had no impact on student satisfaction. Similarly, in an experimental study, which investigated whether
university students’ use of self-regulatory learning strategies increased their academic achievement and
student satisfaction, Man-Chih (2006) concluded that self-regulatory learning strategies had a significant
positive effect on academic achievement whereas they had no impact on student satisfaction. Although
no significant relationships were detected related to self-regulating learning strategies in these studies,
it is stated that various variables regarding learning had an impact on student satisfaction. Therefore, it
can be put forward that among the individual factors affecting student satisfaction, importance should
be given to students’ characteristics for their learning.

Today’s university variety creates a chance for students to choose the universities where they will study.
In this variety, being a university chosen by students is very important for the institution. The
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administrators of higher education institutions, who are aware of this, should pay attention to the image
of their universities (Kasalak et al., 2019). This situation causes competition among universities, and
competition among universities puts university administrators in search of success. This quest shows
students as customers (Yenen & Gozlii, 2003), and aims to make sure students are satisfied with the
university in every respect. However, in this process, focusing on students’ satisfaction with the school
over their existing structures instead of investing in their cognitive and affective structure does not bring
the student anything. A system that does not focus on student development can lead to too many
expectations from lecturers for student satisfaction. However, the completion of each student’s lack of
lecturers, and the fact that the only criterion for student success and satisfaction is the success of the
lecturer may decrease the satisfaction of the lecturers. It is thought that the satisfaction of the academic
staff is reflected in the student satisfaction (Dalgar et al., 2019). For this reason, focusing on what
students can gain in cognitive and affective aspects at universities will be reflected in the society as a
contribution to students in the long term and will positively affect the school’s perception of success.
As a matter of fact, in this study it was concluded that being aware of students’ own learning, controlling
their own cognition and using self-regulatory learning strategies positively affects their satisfaction from
the institution they are studying.

On the results achieved in the study, and in studies to be conducted to increase student satisfaction, it is
considered important for universities to improve teaching-learning processes that will develop students
to use self-regulated learning strategies. It can be suggested that the teaching models, in which faculty
members make self-regulated teaching and students use self-regulated learning strategies, should be
made widespread in the teaching-learning process of universities. In this respect, it may be
recommended that universities provide the necessary in-service trainings to the instructors. In order to
ensure student satisfaction, it can be suggested that the instructors focus on the cognitive quality of the
students and teach to improve student self-regulation and metacognitive strategies.

In the competition between universities, it can be suggested that in order to increase the quality of the
service provided to the student there is an expansion of services designed to facilitate the student to
control and improve his/her cognitive structure and learning process. In addition, in the studies
conducted on the factors affecting student satisfaction, the fact that a few studies were carried out based
on the learning situations of the students reveals the gap in the literature. Therefore, in further studies,
it is recommended to re-test the model presented in this study with different data collection tools and
different samples, or to create new models containing these variables and related variables. Moreover,
considering that the competition between schools is not only in universities today, it can also be
suggested to examine the relationships between the students studying at different levels, their
satisfaction with the institution they study at and the use of self-regulated learning strategies.
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