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TEACHERS’ KNOWLEDGE OF DYSLEXIA IN AKMOLA REGION OF KAZAKHSTAN
Abstract

The International Association of Dyslexia (2020) suggests that 3 to 5% of the entire school
population experience difficulties related to dyslexia. In many countries, dyslexia as a learning
disability is supposed to be addressed within the inclusive system of education (International
Dyslexia Association, 2016). Most researchers state that the success of learners with dyslexia
depends on high-quality, evidence-based and informed teaching (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014;
Riddick, 2010; Thomson, 2009). A lack of knowledge by teachers about dyslexia can lead to
ineffective teaching and, as a result, to the low academic performance of students with dyslexia
(Camilleri, Chetcuti & Falzon, 2019). In recent years, much research has been conducted to explore
teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia. Unfortunately, the lack of academic research on dyslexia in
Kazakhstan makes it impossible to understand what Kazakhstani teachers know about dyslexia and
what strategies they use to address this learning disability. The purpose of the present research was
to measure teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia in mainstream schools of Akmola region in
Northern Kazakhstan and to analyze if there is any relationship between teachers’ knowledge of
dyslexia and their training experiences. The data was collected via an online survey with the use of
the Scale of Knowledge and Beliefs about Developmental Dyslexia (Soriano-Ferrer & Echegaray-
Bengoa, 2014). Overall, 1435 teachers participated in the survey. The research revealed that
teachers in Akmola region of Northern Kazakhstan have limited knowledge about dyslexia across
three layers: neurological, cognitive and behavioural. Cross-tabulation analysis showed that there is
no relationship between teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia and their training experiences. Most
teachers who reported that they covered dyslexia within the pre-service and in-service teacher
education programmes did not show a good understanding of dyslexia. Z-test of proportions
revealed that teachers who are interested in further professional development on dyslexia do not
have better knowledge about dyslexia than those teachers who are not interested in additional

training on dyslexia. These findings highlight a high need for quality training on dyslexia for
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teachers in Akmola region of Kazakhstan. The principal recommendation of this research is to
further explore teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia in Kazakhstan to understand better what
teachers in other regions of Kazakhstan know about dyslexia and to what extent teachers’
knowledge and understanding of dyslexia influence their teaching practices.

Keywords: inclusive education, dyslexia, teachers’ knowledge, training experiences.
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AKMOJIA OBJIBICBI M¥FAJIIMAEPIHIH « IUCJIEKCHUS» TYPAJIbI BIJIIMI
AHjaatna
XanbIKapadblK JAUCIeKcHs KaybIMaacTeirbl (2020) Oykin Mekren Mymenepinin 3-5%  -bI
JUCIIEKCUSIMEH OaillIaHbICTBl KUBIHJIBIKTapFa Tam Oonaabl jaen Ooipkaiael. KemrereHn emmepae
JMCTICKCHsI OKY KEMICTIri peTiHAe WHKIIO3UMBTI OutiM Oepy JKyHeciHae mIenriayi Kepek e
6aramaanazsl (International Dyslexia Association, 2016). 3epTTeymrinepiH KONIITIri TUCIEKCUSICHI
0ap OKYIIBUTAPABIH OKETICTIKTEpl camaibl, OOJNENAl KOHE aKMapaTTaHIbIPhUIFAaH OKBITYFa
OaiimanbicTel ekeHin mamimaeiai (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Riddick, 2010; Thomson, 2009).
MyramiMaepaiH JUCIeKCHS Typaibl OUTIMIHIH JKETKUTIKCI3IITT OKBITYIBIH THIMCI3/ITiHE, JKOHE
HOTHIKECIHJIE JMCIICKCHUSCHI 0ap OKYIIBUIAPJBIH TOMEH YirepiMiHe okenyi Mymkin (Camilleri,
Chetcuti & Falzon, 2019). CoHFBI KbII1Iaphl, MyFaTIMAEPIIH AUCICKCHS Typasbl OUTIMIH 3epTTey
YILIH KOIITETeH 3epTTEY KYMBICTaphI )KYpri3iiaye. OkiHimke opaii, Kazakcranga auciekcus Typajibl
aKaJeMISUTBIK 3epTTEYJIepIiH 00IMaybl Ka3aKCTaHBIK MYFATIMICPIIH TUCICKCHS Typasibl OUTIMIH
KOHE OCBl OKY KEMICTITiH JXOI0 YVIIIH KOJJAHBUIATBIH CTPATETUsIIapAbl TYCIHYre MYMKIHIIK
oepmeiini. Ocbl 3epTTey >KYMBICBIHBIH MakcaThl - Conrycrik Kazakcran eHipinaeri Axmoa
OOJIBICBIHBIH JKalMbl O1TIM O€peTiH MEeKTeN MyFaJiMIEpIHIH AUCICKCUS Typajibl OUTIMIH 3epTTey,
KOHE MYFATIMICP/IIH JUCICKCHS Typajibl O11iM1 MEH OJIapIbIH OKBITY TOXKIpHOECi apachIHaa KaHaail-
na Oip Oaiinmanbic Oap->KOrblH Tanaay Oonbin TadObuiazsl (Camilleri, Chetcuti & Falzon, 2019).
Monimerrep Jdamy Jlucnekcusicel Typansl biim mern CeHIM MIKalacklH KOJIJIaHa OTBHIPBIN OHJIAWH-
cayajHaMa apKbuIbl )kuHaI bl (Soriano-Ferrer & Echegaray-Bengoa, 2014). Xanmebl, cayanHamara
1435 wmyramiMm KaTeicThl. 3eprrey OapwichiHga Contyctik Kazakcran eHipi AKmoia OOJIBICHI
MYFaTIMIEPIHIH JUCIIEKCHSI Typallbl YII ASHI eI, SFHU HEBPOJIOTUSIIBIK, KOTHUTUBTIK JKOHE MiHE3-
KYIBIKTBIK O1TIMI IEKTeyJ1 eKeHMIIr1 aHbIKTanabl. Kecremik Tammay MyFamiMAEpIiH TUCICKCHUS
Typajbl OUTIMI MEH OJIapAbIH NEeJIaroruKajblK TKIpUOECIHIH apachlHAa enKaHAai OalIaHbIC JKOK
€KeHIH KepceTTi. bacTamkpl >koHE KbI3MET OapbICBIHIAFbl MYFaNIMIEpAIH OUTIKTUIITH apTThIpy

OarmapiiamManiapbl apKbUTbI TUCICKCHUS Typalibl MariyMaT KaObUIIaraHbIH OasHIaFaH MYFaTIMICP/IIH
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KOIILLIIr JTUCIEKCUSHBI KaKChl TYCIHETIHAIKTEpiH KepceTe anMaabl. [IponopuuoHanabik Z-TecTi
KOpPCeTKEH/IeH, AMCIeKCHs OOMBbIHIIA OfaH opi KociOM JaMyra MYIIENi MyFalmiMIep IUCIEKCHUS
TypaJibl KOCBIMIIIA OLTIM ailyFa KbI3bIFYIIBUIBIK TAHBITHANTHIH MyFalliMIepre KaparaHaa JTuCIeKCUs
TypaJibl KaKchl OuTiMre ue emec. bysl TyxbIppiMaap AKMoia OOJIBICH MyFalliMEpIHE JUCIEKCUS
OoiibIHIIA canabl 6151iM OepyaiH KOFapbl KAXKETTLIITIH KepceTedi. byi 3epTTeyaiH Heri3ri YChIHBICHI
- Kazakcrannbig 6acka aiiMakTapbIHIaFrbl MyFaTIMIEPIIH JUCICKCHS Typajbl HE OUIETIHAITH jKoHE
MYFaTIMACPAIH JUCICKCUs Typajbl OUTIMI MEH TYCIHIKTEpi OJIapIbIH OKBITY ToXKipuOenepine
KaHIIAJBIKTBl 9Cep eTEeTIHIrH TyciHy yimiH Ka3akcranmarsl MyFaliMAECpAiIH TUCIEKCHUS TYpPajbl
OUTIMIH OJIaH Opi 3epTTeY OOJBIN TAOBLIAIBI.

Kinm ce30ep: umkntozuemi Oinim Oepy, oOuciexcus, my2animoepoiy Oinimi, OKblmy

madcipubenepi.
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HCCJEIOBAHHME YPOBHS 3HAHUM YUUTEJIEN IO TEME (JIUCJEKCHUS» B
OBIIEOBPA30OBATEJBHBIX IIKOJAX AKMOJIMHCKOM OBJIACTH
AOcTpakT
[To naHHBIM MEXTyHAPOIHOM accolMalMel TucaeKcuu, oT 3 10 5% yyammxcs mKOJIbHOTO
BO3pacTa CTAIKUBAIOTCS C TPYAHOCTSIMHU B 00yUEHHUH, CBsI3aHHBIE ¢ Auciaekcueil (MexayHapoaHas
Accoumanus Qucnexcun, 2016). Bo MHOTHX cTpaHax AMCIEKCHs KaKk HapyIIEHHE CIOCOOHOCTH K
00y4YEeHHIO HIMPOKO U3y4YaeTCsi B paMKax HAyYHBIX UCCIIECAOBAHUI U 00CYXK/IaeTCsl HA YPOBHE
YUHUTEIBCKOTO cooluiecTBa. boabIIMHCTBO Hccaea0BaTENeH yTBEPKIAIOT, YUTO IPUMEHEHHE
CTIEMANBHBIX METOJIMK U MHIUBUIYALHOTO TIOJIX0/1a B O0YYEHUH JIeTeH CTPadaroluX AUCICKCHEN
OKa3bIBaeT yCIICIIHOE BiIMsHUE Ha pa3Butue ux rpamorHoctH (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Riddick,
2010; Thomson, 2009). [Tpu 3ToM, HeOCTATOUHAS WM OUIMOOYHASI MH(POPMAIHSI O TUCICKCUU
MOJKET MPHUBECTH K HEIP(HEKTUBHOMY OOYUEHUIO H, KaK CICJCTBHE, K HU3KOW yCIIEBAEMOCTH
yuarmmxcs ¢ auciekcueit (Camilleri, Chetcuti & Falzon, 2019). B nocnenaue roast 66110
IIPOBEJIEHO MHOT'O MEK/IyHAPOIHBIX UCCIIEJOBAaHUM, HAIIPAaBJIEHHBIX HA U3YUYEHHE YPOBHS 3HAHUM
yuuTese o JaHHoM cocTosiHuM. K coxkaneHuto, TeMa AUCIeKCUU IPAKTUYECKH He U3y4YeHa B
Kazaxcrane. OrcyTcTBHE HHQOpPMALMK U HAyYHBIX UCCIIEAOBaHUMN 1o nuciekcuu B Kazaxcrane
JieJIaeT HEBO3MOYKHBIM MOHUMaHKE TOT0, YTO Ka3aXCTAaHCKUE YUUTEINs 3HAIOT O AUCIEKCUU U KaKue
CTpaTeruy OHU UCIIONB3YIOT JUIsl 00yUYeHHs ydamuxcs ¢ Auciaekuei. Llenpro 1anHoro
UCCIIEIOBAHMS SIBIISIETCSA M3YUYEHHE YPOBHS 3HAaHUHN yuuTesel o01ieo0pa3oBaTeabHbIX KO
AKMOJIMHCKOM 001acTH 0 AUCIIeKCUU. J[aHHBIE TT0 UCCIIeIOBAaHUIO OBUTH COOpaHbI C TOMOIIIBIO
OHJIaliH-oTIpOca ¢ ucnosb3oBanueM mikansl KBDDS (Soriano-Ferrer & Echegaray-Bengoa, 2014).
Bcero B onpoce npunsiu yyactue 1435 yunreneit oOuieo6pa3oBarenbHbIX mKoid. MccnenoBanue
MOKa3ajo, 4To yuuTens AkMonuHckoi obnactu CeBepHoro Kazaxcrana nMeroT orpaHUueHHbIE
3HAHUA O TUCIEKCUU. BoabIMHCTBO yuuTene, COOOUIMBIINX O TOM, YTO OHHM U3YyYalld JUCIIEKCHIO
B paMKax IMpOrpaMM MOATOTOBKHM yUUTENEeH B neaarorndeckux BY3ax u Ha Kypcax MOBBIIEHUS

KBaJ'II/I(bI/IKaHI/II/I, HE I10Ka3ajinu FHY6OKI/IX 3HAHUHA O TeME. ITH BBIBOJIbI IO JYECPKUBAIOT BHICOKYIO
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noTpeOHOCTh B 00Jiee KaueCTBEHHOM MOJrOTOBKE yuuTeNneil AKMOIMHCKOM 001aCTH M BOZMOKHO
apyrux peruoHoB Kazaxcrana amst paboTsl ¢ ydamuMucs ¢ auciekcueir. OCHOBHas peKOMEHIalus
JAHHOTO UCCIIEI0BAHMS 3aKJII0YAETCA B JaJbHENIIEM U3YYCHUN 3HAHUM YUUTEJIEH O IUCIIEKCUU B
Kazaxcrane, ¢ 11e7bI0 JIy4IIero MOHUMaHUs TOT0, YTO 3HAIOT YUUTENS B IPYTHX PErHOHAX
Kazaxcrana o 1uciekcuu 1 B KaKOW CTETICHH 3HaHUS M MIOHUMAaHHUE YYUTEINCH O TUCIIEKCUU BIIUSIOT

HA UX [EIarOru4eCcKyro IpakTHKY.

Knrouesnie cnosa.: unknosusnoe 06pa306aHue, OMCﬂeKCM}Z, neoazo2uveckue 3HAHUA, onblm

0byueHusl.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1. Introduction

In 2015, Kazakhstan ratified the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities,
demonstrating a strong commitment and full support to the concept of inclusive education and the
global movement Education for All (UNICEF, 2015). Since then, several educational programmes
have been introduced in Kazakhstan to ensure that children with special educational needs receive
quality education in mainstream schools without being segregated from their peers (Ministry of
Education and Science [MoES], 2010). Though the government has developed legislative policies
to create an inclusive education system, much uncertainty still exists around the implementation of
services for students with learning disabilities such as dyslexia in the country.

In many countries, dyslexia as a learning disability is recognized by law and is supposed to
be addressed within the inclusive system of education, together with many other special educational
needs (International Dyslexia Association, 2016). Nevertheless, numerous international researchers
point out that now it is rather difficult to estimate the prevalence of dyslexia across the world as the
assessment of dyslexia depends on its definition, which varies in different countries (Elliot &
Grigorenko, 2014; Riddick, 2010; Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005). The major problem is that
different definitions of dyslexia applied across various countries lead to differences in how this
phenomenon is measured or accounted for, and thus, its statistics might not be comparable across
national contexts. For example, British researchers say that 10% of the UK population has dyslexia
(UK Government, 2017), while American scientists estimate that from 17% to 20% of the American
population has some symptoms of this learning disability (Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005).
Though this discrepancy in the proportion of dyslexic students across different countries shows that
some definitional issues exist in the field, educational researchers from different countries agree that
these figures demonstrate a high degree of possibility for mainstream school teachers to meet
children with dyslexia in their classrooms (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Riddick, 2010; Rose, 2009;

Thomson, 2008; Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005).
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Nevertheless, previous studies have reported that teachers have just a basic understanding of
dyslexia and feel unprepared to help students with dyslexia in the classroom (Wadlington &
Wadlington, 2005; Chourmouziadou, 2016; Gonzalez & Brown, 2019). Rose (2009) argues that the
consequences of low teacher awareness concerning dyslexia could be critical for dyslexic learners.
Numerous educational researchers support this view and claim that children with dyslexia, who do
not receive proper assistance and support at school, probably will not be able to reach their true
potential and contribute to the prosperity and the development of the whole society (Elliot &
Grigorenko, 2014; Livingston, Siegel & Ribary, 2018; Riddick, 2010; Rose, 2009; Thomson, 2008).
For this reason, this study aims to explore recent research into dyslexia within existing theoretical
frameworks and to examine the level of teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia in mainstream schools in
Akmola region of Kazakhstan.

Akmola region was chosen for the current research as it is one of the largest regions in the
North of Kazakhstan, with a population of nearly 740 000 people (Information and Analytical
Center [IAC], 2020). Inclusive education is a relatively new educational approach for Kazakhstan.
The first inclusive classrooms appeared in Akmola region in 2012, and in 2016 ‘Inclusive
Education” was introduced as a compulsory course in pre-service education training programmes in
the republic and regional higher educational institutions (Shayakhmetova, 2018). Therefore, the
research conducted in Akmola region might provide significant insights into the researched topic,
which will be applicable across Kazakhstan.
1.2. Definitions of Terms

This study attempts to measure the level of teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia and establish to
what extent teachers’ understanding of dyslexia depends on their training experiences. This study
will use the definition of dyslexia suggested by the International Dyslexia Association (2002).
Although differences of opinion on dyslexia still exist, there appears to be some agreement among
most researchers who support the definition offered by the International Dyslexia Association

(2002), which defines dyslexia as a neurological learning disability characterized by several
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symptoms connected with language-based problems, namely difficulties in reading, writing,
spelling, and pronunciation (International Dyslexia Association [IDA], 2002).

‘Learning disability’ is another key term that will be used in the current study. The
American Psychiatric Association (2018) defines a learning disability as a condition when children
have difficulties in more than one area of learning which are not connected to their overall
intelligence or lack of motivation. It is worth mentioning that though the terms ‘learning disability’
and ‘learning disorder’ are not precisely synonymous according to the American Psychiatric
Association (2018), they are usually used interchangeably in the international literature and this
study.

Another essential term of the current study is teachers’ ‘pedagogical knowledge’. With
reference to previous research, Voss, Kunter and Baumert (2011) offer that general pedagogical
knowledge encompasses the following key elements: knowledge of classroom management,
teaching methods, classroom assessment, learning processes and the individual characteristics of
students. Based on this concept, this study aims to explore what teachers know about the nature of
dyslexia and if teachers are aware of the teaching and assessment methods needed to work with
students who have dyslexia.

It is necessary here to also clarify exactly what is meant by the term ‘training experiences’.
This paper will use the definition suggested by Knight (2018), which refers to the professional
development of teachers and encompasses pre-service teacher education and in-service teacher
training programmes.

1.3. Statement of the Research Problem

The proportion of countries that have recognized dyslexia as a learning disability is
increasing every year (International Dyslexia Association,2016). Unfortunately, Kazakhstan still
does not have a clear policy in this field. For example, such Kazakhstani authors as Tlemissov,
Saparova, Abilmazhinov, Karimova and Tlemissova (2020) sincerely believe that .. .education

systems that acknowledge the existence of dyslexia are a failure in the society...” (p. 9). They argue
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that those education systems which have recognized dyslexia as a learning disability “...failed to
meet the needs of their learners” (Tlemissov et al., 2020, p. 9). Still, most countries, whose systems
of education are the most effective education systems in the world, have recognized dyslexia as a
learning disability and have special systems of accommodation and remediation of dyslexia in their
countries. For example, countries such as Singapore, Finland and Estonia, whose students remain
the highest achieving students according to the International Education Ranking System (OECD,
2018), have special programmes to address dyslexia as a learning disability (Dyslexia Association
of Singapore, 2020; Sillak, Varik-Maasik & Lukanenok, 2014; Uusiautti & Aireli, 2015). Unlike
Tlemissov et al. (2020), other educators in Kazakhstan such as Davletiyarova, Onlasynova (2016)
and Dushebayeva (2017) agree that dyslexia is a widespread learning disability among students in
Kazakhstan and emphasize that students with dyslexia require a special educational approach that
will help them to develop their learning strategies and become successful learners. However, the
problem is that literature on dyslexia in Kazakhstan is mostly connected with special education and
does not provide mainstream school teachers with information on how to teach students with
dyslexia and support their development. Moreover, as dyslexia is not recognized as a learning
disability in Kazakhstan, there is no common practice to identify dyslexia among children at regular
schools and, consequently, address this problem in the classroom.

According to the International Association of Dyslexia (2020), from 3 to 5% of the school
population across the world are affected by dyslexia. Educational researchers believe that these
figures show that mainstream school teachers will meet students with dyslexia in their classrooms
(Chourmouziadou, 2016; Rose, 2009; Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005). Moreover, most
researchers argue that the success of such students depends on high-quality, evidence-based and
informed teaching (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Riddick, 2010; Thomson, 2009). A lack of
knowledge by teachers about dyslexia can lead to ineffective teaching and, as a result, to the low
academic performance of students with dyslexia (Camilleri, Chetcuti & Falzon, 2019). Given that

almost 3 to 5% of the entire school population in the world experience difficulties connected with
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dyslexia (IDA, 2020), there is a strong possibility for Kazakhstani teachers to also have students
with dyslexia in their classrooms. It shows that it is pivotal for Kazakhstani teachers to be aware of
what dyslexia is and know what effective strategies they can use to teach learners with dyslexia.

1.4. Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to measure the level of teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia in the
mainstream schools of Akmola region and to analyze if there is any relationship between teachers’
knowledge of dyslexia and their training experiences.

In order to measure the level of teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia in Akmola region, and to
analyze how their training experiences influence their knowledge of dyslexia, the following research
questions are addressed:

1.What is the level of teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia in public schools in Akmola region of
Kazakhstan?

2.What is the relationship between teachers’ understanding of dyslexia and their pre-service
and in-service teacher training experiences?

1.5. Significance of the Study

Far too little attention has been paid to the problem of dyslexia in Kazakhstan. The lack of
literature and academic research on dyslexia makes it problematic to understand what Kazakhstani
educators know about dyslexia and what strategies they use to address this learning disability at the
school level. Also, little is known about the prevalence of dyslexia in Kazakhstan (Korostelyova,
2020). To better understand the situation regarding dyslexia in the country, more research on this
topic should be carried out in the country. This study attempts to address this gap in knowledge by
focusing on what teachers of mainstream schools in one of the large regions of Northern
Kazakhstan know about dyslexia. The answers to such questions as what teachers know about
dyslexia in Akmola region and whether there is any relationship between teachers' understanding of
dyslexia and their training experiences will provide information that will be equally valuable both

for the community of educators and policymakers on the national and local level. Since this study
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focuses on what teachers know about dyslexia, the findings of this study will be also helpful for
identifying the needs of training for teachers in Akmola region and Kazakhstan. Research on
dyslexia will help to raise basic awareness of dyslexia within the community of educators and might
help the government to construct some clear policies on dyslexia in the country, which will serve as
the foundation for further research and investigation.

Chapter 2: Literature Review
2.1. Introducing the “Problem” of Dyslexia

The concept of dyslexia has caused much debate and heated discussions among educators
and scientists across the world. The British politician, Graham Stringer, claimed that dyslexia does
not exist and was invented to cover up ineffective teaching at schools (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014;
Summers, 2009). He blamed the British system of education for the low academic attainments and
poor literacy of children. He argued that poor literacy of children results from ineffective
educational policy and poor teaching (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Summers, 2009). This claim
sparked a serious discussion in the international educational community. Many researchers and
educators across the world disagreed with his claims and said that they found them frustrating and
mistaken (Lipsett, 2009). In line with Graham Stringer (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Summers,
2009), who claimed that dyslexia is a myth, some scholars in Kazakhstan (Tlemissov et al., 2020)
argue that a broad definition of dyslexia and the lack of internationally recognized tests to identify
dyslexia prove that dyslexia does not exist. It illustrates that the topic of dyslexia is still highly
debatable, and that questions connected with the validity of dyslexia as a learning difficulty are still
not answered in society.

Though dyslexia was first mentioned and described in academic work at the end of the 19"
and the beginning of the 20™ centuries, the extensive and insightful research on dyslexia began in
the 1970s when some European countries and the United States of America recognized this
condition as a learning disability (Thomson, 2009). A considerable amount of research has been

carried out since then with the aim to understand and explain what dyslexia is (Breznitz, 2008).
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Though there is not a common agreement on the definition of dyslexia, most countries have now
adopted the definition which was suggested by the International Dyslexia Association (2002),
which says that:

Dyslexia is a specific learning disability that is neurobiological in origin. It is characterized

by difficulties with accurate and/or fluent word recognition and by poor spelling and

decoding abilities. These difficulties typically result from a deficit in the phonological
component of language that is often unexpected in relation to other cognitive abilities and
the provision of effective classroom instruction. Secondary consequences may include
problems in reading comprehension and reduced reading experience that can impede the

growth of vocabulary and background knowledge (IDA, 2002).

This definition outlines the main symptoms that people with dyslexia might display and
refers to the possible causes that might influence dyslexia. However, some researchers say that most
definitions that exist now are too general and must be further elaborated to include specific details
(Gyorfi & Smith, 2010). Moreover, they say that the absence of a universally acknowledged
international definition of dyslexia brings more discussion to the field and makes its identification
ambiguous and problematic. Elliot and Grigorenko (2014) argue that if specialists in different
countries have different definitions of dyslexia and, therefore, use different criteria to diagnose
dyslexia, then it is difficult to be sure that they identify the same condition. Besides, this
disagreement makes it more difficult to analyze the prevalence of dyslexia across countries and
draw feasible solutions about how to address this learning disability (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014).
The subsequent sections of this chapter will review existing theories and concepts on dyslexia and
analyze the findings from recent studies on teachers’ knowledge and awareness of dyslexia.

2.2. Theories of Dyslexia
Different theories suggest evidence-based explanations and possible interpretations of what

dyslexia is. There are three main domains within which dyslexia is analyzed: neurological/
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biological, cognitive and behavioural (Frith, 1999). The following part of this thesis moves on to
describe in greater detail these three domains.

2.2.1. The Neurological Theory

The neurological theory is based on two extensive research areas: research on the brain and
research on the genome (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014). Elliot and Grigorenko (2014) highlight that a
significant amount of research conducted in this direction showed that the cause of reading
disabilities and reading-related skills might lie in the brain and different brain structures. In line
with this explanation, asynchrony theory, which was proposed by Breznitz (2008), suggests that
dyslexia could be the result of asynchronous work of different parts of the brain during the process
of reading. The explanation given is that the successful activation of the reading process requires
the synchronous functioning of different brain entities within a short period of time. The problem is
that people with dyslexia, due to biological differences in brain structures, need more time to
process this information (Breznitz, 2008). Innovative scientific methods have been used recently to
analyze and compare how the information is processed by people with and without dyslexia.
Evidence shows that dyslexic readers of all ages process information slower than typical readers
because their brains are functioning asynchronously and need more time for the enactment of this
activity (Breznitz, 2008). However, Thomson (2009) stresses that the neurological explanation of
dyslexia does not imply that children with dyslexia cannot be taught to read and to spell. The
understanding of this theory is that a teacher needs to look at this characteristic as an individual
difference in a child and employ the appropriate resources and techniques to meet such children’ s
educational needs (Thomson, 2009). In line with this understanding of the theory, Stein (2008) says
that the awareness of neurological factors that can influence this condition leads to improved and
effective teaching practices for children with dyslexia.

Heredity factors are one more significant neurobiological aspect that can influence dyslexia.
Considerable research has been conducted on the role of genetics in dyslexia, and numerous

scientists arrived at the conclusion that genes are important in reading and reading disabilities
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(Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Stein, 2008; Thomas, 2009). The research conducted by Carroll,
Mundy and Cunningham (2014) corroborates this theory and suggests that family risk of dyslexia
might serve as an additional predictor for the identification of children at risk. They say that in order
to prevent negative consequences, it is suggested to provide young learners with a family history of
dyslexia with extra support and assistance (Carrol et al., 2014). Elliot and Grigorenko (2014) agree
with this view and say that the knowledge of the genetic origin of dyslexia might be helpful in
identifying students at risk at an earlier age, which will allow educators to intervene earlier and
provide students with dyslexia with special and appropriate assistance. Most researchers believe
that teachers’ knowledge and understanding of the neurobiological theory, both neurological and
genetic factors, might contribute significantly to organizing appropriate assistance and support for
learners with dyslexia (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Riddick, 2010; Thomson, 2009). Such support
aims to help children with dyslexia to adapt to the difficulties they have in the learning process.
2.2.2. The Cognitive Theory

To have an in-depth understanding of what dyslexia is, the cognitive factors should be
considered and analyzed thoroughly. Elliot and Grigorenko (2014) identify the following cognitive
processes that could have a considerable influence on dyslexia: phonological processing, auditory
and visual impairments, working memory, motor difficulties and poor naming speed. The majority
of scientists acknowledge that phonological processing is strongly connected with the ability to read
(Riddick, 2010). Several components of phonological processing are recognized by researchers,
such as phonological awareness, phonological memory, phonological recoding and lexical retrieval,
but it is believed that the most powerful cognitive factor which influences dyslexia is phonological
awareness (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Riddick, 2010; Thomson, 2009).

Phonological awareness is defined as the ability to identify and control the sounds of an oral
language (Gibbons, 2015; Thomas, 2009). According to the phonological theory, learners with
dyslexia do not hear speech sounds as regular learners and this might lead to problems with

phonological and orthographic awareness (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014). Evidence shows that
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dyslexic children have difficulties decoding single words which in turn results in poor reading and
spelling skills (Riddick, 2010). It is obvious that phonological awareness is crucial for developing
reading skills, but educational researchers highlight that it should be understood that phonological
difficulties and reading disabilities are interrelated with each other (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014;
Riddick, 2010). Evidence shows that it is problematic to split causes from consequences; poor
phonological awareness does not necessarily lead to reading disabilities, and the development of
reading skills might have a positive impact on the improvement of phonemic awareness (Castles &
Coultheart, 2004; Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Thomson, 2009). Elliot and Grigorenko (2014) say
that phonological awareness might be considered as the most influential cognitive aspect, but the
fact that not all students who experience difficulties in reading have a phonological deficit, and not
all students who have phonological problems demonstrate difficulties in reading should also be
taken into account. Moreover, as Thomson (2009) says, the environmental component plays a
significant role here too because if a child has not been taught to connect sounds with letters, then
he will not be able to identify this correspondence. In line with Elliot and Grigorenko (2014) and
Thomson (2009), Manis and Bailey (2008) arrived at a similar conclusion after an analysis of their
research results. They stress that neurological differences might be the cause of a phonological
deficit. Still, this correlation does not mean that these difficulties cannot be addressed and that there
is nothing that can be done to help a child with dyslexia (Manis & Bailey, 2008).

Elliot and Grigorenko (2014) argue that in research about the causes which might influence
dyslexia, stress should also be placed on visual and auditory impairments. Some scientists disagree
that visual impairments play a key role in dyslexia. Still, they do not deny the fact that some
learners with dyslexia do report visual difficulties which they experience while reading (Riddick,
2010). Thus, teachers and educators should also consider the possibility that dyslexic children might
experience difficulties related to processing auditory and visual inputs. Therefore, as already

mentioned, research on the underlying causes of dyslexia has crucial implications for teachers and
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educators. Riddick (2010) highlights that the most practical value of the phonological theory is that

it has much evidence-based knowledge to inform teaching and intervention in schools.

2.2.3. The Behavioural Theory

Within the behavioural theory, researchers analyze symptoms or other clear characteristics
that can help them to diagnose dyslexia in a person or identify people at risk of having this learning
disability. For example, poor reading, poor motor development, poor speed naming, and poor
phoneme awareness might result from dyslexia. However, they could be caused by other condition
or learning disabilities (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014). It means that teachers need to be able to
recognize the real causes that lie behind the difficulties a child might experience within learning.

For the assessment procedures, in most countries where dyslexia is recognized as a learning
disability, school educators and psychologists use a standardized assessment tool to measure a
sample of behaviours and make conclusions for each individual case according to the obtained data
(Thomson, 2009). The most important role of this assessment for teachers is to evaluate a student’s
cognitive and other abilities in order to provide a child with better teaching and appropriate support
(Thomson, 2009). Most researchers agree that a holistic approach and the integration of
neurological, cognitive and behavioural analysis will help to find better ways to address dyslexia
and help dyslexic people to reach their true potential (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Riddick, 2010;
Thomson, 2009).

Though some disagreement in understanding and defining dyslexia exists among scientists
and educators, most researchers agree that dyslexia is a spectrum with a display of different
symptoms and severity (The National Institute of Neurological Disorders and Stroke [NINDS],
2019; Riddick, 2010). More and more researchers recognize dyslexia not as a deficit, but as a
difference in the neurological and cognitive levels which requires appropriate educational
intervention in teaching (The Learning and Skills Development Agency and NIACE, 2004). It is
generally acknowledged that dyslexia is a condition that might be caused by biological and

cognitive differences and is not the result of poor instruction or low intelligence (IDA, 2002). Most
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researchers stress that an analysis of the causes of dyslexia and research on dyslexia can provide
teachers with evidence-based information which can help them to build an appropriate system of
interventions to meet the needs of learners with dyslexia (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Gyorfi &
Smith, 2010; Riddick, 2010). Given that research results and theories, within which dyslexia is
analyzed, have important implications for teachers, it seems fair to suggest that teachers’ knowledge
of dyslexia is indispensable for the identification process of students with dyslexia.

2.3. Identification of Dyslexia

The identification process of children with dyslexia heavily depends on teachers’ awareness
of dyslexia and their pedagogical expertise (Rose, 2009). Rose (2009) points out that identifying
and helping children with dyslexia to adapt to the difficulties they experience in learning demands
much knowledge and professionalism from teachers. Teachers’ expertise in this sphere makes it
possible to recognize children at risk and to identify those children who possess this learning
disability. Most researchers argue that the identification at an earlier stage and timely intervention
might enable dyslexic children to cope with literacy difficulties which they might have in learning
due to their condition (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Livingston, Siegel & Ribary, 2018; Riddick,
2010; Rose, 2009; Thomson, 2008). Livingston et al. (2019) state that students with dyslexia who
do not receive appropriate teaching and assistance at school might experience stress and anxiety,
which could harm their emotional well-being. Thomson (2009) argues that the identification of
dyslexia and the support of children with dyslexia might prevent some of them from antisocial and
even criminal behaviour in the future. He points out that a large proportion of the prison population
is illiterate and have problems connected with dyslexia (Thomson, 2009). It shows that teachers’
knowledge and their role are crucial, both in the teaching and identification processes, as it helps to
provide children with dyslexia with necessary support and a quality education.

A considerable amount of research evidence shows that the early identification of dyslexia
and high-quality teaching positively influence the literacy of children with dyslexia (Rose, 2009;

Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005). Through a combination of expert knowledge, it is fair to suggest
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that much emphasis now lies on effective pedagogical strategies geared at helping students with
dyslexia and are highly dependent on teachers’ knowledge and awareness of this learning difficulty.
2.4. Teachers’ Knowledge of Dyslexia

In recent years, a significant amount of literature on dyslexia and education has been
published. Numerous studies have concentrated on analyzing teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia and
on the analysis of factors that might influence teachers’ awareness of dyslexia. This section will
review the recent studies which have explored teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia and the factors
which might influence their knowledge.

2.4.1. Teachers’ Knowledge of Neurological Nature of Dyslexia

Most educational scientists stress that an accurate and deep understanding of the
neurological and cognitive nature of dyslexia equips teachers with the knowledge and evidence-
based information on how to best help students with dyslexia (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Gyorfi &
Smith, 2010; Riddick, 2010). Elliot and Grigorenko (2014), Gyorfi and Smith (2010) and Riddick
(2010) argue that the understanding of the neurological and cognitive nature of dyslexia helps
teachers to understand the real causes of this learning disability and build their teaching practice
according to the needs of students with dyslexia.

Research shows a varying degree of teachers’ awareness of the neurological and cognitive
causes of dyslexia. The fact that neurological and genetic factors cause dyslexia in some contexts is
known better than in others. A study, which was conducted by Bell, McPhillips and Doveston
(2011) in England and Ireland, revealed that only a minority of teachers (7 out of 72 in Ireland and
3 out of 57 in England) could refer to the neurological factors of dyslexia. The researchers
concluded that the respondents in both countries were better aware of the behavioural
characteristics of dyslexia than of the neurological and cognitive ones (Bell et al., 2011). Research
conducted by Knight (2016) in England and Wales arrived at similar results and demonstrated that
only 9% and 39.3 % of respondents knew that dyslexia is caused by neurological and cognitive

differences, respectively. A recent study from China corroborates these findings and reports that
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80% of surveyed teachers were not aware of the neurological origin of dyslexia, and almost 60% of
respondents believed that dyslexia is caused by “poor literacy environment” (Yin, Joshi & Yan,
2019, p.11). These results illustrate that teachers have a vague understanding of the neurological
nature of dyslexia (Bell et al., 2011; Knight, 2016; Yin et al., 2019). Bell et al. (2011), Knight
(2016) and Yin et al. (2019), in the context of their countries, suggested that further professional
development for teachers is highly needed in this sphere.

Also, considerable research has been conducted on the role of genetics in dyslexia in
different countries. Though many researchers highlight the importance of genetics as one of the
predominant risk factors for dyslexia, recent research results have shown that a significant
proportion of teachers do not know about that. A study of teachers in the United States of America
by Wadlington and Wadlington (2005) revealed that 51.2 % of surveyed educators wrongly
believed that dyslexia is not hereditary. Research conducted in Greece in 2016 demonstrated similar
results and showed that almost 45.6 % of respondents were not aware of the hereditary nature of
dyslexia (Chourmouziadou, 2016). Yin et al. (2019) obtained similar results in China. The research
showed that 54 % of surveyed teachers in China do not know that dyslexia can run in families (Yin
etal., 2019).

These results demonstrate that the neurological basis of dyslexia is poorly understood by
teachers, and a large proportion of respondents in different countries do not consider the
neurological and genetic factors as risk factors which might cause dyslexia. The majority of
educational researchers highlight that an accurate understanding of the neurological nature of
dyslexia plays a crucial role in teaching children with this learning disability and it can have a great
impact on the effectiveness of classroom practices for students with dyslexia (Bell, et al., 2011;
Chourmouziadou, 2016; Knight, 2016; Soriano-Ferrer et al., 2016; Wadlington &Wadlington, 2005;

Yinetal., 2019).
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2.4.2. Teachers’ Knowledge of Cognitive Characteristics of Dyslexia

Several studies have revealed that though teachers have a better understanding of the
cognitive nature of dyslexia than of the neurological one, evidence still shows that most teachers
have just a basic understanding of the cognitive factors of dyslexia (Barbiero et al., 2019;
Chourmouziadou, 2016; Gonzalez & Brown, 2019; Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005). Bell et al.
(2011) found that only 23 respondents out of 72 in their survey could refer to the cognitive factors
of dyslexia (Bell et al., 2011). Research, conducted in Greece (Chourmouziadou, 2016), showed
that 25% of respondents did not know that children with dyslexia have working memory problems,
and only 44 % of surveyed teachers knew that a phonological deficit might influence dyslexia in
people. Knight (2018) revealed that only 39.3% of surveyed teachers in England and Wales were
aware of the cognitive causes of dyslexia, and almost 16.8% of the survey respondents believed that
dyslexia and visual factors are interrelated, even though this relationship has not been proven. Yin
et al. (2019) also came to a similar conclusion in the context of their country; they indicated that
surveyed teachers in China “were ill-informed about the biological and cognitive aspects of
dyslexia” (Yin et al., 2019, p.14).

Though numerous scientists and researchers state that teachers’” knowledge of the cognitive
and neurological nature of dyslexia encourage teachers to change their practices and create
appropriate teaching and learning environments for students with dyslexia, evidence shows that a
significant number of teachers are vaguely aware of the cognitive and neurological nature of
dyslexia (Bell et al., 2011; Chourmouziadou, 2016; Gonzalez & Brown, 2019; Knight, 2018;
Soriano-Ferrer et al., 2016; Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005; Yin et al., 2019). Therefore, based on
the available evidence from international research, the first hypothesis for this paper was formulated
as follows:

Hypothesis 1: Teachers’ understanding of the neurological and cognitive nature of dyslexia

is low.
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2.4.3. Teachers’ Knowledge of Behavioral Aspects of Dyslexia
Elliot and Grigorenko (2014) highlight that the knowledge of the neurological and cognitive

characteristics, together with the knowledge of the behavioural aspects of dyslexia, ensures that
teachers will be able to identify dyslexia and help dyslexic children with timely and appropriate
intervention programmes. The results from recent research have demonstrated that teachers are
better aware of the behavioural symptoms of dyslexia than of the neurological and cognitive ones
(Bell et al., 2011; Chourmouziadou, 2016; Gonzalez & Brown, 2019; Knight, 2018; Soriano-Ferrer
et al., 2016; Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005; Yin et al., 2019). Knight (2018) reported that a
significant number of respondents (79.5%) of her study in England and Wales (N = 2,600) could
identify the behavioural descriptors of dyslexia. Similar results were obtained in the United States
of America (Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005), Greece (Chourmouziadou, 2016) and China (Yin et
al., 2019), where it was found that 93.6%, 92 % and 70% of the surveyed teachers respectively
knew that dyslexia is a learning disability which affects language processing, writing and/or
speaking abilities. However, it is worth mentioning that almost 70 % of surveyed teachers in the
American study thought that word reversal is the main criterion in the identification of dyslexia and
56 % of respondents did not know that dyslexia is a continuum that could be different in each case
and can display different symptoms and levels of severity (Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005). These
results are in line with the results discovered by Soriano-Ferrer et al. (2016) in Spain, who found
that 63% of surveyed teachers believed that reversing letters and words is the main symptom of
dyslexia. Similarly, research in China uncovered that almost 70 % of surveyed teachers thought that
seeing letters backwards is the main sign of dyslexia (Yin et al., 2019). These results corroborate
the results from the Greek study, where 93 % of surveyed teachers wrongly believed that reversing
letters and words is the main characteristic of dyslexia (Chourmouziadou, 2016). However, the vast
majority of researchers arrived at the same conclusion in the context of their countries (Bell et al.,
2011; Chourmouziadou, 2016; Gonzalez & Brown, 2019; Knight, 2018; Soriano-Ferrer et al., 2016;

Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005; Yin et al., 2019). They concluded that though some gaps in
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teachers’ knowledge concerning the behavioural symptoms exist, teachers still know the
behavioural characteristics of dyslexia better than the neurobiological and cognitive aspects. Thus,
based on the results received from international studies, the second hypothesis for the current study
was formulated as follows:

Hypothesis 2: Teachers know the behavioural characteristics of dyslexia better than the
neurological and cognitive ones.
2.4.4. General Knowledge of Dyslexia

One of the most significant findings is that evidence from recent research has demonstrated
that most teachers in different countries know that dyslexia is not a myth and really exists
(Chourmouziadou, 2016; Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005; Yin et al., 2019). Recent research in
China indicated that most surveyed teachers knew that dyslexia is not a myth and really exists (Yin
et al., 2019). Likewise, the researchers in Spain and Peru found that 85 % of participants agreed that
dyslexia really exists and is not a myth (Soriano-Ferrer et al., 2016). It was also revealed that a
considerable number of teachers know that dyslexia is not connected with intelligence. Evidence
shows that 53.9 % of the respondents in Greece (Chourmouziadou, 2016) knew that learning
difficulties, which students with dyslexia experience, are not connected with low intelligence, and
96 % of the surveyed teachers in America (Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005) knew that people with
dyslexia do not have below- average intelligence. Regarding the duration of dyslexia,
Chourmouziadou (2016) found that 77. 5 % of the respondents of her research knew that dyslexia is
a lifelong condition, and this result is similar to the findings obtained by Wadlington and
Wadlington (2005), who revealed that most surveyed educators also knew that dyslexia lasts a
lifetime. By contrast, the results from research which was conducted in Spain and Peru
demonstrated that 69 % of pre-service teachers and 45 % of in-service teachers who participated in
the survey did not know that dyslexia is a lifelong condition (Soriano-Ferrer, Echegaray-Bengoa,
Joshi & Joshi, 2016). Similar results were obtained in China (Yin et al., 2019), where the research

showed that over 75 % of the surveyed teachers did not know that dyslexia is a life-long condition.
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The studies presented thus far have provided evidence that teachers in different countries
have just a basic knowledge of dyslexia (Bell et al., 2011; Chourmouziadou, 2016; Gonzalez &
Brown, 2019; Knight, 2018; Soriano-Ferrer et al., 2016; Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005; Yin et
al., 2019). The researchers strongly believe that relevant professional development for teachers is
highly required to provide them with the necessary knowledge and skills to handle dyslexia in the
classroom (Chourmouziadou, 2016; Soriano-Ferrer et al., 2016; Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005;
Yin et al., 2019). They agree that dyslexia should be analyzed within three main levels:
neurological, cognitive and behavioural. The researchers argue that teachers’ understanding of
dyslexia within these three levels provides a mode for teachers to improve their teaching practices
and include all students into the learning process (Chourmouziadou, 2016; Soriano-Ferrer et al.,
2016; Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005; Yin et al.,2019).
2.5. Relationship between Teachers’ Knowledge of Dyslexia and their Training Experiences

Though recent studies claim that most teachers in different countries demonstrate just a
basic knowledge of dyslexia (Barbiero et al., 2019; Chourmouziadou, 2016; Gonzalez & Brown,
2019; Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005), Knight (2018) argues that we should not blame the
teachers for their limited knowledge of dyslexia; the focus should be moved from teachers to
teacher training programmes in educational institutions, which do not equip teachers with updated
knowledge and information about this neurological disorder. Evidence shows that most of the
surveyed teachers in different countries mentioned that dyslexia was not covered within their
teacher training programmes (Chourmouziadou, 2016; Knight, 2018; Soriano-Ferrer et al., 2016;
Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005; Yin et al., 2019). Soriano-Ferrer et al. (2016), revealed that
83.5% of the surveyed teachers answered that they did not receive any training in working with
children with dyslexia. Similar results were obtained by Wadlington and Wadlington (2005) who
found that 87.8 % of the surveyed educators said that they feel that their education did not prepare
them to effectively work with dyslexic learners, and along with this, 88 % of all respondents said

that they were interested in furthering their knowledge in regards to dyslexia. Moreover, this
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research showed that teachers who expressed interest in further training on dyslexia had better
understanding of this learning disability (Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005). Overall, these studies
highlight the need for quality training programmes on dyslexia and additional professional
development for teachers to raise their awareness of dyslexia and increase their confidence in
working with students with dyslexia.

The study conducted by Knight (2018) fully supports the claim that further professional
development on dyslexia is vitally important for the effective teaching of students with dyslexia. In
her study, Knight (2018) explored the relationship between teachers' understanding of dyslexia and
their training experiences. An online survey was completed by approximately 2570 teachers in
England and Wales. It was found that 71.8% of surveyed teachers reported that any dyslexia
training was inadequate in their teacher training programmes and 50.4% of respondents said that
they did not receive any professional development on dyslexia. Based on the research results,
Knight (2018) concluded that most respondents had a limited understanding of dyslexia, and that
this understanding was mostly related to behavioural factors. It was also shown that there was a lack
of knowledge concerning the neurological and cognitive aspects of dyslexia. The researcher argues
that evidence-based teacher training, which provides teachers with an up-to-date analysis of the
neurological, cognitive and behavioural facets of dyslexia, is pivotal for teachers to be able to meet
the needs of learners with dyslexia (Knight, 2018). The author agrees that to diagnose dyslexia is
not a teacher’s job, but it is important for teachers to have a clear understanding of what dyslexia is
to be able to identify the learners who are at risk and provide them with appropriate teaching
(Knight, 2018). These results support the idea of previous studies which recommend a significant
need for extra professional development on dyslexia for teachers (Chourmouziadou, 2016;
Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005).

Considering the results of numerous studies, the researchers suggest that a better support
training system for pre-service and in-service teachers is required, and more theoretical and

practical training on dyslexia should be organized for teachers to equip them with the necessary
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knowledge and strategies to handle dyslexia at school (Chourmouziadou, 2016; Knight, 2018;
Soriano-Ferrer et al., 2016; Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005; Yin et al., 2019).

Therefore, the research conducted in the USA (Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005) helped to
shape the third hypothesis for the current study:

Hypothesis 3: Teachers who showed interest in further training on dyslexia have a better
understanding of dyslexia.

2.6. Research on dyslexia in Kazakhstan

Even though over the past years, there has been a significant volume of published studies
about teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia in the world, there is a big gap in this area of research in
Kazakhstan. The fact that there is no common practice to identify dyslexia in Kazakhstani schools
makes it impossible to analyze the prevalence of dyslexia in Kazakhstan. The underestimation of
students with dyslexia in state schools might lead to the ineffectiveness of the education system as a
whole. Educational researchers argue that if a school fails to diagnose dyslexia, then it will be rather
difficult for educators to meet the child’s needs in the classroom (Gonzalez & Brown, 2019).
Consequently, it might mean that if students with this learning difficulty do not get enough support
in the classroom, they are more likely to experience stress and anxiety which might result in
antisocial behaviour in the future (Barbiero et al., 2019). Thus, it is becoming obvious that it is
indispensable for Kazakhstan to start researching this topic and to identify students with dyslexia in
order to provide them with effective educational support and psychological assistance.

The literature review in this thesis has shown that dyslexia is being explored and discussed
widely among scientists and educators across the world. Many countries have recognized that
dyslexia as a learning disability should be identified and managed within the inclusive education
system. Despite the existing disagreement in defining dyslexia, most researchers agree that this
condition should be conceptualized within three main levels: neurological, cognitive and
behavioural (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Knight, 2018; Riddick, 2010; Rose, 2009; Thomson, 2009;

Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005). Most researchers agree that environmental factors play a
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significant role in handling dyslexia and, therefore, teachers’ knowledge and understanding of
dyslexia have a crucial impact on how the needs of learners with dyslexia are met (Elliot &
Grigorenko, 2014; Knight, 2018; Riddick, 2010; Rose, 2009; Thomson, 2009; Wadlington &
Wadlington, 2005). Evidence shows that appropriate professional development is highly needed for
pre-service and in-service teachers to raise their awareness of dyslexia (Chourmouziadou, 2016;
Gonzalez & Brown, 2019; Rose, 2009; Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005). The literature review has
shown that teachers are more aware of the behavioural characteristics of dyslexia than the
neurological and cognitive ones. Therefore, to analyze the situation regarding dyslexia in
Kazakhstan, the following hypotheses will be tested in this study:

Hypothesis 1: Teachers’ understanding of the neurological and cognitive causes of dyslexia is low.
Hypothesis 2: Teachers know the behavioural characteristics of dyslexia better than the neurological
and cognitive ones.
Hypothesis 3: Teachers who showed interest in further training on dyslexia have a better
understanding of dyslexia.
Chapter 3: Methodology

3.1. The Focus of the Study

Numerous researchers have focused their investigations on analyzing teachers’ knowledge
of dyslexia. Unfortunately, evidence shows that most teachers have just a basic understanding of
dyslexia (Chourmouziadou, 2016; Knight, 2018; Soriano-Ferrer et al., 2016; Wadlington &
Wadlington, 2005; Yin et al., 2019). The main purpose of the current study was to measure the level
of teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia in the mainstream schools of Akmola region in Kazakhstan
and to analyze if the relationship between teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia and their training
experiences exists. For the purpose of this study, the following research questions were addressed:
1.What is the level of teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia in public schools in Akmola region of

Kazakhstan?
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2.What is the relationship between teachers’ understanding of dyslexia and their pre-service and in-
service teacher training experiences?

Also, this study tested the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Teachers’ understanding of the neurological and cognitive causes of dyslexia is low.
Hypothesis 2: Teachers know the behavioural characteristics of dyslexia better than the neurological
and cognitive ones.

Hypothesis 3: Teachers who showed interest in further training on dyslexia have a better
understanding of dyslexia.

Due to the focus of the research, this study applied a survey research design. Survey
research is one of the most popular quantitative research designs characterized by collecting data
through standard questionnaire forms, which might be administered online (Muijs, 2004; Neuman,
2014). In most recent international studies, teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia has been measured
through online surveys (Knight, 2014; Soriano-Ferrer et al., 2016; Wadlington & Wadlington,

2005; Yin et al., 2019). According to Cohen (2018), an online survey research design enables
researchers to collect quantitative data, analyze it statistically, describe the trends, and to test the
research questions and hypotheses in the wider population within a short period of time. Since this
method corresponds well to the purpose of this research, which seeks to examine the level of
teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia in Akmola region of Northern Kazakhstan, and to analyze if the
relationship between their knowledge and their training experiences exists, this method was chosen
for the current study.

3.2. Survey Questionnaire

To date, various scales and questionnaires have been developed and introduced to measure
the level of teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia. The most widely used scales which have been
employed in recent studies are the Dyslexia Belief Index (DBI), a scale which was created by
American researchers Wadlington and Wadlington in 2005, and the Scale of Knowledge and Beliefs

about Developmental Dyslexia (KBDDS), which was created by Spanish researchers Soriano-Ferrer
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and Echegaray-Bengoa in 2014 (Soriano-Ferrer & Echegaray-Bengoa, 2014; Wadlington &
Wadlington, 2005). Both scales have been successfully validated and are geared towards the
exploration of teachers’ knowledge and beliefs regarding dyslexia. Still, while the DBI (Wadlington
& Wadlington, 2005) is more concentrated on the behavioural symptoms of dyslexia and on the
analysis of any misconceptions that educators hold about dyslexia, the KBDDS (Soriano-Ferrer &
Echegaray-Bengoa, 2014) focuses more on teachers’ understanding of the neurological, cognitive
and behavioural nature of dyslexia. Since the major objective of this study was to understand what
Kazakhstani teachers know about dyslexia across three main levels (neurological, cognitive and
behavioural), the data for this research was collected with the use of the KBDDS (Soriano-Ferrer &
Echegaray-Bengoa, 2014). This scale consists of 36 items and the results showed a very high degree
of reliability and validity after its utilization in Spain, Peru and China (Soriano-Ferrer et al., 2016;
Yin et al., 2019). All the items are presented as one-sentence statements with the response options
of “True’, ‘False’ or ‘I don’t know’. Since the scale has been published and is publicly accessible, it
was not required to obtain an additional consent from the developers in the scope of this study.
Demographic information questions, such as respondents’ age, gender, teaching grade, years of
teaching and training experiences were also included in the questionnaire for the present research.
As the original scale is in English, it was translated into Kazakh and Russian.

Prior to the large-scale survey, the questionnaire was piloted with five teachers. Firstly, two
teachers from mainstream schools of Akmola region answered the questions of the survey chosen
for the present research. Both teachers reported that all questions were clear and understandable
except questions 10 ‘Modeling fluent reading is often used as a teaching strategy’ and 19
‘Multisensory instruction is not an effective training method at the moment’. Since both questions
include terminology, the definitions of the terms were provided next to these questions (See
Appendices B and C). Then the adapted version of this survey was piloted with the other three

mainstream school teachers.



TEACHERS’ KNOWLEDGE OF DYSLEXIA 24
3.3. Sample

The target population of the current study was school teachers from mainstream schools in
Akmola region of the northern part of Kazakhstan. According to the Information and Analytical
Center (2020), there are 555 mainstream schools in Akmola region, with 13 682 teachers working
in these schools. As the population in the region is rather large and widely dispersed (the region
consists of 17 districts, two cities of regional significance and 8 towns), it was more reasonable to
choose cluster sampling for the research (Cohen et al., 2018; Creswell, 2014). According to Cohen
et al. (2018), this type of sampling allows a researcher to select a specific number of schools in the
area and recruit teachers from the selected schools for the survey. However, Cohen et al. (2018)
warn about the possibility of being biased if a researcher takes only one cluster for the investigation
and suggest creating several clusters in order to produce valid outcomes. Thus, to avoid bias in this
research, several clusters for the survey were organized in different parts of Akmola region:

v 5schools in the Northern part of Akmola region (Kokshetau, Zerenda and Burabai districts),
v 5schools in the Central part of Akmola region (Birzhan Sal, Bulandy, Sandyktau and

Atbasar districts),

v 5schools in the Southern part of Akmola region (Egendykolsky, Tselinogradsky,

Arshalynsky and Korgalzhinsky districts),

v" 5 schools in the Western part of Akmola region (Esilsky, Zhaksynsky, Zharkayinsky
districts).

This strategy allowed the whole region to be covered, represented and generalized. Only
schools with more than 500 students comprising of primary, secondary and high schools were
included in the study. The benefit of this approach was that there were more teachers in these
schools, and this study was interested to include teachers of all grade levels. The details for

distributing the questionnaire to teachers are described in section ‘Research Ethics Procedures’.
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3.4. Dataset

Once survey data was collected, it was then analyzed in relation to teachers’ knowledge of
dyslexia across the three main areas: neurological, cognitive, and behavioural. This was to establish
if any relationship between teachers' knowledge of dyslexia and their training experiences existed.
The analysis of this data addressed the present study's main research questions and tested the
research hypotheses.

3.5. Data Analysis

Quantitative analysis was used to measure the level of teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia and
test the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Teachers’ understanding of the neurological and cognitive causes of dyslexia is low.
Hypothesis 2: Teachers know the behavioural characteristics of dyslexia better than the neurological
and cognitive ones.

Hypothesis 3: Teachers who showed interest in further training on dyslexia have a better
understanding of dyslexia.

Univariate and bivariate types of analysis were employed to answer the research questions
and test hypotheses of the current research. Firstly, a univariate analysis was conducted to analyze
the characteristics of the sample. Univariate analysis is descriptive and can give a researcher
important information about the research questions and individual variables (Muijs, 2011).
Therefore, this statistical test allowed for a descriptive analysis which considered such variables as
teachers’ training experiences, teaching experience, education level, and teaching grade.

Next, to measure the level of teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia, a frequency distribution
analysis was employed. Descriptive data was generated for all variables. This information showed
how many teachers had a good understanding of dyslexia across the neurological, cognitive and
behavioural layers and how many of the surveyed teachers were not well aware of this learning

disorder.
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Finally, bivariate analysis was run to analyze the relationship between teachers’ knowledge
of dyslexia and their training experiences. Cross-tabulation analysis was carried out to investigate
the relationship between training experiences and teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia. The first cross-
tabulation analysis was employed to explore the relationship between teachers’ knowledge of
dyslexia and their pre-service training experiences on dyslexia. The second cross-tabulation analysis
was run to analyze the relationship between the level of teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia and their
additional training experiences on dyslexia. The third cross-tabulation analysis was performed to
analyze the relationship between teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia and their interest in further
training on dyslexia. Also, in order to analyze whether teachers who are interested in further
training on dyslexia have better awareness of dyslexia than those teachers who are not interested in
further training, Z-test of proportions was conducted. Z-test of proportions was chosen over the chi-
square test due to the insufficient number of observations per cell which would yield an unreliable
chi-square result (Muijs, 2011).
3.6. Research Ethics Procedures

Since the study was conducted in the form of an online survey, it was necessary to take all
measures to protect the anonymity and confidentiality of the potential respondents. Cohen et al.
(2018) stress that schools are “hierarchical institutions” (p.120), and this might have a certain
impact on participants. Therefore, it is pivotal for educational researchers to think about the effect
their research might have on the teachers participating in their research. The anonymity and
confidentiality of respondents should be respected in order to protect their privacy (Cohen et al.,
2018; Creswell, 2014). For that reason, all ethical precautions were considered and strictly followed
by the researcher.

Prior to undertaking the investigation, an application for the ethics review of this research
was submitted to the Nazarbayev University Research Ethics Committee of the School of
Education. As soon as the approval was obtained, permission from the Department of Education of

Akmola region to conduct the research in 20 schools of Akmola region was gained. As a response
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to the researcher’s request to allow this study in public schools of the region, the Department of
Education of Akmola region contacted the principals of the schools selected for the sample in this
study and asked them to distribute the anonymous link to the survey among their school teachers.
The school administration of each school was provided with an email which contained full
information about the research, including the purpose of the study, and any confidentiality and
anonymity issues. This email also included the link to the survey so that the principals could share
the survey link and the consent letter with their teachers. The respondents of the research were
informed about the purpose of the study, and any confidentiality and anonymity issues. They were
also informed that their participation is voluntary, and they have the right to withdraw and not to
answer questions at any time. The data collection process via the survey took place in November
2020. The full text of the letter as well as the electronic survey is enclosed in the appendices in this
thesis.

The data collection process for this research was conducted using the Qualtrics Survey
Platform. This platform allows an opportunity to collect information anonymously by providing
respondents with an anonymous link (Qualtrics, 2020). This link does not collect identifying
information such as names or email addresses, and it is not possible to link the answers with the
individual respondents of the survey. All the dataset was anonymized in the Qualtrics platform so
that no answer could be traced back to an individual respondent.

To preserve confidentiality, any identifying information about respondents was not
discussed with anyone except the supervisor of this research. Since the Department of Education of
Akmola region was involved in the process of the survey distribution among the public schools
selected for the research in Akmola region, the names of research sites were known to one of the
managers of the Department. However, any other identifying information about respondents was
not revealed to them. Creswell (2014) highlights the need for researchers to “be careful about
reporting a small subset of results that will disclose the identity of specific individuals” (p.402).

This is not the case in the present research as it reports aggregate quantitative data. Still, to protect
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data privacy, all primary data was kept in a password-protected personal laptop which was
accessible to the researcher only. The full information about the research, including the purpose of
the study, and any confidentiality and anonymity issues, was explained clearly to participants at the
beginning of the survey. Survey respondents were asked whether they agree to participate in this
survey or not. Only when they responded ‘Yes’, they were taken to survey questions. If they clicked
‘No’, they were thanked for their participation and were led to exit the survey.

Chapter 4: Findings
4.1. Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

This chapter will report findings of the present research which aims to measure teachers’
knowledge about dyslexia and explore the relationship between teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia
and their training experiences. The chapter is divided into three main sections: demographic
characteristics of respondents, the results obtained from the Scale of Knowledge and Beliefs about
Developmental Dyslexia (KBDDS), and an analysis of the relationship between teachers’ training
experiences and their knowledge about dyslexia.

An anonymous link to the survey was sent to teachers of 20 schools in Akmola region of
Northern Kazakhstan. Overall, 1435 teachers participated in the survey. Almost 89 % (N= 1275) of
teachers completed the survey which included both demographic and dyslexia questions. A smaller
number (11 %, n=160) of teachers did not answer the questions about dyslexia and completed only
demographic questions. The teachers who did not answer the questions about dyslexia were
excluded from the analysis.

The sample consisted mostly of females. As shown in Table 1, a larger proportion of
females (83.86%, n =1143) than males (16.14 %, n = 220) participated in the study. This could be
explained by the fact that gender imbalance exists in the teaching profession in Kazakhstan
(Information and Analytical Center, 2020). There are more female teachers than male teachers in

schools across the country.
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As shown in Table 1, over half of the surveyed teachers (51.99 %, n =704) indicated that
their highest education level was a bachelor’s degree. A relatively small proportion of respondents
(4.65%, n = 63) had a master’s degree, and 22.23% (n = 301) had a specialist diploma. Almost 38
% (n = 516) of the respondents reported that their teaching experience was more than 21 years. Less
than a third of those surveyed (26.27 %, n = 358) indicated their teaching experience was between

10 and 20 years. The remaining respondents (35.87 %, n = 489) indicated their teaching experience

as less than 10 years.
Table 1

Demographic Characteristics of Dyslexia

Background Variables N Total
Gender Male 220 (16.14%) 1363
Female 1143 (83.86 %)
The Highest Level of Bachelor Degree 704 (51.99 %) 1354
Education Specialist Degree 301 (22.23 %)
Master Degree 63 (4.65%)
Doctoral Degree (Doctor of -
Science or Ph.D)
Other 286 (21.12 %)
Teaching Years 0-2 years 135 (9.90%) 1363
3-5 years 164 (12.03%)
6-10 years 190 (13.94%)
11-15 years 198 (14.53%)
16-20 years 160 (11.74%)
21+ years 516 (37.86%)
Teaching Subject All Subjects in Primary school 328 (21.26%) 1543

Kazakh language and literature
Russian language and literature
Mathematics (algebra,
geometry), Physics, ICT
Chemistry, Biology

History (History of
Kazakhstan, World History),
Geography

Foreign language (English,
German, French, etc.)

Art, Self-knowledge,
Technology / Handicraft (craft)
Physical Education

Other (Natural science,
Military training, etc.)

180 (11.67%)
102 (6.61%)
212 (13.74%)
84 (5.45%)
122 (7.91 %)
142 (9.20%)
137 (8.88%)
102 (6.61%)

134 (8.68 %)
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The Coverage of
Dyslexia during Pre-
service Teacher
Education Programme

None
Some
High

688 (50.81 %) 1354
511 (37.74%)
155 (11.45%)

Additional Training on
Dyslexia

Yes, | have had.
No, I haven’t had.

323 (23.91%) 1351
1028 (76.09%)

Participation in Further
Additional Professional
Development Courses on

Yes
No
I don’t know

665 (49.26%) 1350
208 (15.41%)
477 (35.33%)

30

Dyslexia

One of the most significant findings was that 50.81% (n = 688) of the surveyed teachers
responded that they did not cover dyslexia during their pre-service teacher education programmes.
More than a third of the respondents (37.74%, n = 511) indicated that dyslexia was not covered well
in their pre-service teacher education programmes. Only 11.45% (n = 155) responded that they
studied dyslexia at a high level within their pre-service education programmes. Moreover, 76.09%
(n =1028) of those surveyed reported that they did not have any additional training on dyslexia.
Only half of the respondents (49.26%, n = 665) answered that they would like to participate in
additional professional development courses on dyslexia while 15.41% (n = 208) did not want to
participate in such courses. More than a third (35.33%, n = 477) of the surveyed teachers responded
that they do not know whether they wanted to participate in additional professional development
courses on dyslexia.

4.2. The results of the Scale of Knowledge and Beliefs about Developmental Dyslexia

To examine teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia, the Scale of Knowledge and Beliefs about
Developmental Dyslexia (KBDDS) was utilized. The scale consists of 36 one-sentence statements
with the response options of ‘True’, ‘False’, or ‘I don’t know’. Overall, 1275 teachers completed
the questionnaire. As the respondents were free to skip the questions, only the valid percentage of
responses is presented here. This section is divided into five main parts based on the survey

questions. The first part presents teachers’ knowledge concerning general information about
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dyslexia; the second part reports the results about teachers’ knowledge of the neurological and
cognitive factors of dyslexia; the third part presents teachers’ knowledge about the symptoms of
dyslexia and the fourth and the fifth parts describe what teachers know about the treatment of
dyslexia and about its identification process.

4.2.1. Teachers’ Knowledge on General Information about Dyslexia

The fact that dyslexia is a lifelong condition is well-known among scientists and educators.
Results obtained in the present research show that half of the surveyed teachers do not know that
dyslexia is a chronic condition and that it lasts for a lifetime. As shown in Table 2, more than half of
those surveyed (53.30%, n = 597) reported that they do not know that ‘dyslexia refers to a relatively
chronic condition that is often not completely overcome’ (Item 29). Only 291 (25.98%) teachers out
of 1120 who responded to this item knew that dyslexia is a chronic condition. More than 20 % (n =
232) of the respondents answered that dyslexia is not a chronic condition. Similarly, almost half of
the teachers (44.64%, n = 496) indicated that they do not know that most dyslexic learners continue
to have reading problems after they graduate from school (Item 30). Similar results were obtained
from Item 35. Nearly half (49.01%, n =545) of those who responded to this item, reported that they
do not know that dyslexia lasts for a long time. These results suggest that although some teachers
provided correct answers about the duration of dyslexia, the majority of teachers do not know that
dyslexia is chronic and can last for a lifetime.
Table 2

Dyslexia is a Life-long Condition

Ne Item True False I don’t know Total

29 Dyslexia refers to a relatively 291 232 597 1120
chronic condition that is often (25.98%) (20.71%) (53.30%)
not completely overcome.

30 Many students with dyslexia 468 147 496 1111
continue to have reading (42.12%) (13.23%) (44.64%)
problems as adults.

35 Dyslexia usually lasts for a 480 87 545 1112
long time. (43.17%) (7.82%) (49.01%)

Note. Items 29, 30, 35 ‘True’ is the correct answer.
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Regarding the connection between dyslexia and intelligence, there is an idea that all people
with dyslexia are intelligent. This idea is relatively popular in the media, but in fact, it does not
reflect reality. Evidence shows that dyslexic people, just as people without dyslexia, have a broad
spectrum of intelligence: they might be gifted, they might be of average intelligence or of less than
average intelligence (Thomson, 2009). Interestingly, of the 1187 teachers who responded to Item 3
in the current research ‘A child can be dyslexic and gifted’, 62.26% (n = 739) knew that children
with dyslexia could be gifted and talented (Table 3). The fact that 62% of those who completed the
questionnaire understand that learners with dyslexia can be gifted is very encouraging as it means
that almost two-thirds of the respondents knew that dyslexia is not connected to intelligence and
that children with dyslexia can be bright regardless of the difficulties they experience in learning.
Still, it should be mentioned that approximately one-third of the respondents (28.14 %, n = 334)
indicated that they do not know whether ‘a child can be dyslexic and gifted’. As shown in Table 3,
one more interesting finding is that more than half of the surveyed teachers (56.58%, n = 636) knew
that people with dyslexia are not stupid and lazy. However, nearly one-third of the respondents
(31.32%, n = 352) reported that they do not know whether the statement ‘people with dyslexia are
not stupid or lazy’ (Item 21) is true or false. Also, it is important to note that of the 1149 who
responded to Item 11 ‘People with dyslexia have below average intelligence’, almost half of the
surveyed teachers (46.21%, n = 531) knew that this statement is false, but 39.08 % (n = 449) of
those surveyed indicated that they do not know whether it is true or false. This is a significant
outcome since it shows that one-third of the surveyed teachers revealed that they do not know the
answer to the questions which are focused on dyslexia and intelligence; therefore, it might be
suggested that professional development on dyslexia is highly required for teachers in Akmola

region.
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Table 3

Dyslexia and Intelligence

Ne Item True False I don’t know Total

3 A child can be dyslexic and 739 114 334 1187
gifted. (62.26%) (9.60%) (28.14%)

11 People with dyslexia have 169 531 449 1149
below average intelligence. (14.71%) (46.21%) (39.08%)

21 People with dyslexia are not 636 136 352 1124
stupid or lazy. Knowing about (56.58%) (12.10%) (31.32%)

the term helps children.
Note. Items 3,21 ‘True’ is the correct answer, Item 11 ‘False’ is the correct answer.

As was mentioned in the literature review chapter, the International Association of Dyslexia
(2020) estimates that nearly 5% of the whole school-age population experience learning difficulties
connected with dyslexia. According to the results obtained in the current research, half (50, 95%, n=
587) of those who completed the questionnaire did not know that ‘about 5% of school-age students
have dyslexia’ (Item 7). It can be seen from the data in Table 4 that only 40.63% (n = 468) of those
who responded to Item 7 knew that it is true. Also, in response to Item 16, almost 14 % (n = 152) of
the respondents mistakenly believed that ‘all poor readers have dyslexia’. More than a third of the
surveyed teachers (30.27 %, n = 346) indicated they do not know whether all poor readers have
dyslexia. Still, it should be highlighted that more than half (56.43%, n = 645) of those surveyed
reported that not all poor readers have dyslexia. However, only a minority of respondents (19.56%,
n = 220) could indicate that ‘students who have reading disabilities without an apparent cause are
called dyslexic’ (Item 20).
Table 4

Who has Dyslexia?

Ne Item True False I don’t know Total
7 Most studies indicate that about 468 97 587 1152
5% of school-age students have  (40.63%) (8.42%) (50.95%)
dyslexia.
16 All poor readers have dyslexia. 152 645 346 1143

(13.30%)  (56.43%) (30.27%)




TEACHERS’ KNOWLEDGE OF DYSLEXIA 34

20 Students who have reading 220 464 441 1125
disabilities without an apparent  (19.56%) (41.24%) (39.20%)
cause are called dyslexic.
Note. Items 7, 20 ‘True’ is the correct answer, Item 16 ‘False’ is the correct answer.

Recently research has examined the effects of dyslexia on the emotional consequences and
self-esteem of dyslexic students. Evidence shows that dyslexia has destructive effects on some
children’s lives (Riddick, 2010). Numerous researchers and educators point out that they have
found that dyslexic children have emotional problems and low self-esteem compared with children
without dyslexia (Livingston et al., 2018; Riddick, 2010; Thomson, 2009). The results obtained
from the present research show that 49.87 % (n = 581) and 40.16% (n = 449) of the surveyed
teachers knew that dyslexic children often have emotional and social disabilities and low self-
esteem (Table 5). However, 34.08 % (n = 397) and 43.47% (n = 486) of the respondents did not
know that learners with dyslexia have emotional and social problems (Items 4 and 31). A minority
of the respondents (16.05% and 16.37%) unfairly believed that dyslexia does not have a devastating
impact on children with dyslexia. Overall, these results indicate that almost half of the surveyed
teachers are not well aware of the emotional problems that dyslexic children experience.

Table 5

Emotional Consequences of Dyslexia

Ne Item True False I don’t know Total

4.  Dyslexic children often have 581 187 397 1165
emotional and social (49.87%) (16.05%) (34.08%)
disabilities.

31. Many students with dyslexia 449 183 486 1118
have low self-esteem. (40.16%) (16.37%) (43.47%)

Note. Items 4,31 ‘True’ is correct.

As was pointed out in the introduction to this thesis, heated discussions have been created
around the notion of dyslexia. Many scholars agree that some myths and misconceptions exist about
dyslexia, but they all stress that dyslexia is not a myth and, on the contrary, reliable scientific
evidence proves that dyslexia exists (Elliot and Grigorenko, 2014; Riddick, 2010; Thomson, 2009).

In the current research, only a small number of the respondents (7.57 %, n = 85) reported that they
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think that dyslexia does not exist. Of the 1123 teachers who responded to Item 25 ‘I think dyslexia
is a myth, a problem that does not exist’, more than half (56.72%, n = 637) indicated that dyslexia is
not a myth. Still, 35.71% (n = 401) of the surveyed teachers answered that they do not know the
answer to this question. Despite the fact that more than half of the surveyed teachers (56.72%, n =
637) knew that dyslexia is not a myth, there is still a significant proportion of teachers (35.71%, n =
401) who revealed that they do not know whether it is true or false. The results in this section
answer the first research question of the present paper and confirms Hypothesis 1 by indicating that
teachers’ knowledge of general information about dyslexia is relatively low.

4.2.2. Teachers’ Knowledge of the Neurological and Cognitive Nature of Dyslexia

The fact that dyslexia has a neurological origin has been established by the innovative
scientific methods (Breznitz, 2008; Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014). Evidence shows that dyslexia is a
neurological condition and that the cause of this condition lies in differences in the brains of people
with and without dyslexia (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Riddick, 2010; Thomson, 2009). In the scale
applied in this research, two items focused on the neurological origin of dyslexia: Item 1 ‘Dyslexia
is the result of a neurologically-based disorder.” and Item 5 ‘The brains of individuals with dyslexia
are different from those of people without dyslexia.’. Table 6 shows that of the 1216 respondents
who completed the questionnaire, only 601 (49.42%) indicated that dyslexia results from a
neurologically based disorder. Over a third of the surveyed teachers (34.79%, n = 423) revealed that
they did not know that dyslexia has a neurological origin and 192 (15.79%) teachers wrongly
believed that dyslexia is not a neurological disability. In response to Item 5, more than one-third of
the teachers (37.47%, n = 435) provided correct answers reporting that the brains of people with
and without dyslexia are different. Nearly 40 % of those surveyed (39.79%, n = 462) responded that
they do not know the answer to this item and 264 teachers (22.74%) wrongly believed that the
brains of dyslexic people are not different from the brains of people who do not suffer from this

condition.
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One more influential factor of dyslexia which teachers should be aware of is the genetic

basis of dyslexia (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Rose, 2009; Stein, 2008; Thomas, 2009). Numerous
scientists and researchers highlight that genes play a significant role in dyslexia, and it can pass
from parents to a child (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Stein, 2008; Thomas, 2009). As shown in Table
6, in the current research, only 256 (22.26%) out of the 1150 surveyed teachers knew that dyslexia
is hereditary. Almost half of the respondents (45.22 %, n = 520) did not know the answer to this
question, and 32.52% (n = 374) of the respondents answered that dyslexia is not hereditary. These
results suggest that teachers are not well aware of the neurological characteristics of dyslexia.
Table 6

The Neurological Nature of Dyslexia

Ne Item True False I don’t know Total
1  Dyslexia is the result of a 601 192 423 1216
neurologically based disorder. (49.42%) (15.79%) (34.79%)
5 The brains of individuals with 435 264 462 1161
dyslexia are different from (37.47%) (22.74%) (39.79%)
those of people without
dyslexia.
6 Dyslexia is hereditary. 256 374 520 1150

(22.26%) (32.52%) (45.22%)
Note. Items 1,5,6 ‘True’ is the correct answer.

When it comes to teachers’ knowledge of the cognitive characteristics of dyslexia, a
significant gap can be observed in teachers’ responses. As can be seen from Table 7, more than one-
third of the surveyed teachers (40.47%, n = 467) did not know that ‘children with dyslexia are more
consistently impaired in phonemic awareness’ (Item 9) while 141(12.22%) respondents reported
that dyslexic children usually do not experience problems connected with phonemic awareness.
Similar responses were received to Item 2 ‘Dyslexia is caused by visual-perception deficits,
producing the reversal of letters and words’. More than one-third of those surveyed (34.19%, n =
399) revealed that they do not know whether this statement is true or false. Almost half of the
surveyed teachers (46.79%, n = 546) mistakenly believed that ‘dyslexia is caused by visual-

perception deficits, producing the reversal of letters and words’ and only 19.02% of respondents
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reported that it is false. This information should be taken into consideration since the obtained data
shows that a significant proportion of the surveyed teachers are not well aware of the neurological
and cognitive nature of dyslexia. These results confirm Hypothesis 1 of the current research and
suggest that teachers’ understanding of the neurological and cognitive causes of dyslexia is
relatively low.

Table 7

The Cognitive Characteristics of Dyslexia

Ne Item True False I don’t know Total
2  Dyslexia is caused by visual- 546 222 399 1167
perception deficits, producing (46.79%) (19.02%) (34.19%)
the reversal of letters and
words.
9  Children with dyslexia are 546 141 467 1154
more consistently impaired in (47.31%) (12.22%) (40.47%)

phonemic awareness (i.e
ability to hear and manipulate
sounds in language) than any
other ability.
Note. Item 2 ‘False’ is the correct answer, Item 9 ‘True’ is the correct answer.

4.2.3. Teachers’ Knowledge of the Behavioural Characteristics of Dyslexia

Acquiring a deep understanding of the neurological and cognitive difficulties that students
with dyslexia experience enables teachers to recognize the symptoms of dyslexia in children and
provide high quality interventions for such learners. Elliot and Grigorenko (2014) argue that the
phonological deficit is considered by numerous neuroscientists and linguists as one of the dominant
cognitive aspects that influences dyslexia. Moreover, several lines of evidence suggest that
phonemic awareness is one of the strongest predictors of dyslexia (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014). In
the current research, as can be seen in Table 8, in response to Item 14 ‘Difficulty with the
phonological processing of information is one of the most important deficits in dyslexia’, almost
half of the surveyed teachers (45.53%, n = 519) indicated that they do not know that phonological

processing is a significant factor that can cause dyslexia.
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One more factor that can help teachers to identify dyslexia is difficulties connected with
learning to read fluently. Numerous scholars define dyslexia as a learning disorder that mainly
affects the skills needed for accurate and fluent reading and spelling (Rose, 2009). It is now well
established from a variety of researchers that these difficulties emerge regardless of effective
classroom teaching, normal intelligence and socio-cultural background (IDA, 2002). The results,
obtained in the present survey, show that while half of the surveyed teachers (51.31%, n = 588)
knew that ‘dyslexia is often characterized by inaccuracy and lack of fluency’ (Item 12), more than
one-third (37.17%, n = 426) of the respondents indicated that they do not know these characteristics
of dyslexia. As shown in Table 8, similar answers were given to Item 36 ‘Dyslexia is characterized
by difficulty with learning to read fluently’. More than half of the teachers (57.81%, n = 644), who
responded to this item, reported that difficulty in learning to read fluently is one of the main features
of dyslexia, whilst 34.74% (n = 387) of those surveyed reported that they do not know whether it is
true or false. Turning now to the difficulties connected with spelling which learners with dyslexia
experience, the table below illustrates that the majority of the surveyed teachers (60.70%, n = 678)
knew that students with dyslexia ‘tend to spell words wrong’ (Item 34). Still, of the 1117 teachers
who responded to this item, almost one-third of the respondents (32.05%, n = 358) did not know the
answer to this question. Only a minority of those surveyed (7.25%, n = 81) mistakenly believed that
learners with dyslexia do not tend to spell words wrong.

As was mentioned in the previous sections, many myths and misconceptions exist around
dyslexia and one of the widely spread misconceptions which surrounds this condition is that one of
the basic characteristics of dyslexia is seeing letters and words backwards (Chourmouziadou, 2016;
Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005). In the current research, as Table 8 shows, more than one-third of
the surveyed teachers (35.44%, n = 404) also believed that ‘seeing letters and words backwards is a
basic characteristic of dyslexia’ and 42.63% (n = 486) of those surveyed did not know whether

seeing letter and words backwards is the main symptom of dyslexia or not.
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Table 8

The Behavioural Characteristics of Dyslexia
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Ne Item True False I don’t know Total

12 The reading of students with 588 132 426 1146
dyslexia is often characterized (51.31%) (11.52%) (37.17%)
by inaccuracy and lack of
fluency.

13 Seeing letters and words 404 250 486 1140
backwards is a basic (35.44%) (21.93%) (42.63%)
characteristic of dyslexia

14 Difficulty with the 485 136 519 1140
phonological processing of (42.54%) (11.93%) (45.53%)
information is one of the most
important deficits in dyslexia.

34 Dyslexics tend to spell words 678 81 358 1117
wrong. (60.70%) (7.25%) (32.05%)

36  Dyslexia is characterized by 644 83 387 1114
difficulty with learning to read  (57.81%) (7.45%) (34.74%)

fluently.

know the behavioural characteristics of dyslexia, a considerable number of teachers are still not

well aware of the signs which could be used to help with the identification of dyslexia.

Note. Items 12, 14, 34, 36 ‘True’ is the correct answer, Item 13 ‘False’ is the correct answer.

The results in this section demonstrate that although a significant proportion of teachers

To test Hypothesis 2 ‘Teachers know the behavioural characteristics of dyslexia better than

the neurological and cognitive ones’, the statements that indicated teachers’ knowledge of the

neurological, cognitive and behavioural characteristics of dyslexia were chosen for an analysis of

the teachers’ answers. The frequency of correct answers was compared between two groups: the

neurological and cognitive characteristics of dyslexia and the behavioural characteristics of

dyslexia. If the correct answers given by teachers to statements indicating their knowledge of the

neurological and cognitive factors (Table 9) are compared with the answers given to the statements

indicating the behavioural factors (Table 10), it becomes apparent that teachers are more aware of

the behavioural characteristics of dyslexia than of the neurological and cognitive ones. These results

show that Hypothesis 2 of the current research was confirmed and although teachers showed that
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they have some misunderstandings of the behavioural facet of dyslexia, they know the behavioural
characteristics better than the neurological and cognitive ones.

Table 9

Teachers' Knowledge of the Neurological and Cognitive Characteristics of Dyslexia

Ne Items which Indicate Teachers’ Knowledge of the N Valid Frequency
Neurological and Cognitive Characteristics of (valid) Percentage  (correct
Dyslexia of Correct  answers)
Answers
1 Dyslexia is the result of a neurologically-based disorder. 1216 49.4 601
2 Dyslexia is caused by visual-perception deficits, 1167 19 222
producing the reversal of letters and words.
5 The brains of individuals with dyslexia are different from 1161 375 435
those of people without dyslexia.
6 Dyslexia is hereditary 1150 22.3 256
9 Children with dyslexia are more consistently impaired in 1154 47.3 546

phonemic awareness (i.e ability to hear and manipulate
sounds in language) than any other ability

Table 10

Teachers' Knowledge of the Behavioural Characteristics of Dyslexia

Ne Items which Indicate Teachers’ Knowledge of the N Valid Frequency
Behavioural Characteristics of Dyslexia (valid) Percentage  (correct
of Correct  answers)
Answers
11 People with dyslexia have below average intelligence 1149 46.2 531
12 The reading of students with dyslexia is often 1146 51.3 588
characterized by inaccuracy and lack of fluency.
13 Seeing letters and words backwards is a basic 1140 21.9 250
characteristic of dyslexia.
14 Difficulty with the phonological processing of 1140 42.5 485
information is one of the most important deficits in
dyslexia.
32 Children with dyslexia have problems with decoding 1107 49.7 550
and spelling but not with listening comprehension.
34 Dyslexics tend to spell words wrong 1117 60.7 678
36 Dyslexia is characterized by difficulty with learning 1114 57.8 644

to read fluently
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4.2.4. Teachers’ Knowledge on Treatment of Dyslexia
Another myth that exists about dyslexia is connected to the strategies that can help to adapt

to this condition. People wrongly believe that dyslexia can be overcome with the help of colored
lenses or colored overlays. As shown in Table 11, present research shows that more than half
(59.04%, n = 673) of those who responded to item 17 ‘Children with dyslexia can be helped by
using colored lenses/colored overlays’ said that they do not know whether it is true or false. Almost
18 % (n = 199) of respondents mistakenly believed that colored lenses/colored overlays can help
students with dyslexia to adapt to their condition and only 23.51 % (n = 268) out of 1140 who
responded to this item knew that it is not true. Interestingly, 15.93% (n = 181) of the respondents
think that medications can help learners with dyslexia which is not actually true, according to up-to-
date research. Numerous neuroscientists and educational researchers stated that dyslexia is not a
disease and therefore cannot be cured by medications (IDA, 2020). However, more than half of the
surveyed teachers (54.23%, n = 616) reported that they do not know whether ‘physicians can
prescribe medications to help students with dyslexia’ or not (Table 11).
Table 11

Treatment of Dyslexia

Ne Item True False I don’t know Total

17 Children with dyslexia can be 199 268 673 1140
helped by using colored (17.46%) (23.51%) (59.04%)
lenses/colored overlays.

18 Physicians can prescribe 181 339 616 1136
medications to help students (15.93%) (29.84%) (54.23%)
with dyslexia.

Note. Items 17, 18 ‘False’ is the correct answer.

It is now well established from a variety of studies that systematic, multisensory and
phonologically based teaching is a highly effective approach to tackle reading problems for children
with dyslexia (Riddick, 2010; Rose, 2009; Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014). In the current research, as
can be seen from Table 12, over half of the surveyed teachers (51.99%, n = 588) reported that they

do not know whether multisensory instruction is an effective teaching method or not. Nearly one-
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third (31.48%, n = 356) of those who responded to Item 19 ‘Multisensory instruction is not an
effective training method at the moment” wrongly believed that it is true. Only 16.53% (n = 187) of
the surveyed teachers indicated that multisensory teaching is an effective strategy to teach learners
with dyslexia. However, almost half (49.64%, n = 553) of those who responded to Item 28 knew
that learners with dyslexia ‘need structured, sequential, direct instruction in basic skills and learning
strategies.” Still, of the 1114 teachers who answered to this item, approximately 43% (n = 471)
indicated that they do not know the answer to this question. Similar results were obtained to Item 23
‘Intervention programs that emphasize the phonological aspects of language with the visual support
of letters are effective for students with dyslexia’. More than half (52.27%, n = 586) of those
surveyed knew that the focus on the phonological aspects of language in teaching is an effective
strategy for learners with dyslexia while 40.14% (n = 450) of the respondents did not know that
phonologically based instruction with the visual support is effective for students with dyslexia. In
response to Item 10 ‘Modeling fluent reading is often used as a teaching strategy’, more than one-
third of the surveyed teachers (37.78%, n = 428) reported that they do not know whether it is true or
false, but almost half of the surveyed teachers (47.40%, n = 537) knew that ‘modeling fluent
reading is often used as a teaching strategy’. Interestingly, almost two-thirds of the surveyed
teachers (65.78%, n =738) knew that ‘repeated reading techniques are useful reading material to
improve reading fluency’ (Item 26). Overall, these results suggest that significant knowledge gaps
of methods and strategies that support learners with dyslexia among the surveyed teachers exist.
Table 12

Teaching Strategies

Ne Item True False I don’t know Total

10 Modeling fluent reading is often 537 168 428 1133
used as a teaching strategy. (47.40%)  (14.83%) (37.78%)

19 Multisensory instruction is not an 356 187 588 1131
effective training method at the (31.48%)  (16.53%) (51.99%)
moment.

23 Intervention programs that 586 85 450 1121

emphasize the phonological aspects (52.27%) (7.58%) (40.14%)
of language with the visual support
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of letters are effective for students
with dyslexia.

26 Repeated reading techniques are 738 108 276 1122
useful reading material to improve (65.78%) (9.63%) (24.60%)
reading fluency.

28 Students with dyslexia need 553 90 471 1114
structured, sequential, direct (49.64%) (8.08%) (42.28%)
instruction in basic skills and
learning strategies.

Note. Items 10, 23, 26, 28 ‘True’ is the correct answer, Item 19 ‘False’ is the correct answer.

4.2.5. ldentification Process

The identification process plays a crucial role in teaching learners with dyslexia. It is
generally recognized that early identification gives better chances for children with dyslexia to
adapt to difficulties they experience (Rose, 2009). Until recently intelligence tests were considered
to be a decisive component in the diagnostic process of dyslexia, but now the International Dyslexia
Association (2019) says that cognitive or intelligence testing is not necessary for identifying
dyslexia (IDA, 2019). As can be seen from the results obtained in the current research (Table 13),
almost half of the teachers (45.28 %, n = 513), who responded to Item 15, thought that intelligence
tests are useful in the identification process of dyslexia. More than one-third of those surveyed
(35.39%, n = 401) reported that they do not know whether intelligence tests are useful or not in
identifying dyslexia. As for the administration of individual reading tests as one of the effective
tools in identifying dyslexia, more than half of the teachers (58.21%, n = 645) who responded to
Item 33 knew that ‘applying an individual reading test is essential to diagnosing dyslexia’. More
than one-third (34.57%, n = 348) of the surveyed teachers reported that they do not know if this
statement is true or false. Only a minority of respondents (7.22%, n = 80) mistakenly believed that
an individual reading test is not essential in the identification of dyslexia. Interestingly, in response
to Item 22 “Giving students with dyslexia accommodations, such as extra time on tests, shorter
spelling lists, special seating, etc., is unfair to other students ‘, only one-third of the surveyed
teachers (35.95%, n = 403) did not agree with this statement while 27.03 % (n = 303) of those
surveyed thought that it is true. More than one-third (37.02%, n = 415) of teachers reported that

they do not know the answer to this question.
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Table 13

ldentification Process
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Ne Item True False I don’t know  Total

15 Intelligence tests are useful in identifying 513 219 401 1133
dyslexia. (45.28%) (19.33%) (35.39%)

22 Giving students with dyslexia 303 403 415 1121

accommodations, such as extra time on (27.03%) (35.95%) (37.02%)
tests, shorter spelling lists, special
seating, etc., is unfair to other students.

33 Applying an individual reading test is 645 80 383 1108
essential to diagnosing dyslexia. (58.21%)  (7.22%) (34.57%)

Note. Items 15, 22 ‘False’ is the correct answer, Item 33 ‘True’ is the correct answer.

Taken together, these results provide important insights into teachers’ knowledge of
dyslexia in Akmola region of Kazakhstan. The answer to Research Question 1 of the current
research might be formulated as follows: the results obtained within the survey indicate that a
considerable proportion of the surveyed teachers are not well aware of dyslexia. Although some
teachers demonstrated a good awareness of dyslexia, a significant proportion of the surveyed
teachers do not have a deep understanding of dyslexia across the neurological, cognitive and
behavioural layers.

4.3. The Relationship between Teachers’ Knowledge of Dyslexia and their Training
Experiences

This section will focus on the influence of teachers’ training experience factors on their
knowledge of dyslexia. Bivariate analysis was run to analyze whether any relationship between
teachers’ knowledge and their training experiences exists. Cross-tabulation was employed to

explore the relationship between teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia and their pre-service training

experience, additional training experience, and teachers’ interest in further training on dyslexia. For

this purpose, the following three questions were included in the demographic part of the
questionnaire:
v Have you covered dyslexia during your pre-service teacher education programme? (with

response options ‘None’, ‘Some’, ‘High’);



TEACHERS’ KNOWLEDGE OF DYSLEXIA 45
v Have you had additional training on dyslexia? (with response options ‘Yes’, ‘No’);
v" Would you like to participate in additional professional development courses on dyslexia?
(with response options ‘Yes’, ‘No’, ‘I don’t know’).
The results obtained are presented in Tables 14,15 and 16. It can be seen from the data in
Table 14, that only a minority of teachers from the group of teachers who reported that they had
covered dyslexia during their teacher education programme at a high or satisfactory level showed a
good knowledge of dyslexia. As shown in Table 14, of the 581 surveyed teachers who indicated that
they had covered dyslexia within teacher education programme, only 301 knew that ‘dyslexia is the
result of a neurologically-based disorder’. Interestingly, the number of teachers who gave correct
answers to the questions that measure their knowledge of the behavioural facet of dyslexia is higher
than the number of teachers who gave correct answers to the questions indicating their knowledge
of the neurological and cognitive factors of dyslexia. This is additional evidence that confirms
Hypothesis 2, which says that teachers know the behavioural characteristics of dyslexia better than
the neurological and cognitive ones. The fact that only a small number of teachers from the group of
teachers who reported that they had covered dyslexia during their teacher education programme
have a good understanding of dyslexia implies that the quality of the training on dyslexia within
teacher education programmes might not have been substantial.
Table 14

Teachers' Knowledge of Dyslexia and their Pre-service Training Experiences on Dyslexia

Scale of Knowledge and Beliefs Total Number of Teachers who Correct answers of

about Developmental Dyslexia Teachers reported that they  teachers who had
Responding to have covered covered dyslexia
the Question dyslexia during during their pre-
(N) their pre-service service teacher

teacher education education
programme at a programme at a

high or high or
satisfactory level satisfactory level
(N) (N)

Neurological and Cognitive Characteristics
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1. Dyslexia is the result of a
neurologically-based disorder.

1201

581 (48.38 %)

310 (51.81%)

2. Dyslexia is caused by visual-
perception deficits, producing the
reversal of letters and words.

1154

570 (49.39 %)

122 (21.40 %)

5. The brains of individuals
with dyslexia are different from
those of people without
dyslexia.

1152

566 (49.13 %)

222 (39.22 %)

6.Dyslexia is hereditary

1140

558 (48.95 %)

147 (26.34 %)

9. Children with dyslexia are
more consistently impaired in
phonemic awareness (i.e ability
to hear and manipulate sounds
in language) than any other
ability

1145

564 (49.26 %)

284 (50.35 %)

Behavioural Characteristics

11.People with dyslexia have
below average intelligence

1140

560 (49.12 %)

270 (48.21 %)

12. The reading of students with
dyslexia is often characterized
by inaccuracy and lack of
fluency.

1137

558 (49.08 %)

314 (56.27 %)

13. Seeing letters and words
backwards is a basic
characteristic of dyslexia.

1131

551(48.72 %)

131 (23.77 %)

14. Difficulty with the
phonological processing of
information is one of the most
important deficits in dyslexia.

1132

550 (48.59 %)

253 (46 %)

32.Children with dyslexia have
problems with decoding and
spelling but not with listening
comprehension.

1099

539 (49.04 %)

280 (51.95 %)

34. Dyslexics tend to spell
words wrong

1108

546 (49.28 %)

357 (65.38 %)

36. Dyslexia is characterized by
difficulty with learning to read
fluently

1105

541 (48.96 %)

339 (62.66 %)

General Knowledge

3. A child can be dyslexic and 1176 577 (49.06 %) 392 (67.94 %)
gifted

4. Dyslexic children often have 1155 569 (49.26 %) 311 (54.66 %)
emotional and social

disabilities.

7. Most studies indicate that 1141 563 (49.34 %) 265 (47.07 %)

about 5% of school-age
students have dyslexia.

46
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21. People with dyslexia are not
stupid or lazy. Knowing about
the term helps children.

1116

541 (48.48 %)

310 (57.30 %)

25. | think dyslexia is a myth, a
problem that does not exist.

1115

551 (49.42 %)

333 (60.44 %)

29. Dyslexia refers to a
relatively chronic condition that
is often not completely
overcome.

1111

542 (48.78 %)

170 (31.37 %)

30. Many students with dyslexia
continue to have reading
problems as adults.

1103

543 (49.23 %)

262 (48.25%)

31. Many students with dyslexia
have low self -esteem

1109

544 (49.05 %)

237(43.57 %)

Treatment

10.Modeling fluent reading is
often used as a teaching
strategy.

1125

553 (49.16 %)

289 (52.26 %)

17. Children with dyslexia can
be helped by using colored
lenses/colored overlays.

1132

550 (48.59 %)

139 (25.27 %)

18. Physicians can prescribe
medications to help students
with dyslexia

1128

551 (48.85 %)

177 (32.12 %)

19. Multisensory instruction is
not an effective training method
at the moment.

1123

549 (48.89 %)

105 (19.13 %)

22. Giving students with
dyslexia accommodations, such
as extra time on tests, shorter
spelling lists, special seating,
etc., is unfair to other students.

1113

545 (48.97 %)

192 (35.23 %)

23. Intervention programs that
emphasize the phonological
aspects of language with the
visual support of letters are
effective for students with
dyslexia.

1113

542 (48.70 %)

306 (56.46 %)

26. Repeated reading
techniques are useful reading
material to improve reading
fluency.

1114

549 (49.28 %)

378 (68.85 %)

28. Students with dyslexia need
structured, sequential, direct
instruction in basic skills and
learning strategies.

1106

545 (49.28 %)

287 (52.66 %)

Identification Process

33. Applying an individual
reading test is essential to
diagnosing dyslexia.

1100

540 (49.09 %)

328 (60.74 %)
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If we now turn to the responses of teachers who reported that they had had additional

training on dyslexia, it becomes apparent that a general trend of their answers is similar to the
answers of teachers who reported that they had covered dyslexia during their teacher education
programme. As shown in Table 15, only a small number of teachers who indicated that they had
had additional training on dyslexia showed a good awareness of dyslexia and provided correct
answers. For example, only 124 teachers out of 275 who reported that they have had additional
training on dyslexia knew that dyslexia results from a neurologically-based disorder. The data in
Table 15 reveals that approximately more than half of the surveyed teachers who had had additional
training on dyslexia were not well aware of this learning disorder. It is apparent from this data that
only a small number of teachers provided correct answers to the questionnaire, and these results
might suggest that the quality of additional training on dyslexia should be improved.

Table 15

Teachers' Knowledge of Dyslexia and Additional Training on Dyslexia

Scale of Knowledge and Beliefs Total Number of Teachers who Correct answers of

about Developmental Dyslexia Teachers reported that they  teachers who have
(N) have had had additional
additional training training on
on dyslexia. (N) dyslexia. (N)

Neurological and Cognitive Characteristics

1. Dyslexia is the result of a 1201 275 (22.90 %) 124 (45.09 %)
neurologically-based disorder.
2. Dyslexia is caused by visual- 1153 267 (23.16 %) 65 (24.34 %)

perception deficits, producing the
reversal of letters and words.

5. The brains of individuals 1151 261 (22.68 %) 107 (41 %)
with dyslexia are different from
those of people without

dyslexia.
6.Dyslexia is hereditary 1139 254 (22.30 %) 72 (28.35 %)
9. Children with dyslexia are 1144 255 (22.29 %) 129 (50.59 %)

more consistently impaired in
phonemic awareness (i.e ability
to hear and manipulate sounds
in language) than any other
ability.
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Behavioural Characteristics

11.People with dyslexia have
below average intelligence

1139 255 (22.39 %)

113 (44.31 %)

12. The reading of students with
dyslexia is often characterized
by inaccuracy and lack of
fluency.

1136 255 (22.45 %)

129 (50.59 %)

13. Seeing letters and words
backwards is a basic
characteristic of dyslexia.

1130 250 (22.12 %)

62 (24.8 %)

14. Difficulty with the
phonological processing of
information is one of the most
important deficits in dyslexia.

1130 257 (22.74 %)

110 (42.80 %)

32.Children with dyslexia have
problems with decoding and
spelling but not with listening
comprehension.

1098 239 (21.77 %)

118 (49.37 %)

34. Dyslexics tend to spell
words wrong

1108 243 (21.93 %)

148 (60.91 %)

36. Dyslexia is characterized by
difficulty with learning to read
fluently

1105 239 (21.63 %)

142 (59.41 %)

General Knowledge

3. A child can be dyslexic and
gifted

1176 270 (22.96 %)

173 (64.07 %)

4. Dyslexic children often have
emotional and social
disabilities.

1154 265 (22.96 %)

149 (56.23 %)

7. Most studies indicate that
about 5% of school-age
students have dyslexia.

1141 258 (22.61 %)

119 (46.12 %)

21. People with dyslexia are not
stupid or lazy. Knowing about
the term helps children.

1113 245 (22.01 %)

133 (54.29 %)

25. | think dyslexia is a myth, a
problem that does not exist.

1114 250 (22.44 %)

128 (51.2 %)

29. Dyslexia refers to a
relatively chronic condition that
is often not completely
overcome.

1111 245 (22.05 %)

78 (31.84 %)

30. Many students with dyslexia
continue to have reading
problems as adults.

1102 245 (22.23 %)

109 (44.49 %)

31. Many students with dyslexia
have low self -esteem

1108 245 (22.11 %)

104 (42.45 %)
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Treatment
10.Modeling fluent reading is 1123 252 (22.44 %) 142 (56.35 %)
often used as a teaching
strategy.
17. Children with dyslexia can 1129 248 (21.97 %) 66 (26.61 %)
be helped by using colored
lenses/colored overlays.
18. Physicians can prescribe 1126 248 (22.02 %) 71 (28.63 %)
medications to help students
with dyslexia
19. Multisensory instruction is 1120 247 (22.05 %) 44 (17.81 %)

not an effective training method

at the moment.

22. Giving students with 1111 247 (22.23 %) 74 (29.96 %)
dyslexia accommodations, such

as extra time on tests, shorter

spelling lists, special seating,

etc., is unfair to other students.

23. Intervention programs that 1110 250 (22.52 %) 127 (50.8 %)
emphasize the phonological

aspects of language with the

visual support of letters are

effective for students with

dyslexia.

26. Repeated reading 1113 250 (22.46 %) 163 (65.2 %)
techniques are useful reading

material to improve reading

fluency.

28. Students with dyslexia need 1104 248 (22.46 %) 132 (53.23 %)
structured, sequential, direct

instruction in basic skills and

learning strategies.

Identification Process

33. Applying an individual 1099 238 (21.66 %) 138 (57.98 %)
reading test is essential to
diagnosing dyslexia.

To test Hypothesis 3 ‘Teachers who showed interest in further training on dyslexia have a
better understanding of dyslexia’, the third cross-tabulation analysis was performed, and a Z-test of
proportions was run. A frequency distribution analysis showed that only 665 (49.26%) out of the
1350 surveyed teachers reported that they would like to participate in additional professional
development courses on dyslexia while 208 (15.41%) respondents answered that they are not

interested in further professional development on dyslexia, and 455 (35.33%) teachers indicated that
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they do not know whether they want or do not want to participate in additional courses on dyslexia.
The differences between the answers of teachers who showed interest in further professional
development on dyslexia and teachers who were not interested in further training on dyslexia are
highlighted in Table 16. The comparison of the results of these two groups reveals that there is no
difference between their answers. Teachers who reported that they would like to participate in
additional professional development courses on dyslexia showed the same results as those teachers
who are not interested in additional professional development on dyslexia. Therefore, it might be
concluded that the third hypothesis is not confirmed and teachers who are interested in further
professional development on dyslexia do not have better knowledge of dyslexia than those teachers
who are not interested in further training on dyslexia.

Table 16

Teachers' Knowledge of Dyslexia and their Interest in Further Training on Dyslexia

Scale of Number of Correct Number of Correct Difference
Knowledge and  Teacherswho  Answers of Teachers Answers of between
Beliefs about Showed Teachers who  who are not Teachers Proportions,
Developmental Interest in Showed Interested in  who are not Z-test
Dyslexia Further Interest in Further Interested in
Professional Further Training or Further
Development  Professional  do not know  Training or
on Dyslexia.  Development  if they want  do not know
(N) on Dyslexia  to participate if they want
(N) in Further  to participate
Professional Further
Development  Training on
on Dyslexia. Dyslexia.
(N) (N)
Neurological and Cognitive Characteristics
1. Dyslexia is the 590 309 609 282 p<.05
result of a (52.37 %) (46.31 %)

neurologically-
based disorder.
2. Dyslexia is 568 109 584 111 p >.05

caused by visual- (19.19 %) (19.01 %)
perception deficits,

producing the

reversal of letters

and words.

5. The brains of 566 223 584 208 p >.05
individuals with (39.40 %) (35.62 %)
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dyslexia are
different from
those of people
without dyslexia.

6.Dyslexia is
hereditary

566

142
(25.09 %)

573

111
(19.37 %)

p<.05

9. Children with
dyslexia are more
consistently
impaired in
phonemic
awareness than
any other ability

566

279
(49.29 %)

576

261
(45.31 %)

p >.05

Behavioural Characteristics

11.People with
dyslexia have
below average
intelligence

566

285
(50.35 %)

971

238
(41.68 %)

p<.05

12. The reading
of students with
dyslexia is often
characterized by
inaccuracy and
lack of fluency.

559

287
(51.34 %)

576

293
(50.87 %)

p>.05

13. Seeing letters
and words
backwards is a
basic
characteristic of
dyslexia.

557

126
(22.62 %)

971

123
(21.54 %)

p>.05

14. Difficulty
with the
phonological
processing of
information is one
of the most
important deficits
in dyslexia.

559

261
(46.69 %)

o71

219
(38.35 %)

p<.05

32.Children with
dyslexia have
problems with
decoding and
spelling but not
with listening
comprehension.

534

272
(50.94 %)

562

270
(48.04 %)

p >.05

34. Dyslexics
tend to spell
words wrong

540

339
(62.78 %)

565

332
(58.76 %)

p >.05

36. Dyslexia is
characterized by

541

320
(59.15 %)

561

317
(56.51 %)

p >.05
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difficulty with
learning to read
fluently

General Knowledge

3. A child can be
dyslexic and
gifted

581

398
(68.50 %)

594

334
(56.23 %)

p<.05

4. Dyslexic
children often
have emotional
and social
disabilities.

570

294
(51.58 %)

584

280
(47.95 %)

p >.05

7. Most studies
indicate that
about 5% of
school-age
students have
dyslexia.

562

264
(46.98 %)

578

201
(34.78 %)

p<.05

21. People with
dyslexia are not
stupid or lazy.
Knowing about
the term helps
children.

545

328
(60.18 %)

567

303
(53.44 %)

p<.05

25. | think
dyslexia is a
myth, a problem
that does not
exist.

553

330
(59.67 %)

558

299
(53.58 %)

p<.05

29. Dyslexia
refers to a
relatively chronic
condition that is
often not
completely
overcome.

545

147
(26.97 %)

563

141
(25.04 %)

p >.05

30. Many
students with
dyslexia continue
to have reading
problems as
adults.

543

241
(44.38 %)

558

223
(39.96 %)

p >.05

31. Many
students with
dyslexia have low
self -esteem

539

233
(43.23 %)

567

211
(37.21 %)

p<.05

Treatment

10.Modeling
fluent reading is

557

293
(52.60 %)

568

242
(42.61 %)

p<.05
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often used as a
teaching strategy.

17. Children with
dyslexia can be
helped by using
colored
lenses/colored
overlays.

555

149 573
(26.85 %)

114 p<.05
(19.90 %)

18. Physicians
can prescribe
medications to
help students with
dyslexia.

553

174 571
(31.46 %)

160 p>.05
(28.02 %)

19. Multisensory
instruction is not
an effective
training method at
the moment.

47

97 571
(17.73 %)

87 p >.05
(15.24 %)

22. Giving
students with
dyslexia
accommodations,
such as extra time
on tests, shorter
spelling lists,
special seating,
etc., is unfair to
other students.

549

192 561
(34.97 %)

204 p>.05
(36.36 %)

23. Intervention
programs that
emphasize the
phonological
aspects of
language with the
visual support of
letters are
effective for
students with
dyslexia.

543

289 565
(53.22 %)

290 p>.05
(51.33 %)

26. Repeated
reading
techniques are
useful reading
material to
improve reading
fluency.

47

360 565
(65.81 %)

369 p>.05
(65.31 %)

28. Students with
dyslexia need
structured,
sequential, direct
instruction in
basic skills and

543

275 561
(50.64 %)

270 p>.05
(48.13 %)




TEACHERS’ KNOWLEDGE OF DYSLEXIA 95

learning
strategies.

Identification Process

33. Applying an 535 317 563 320 p >.05
individual reading (59.25 %) (56.84 %)

test is essential to

diagnosing

dyslexia.

4.4. Summary of Findings

This chapter has presented the findings obtained after the online survey administered on the
Qualtrics platform. The data was analyzed within the IBM Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) software. The survey results indicate that although some teachers demonstrated a
good understanding of dyslexia, a significant proportion of teachers are not well aware of dyslexia.
It should be highlighted that one-third of teachers reported they do not know the answer to almost
all the items in the scale. The answer to the first question of the current research ‘What is the level
of teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia in Akmola region of Kazakhstan?’ might be formulated as
follows — the level of teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia across all its aspects is relatively low.
Teachers are not well aware of the neurological and cognitive factors of dyslexia which confirms
Hypothesis 1 of the current research. Turning to Hypothesis 2 of this paper, it might be concluded
that the collected data proved the hypothesis since the survey results showed that teachers know the
behavioural characteristics of dyslexia better than the neurological and cognitive factors. However,
although teachers are more aware of the behavioural aspects of dyslexia, considerable knowledge
gaps about the symptoms of dyslexia still exist among the surveyed teachers.

The results of this research showed that teachers’ training experiences do not have much
influence on teachers’ understanding of dyslexia since only a minimum number of respondents
from those who reported that they had pre-service or in-service training on dyslexia provided
correct answers in the survey. Thus, in response to Question 2 of this research, it might be
suggested that a weak relationship may exist between teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia and their

pre-service or in-service training experiences.
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As for the teachers’ interest in further training on dyslexia, it was detected that there is no
statistically significant difference in the proportion of correct answers between two groups of
teachers, those who reported that they would like to participate in additional professional
development courses on dyslexia and those who are not interested in further training on dyslexia.
Since no statistically significant relationship between teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia and their
interest in further training was proven, Hypothesis 3 is rejected. The discussion of these findings
will be presented in the next chapter.

Chapter 5: Discussion

The present research was designed to measure teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia in
mainstream schools in Akmola region in the North of Kazakhstan and to analyze if any relationship
between teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia and their training experiences exists.

The findings will be discussed with reference to the literature review and organized
according to the following themes: teachers’ general knowledge of dyslexia, teachers’ knowledge
across the neurological, cognitive and behavioural layers of dyslexia, teachers’ knowledge about the
treatment of dyslexia and its identification process and the relationship between teachers’
knowledge of dyslexia and their training experiences.

5.1. Teachers’ Knowledge of General Information about Dyslexia is Relatively Low

Many misconceptions and beliefs exist around the notion of dyslexia. Numerous researchers
argue that a large proportion of students with dyslexia will not graduate school successfully nor
continue their education in higher educational institutions since not all teachers are well aware of
this condition (Price & Gerber, 2008). The present research found that nearly 57 % of the surveyed
teachers in Akmola region know that dyslexia exists and it is not a myth. This result is encouraging
as it shows that more than half of the surveyed teachers are aware of the existence of this learning
disability. However, in other countries, the proportion of teachers who know that dyslexia is not a
myth is much higher. For example, the research in Spain and Peru found that 85 % of respondents

knew that dyslexia really exists (Soriano-Ferrer et al., 2016). A recent study conducted in China
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also indicated that most Chinese teachers knew that dyslexia is a serious problem that might
influence students' academic performance (Yin et al., 2019). Although 57 % of those surveyed in
Akmola region knew that dyslexia is not a myth, unfortunately, almost 36 % of the surveyed
teachers reported that they do not know if this learning disability is real or not. This result is
disappointing as it demonstrates that more than one-third of teachers in Akmola region do not know
about the existence of dyslexia, and consequently, are not well aware of how to handle dyslexia in
the classroom and offer assistance in learning for children with this learning disability. This might
have a negative impact on learners with dyslexia as educational scientists argue that the success of
such children mainly depends on teachers’ knowledge and awareness of dyslexia (Elliot &
Grigorenko, 2014; Livingston, Siegel & Ribary, 2018; Riddick, 2010; Rose, 2009; Thomson, 2008).

Moreover, the current research found that 74 % of the surveyed teachers did not know that
dyslexia is a chronic condition that cannot be completely overcome. These results mirror those
observed in China (Yin et al., 2019), where researchers detected that more than 75 % of the
surveyed teachers were not aware that dyslexia is a life-long condition. Unlike the results obtained
in Kazakhstan and China, in Greece, the researchers found that more than 77 % of the respondents
knew that dyslexia is a lifelong condition (Chourmouziadou, 2016). Similar findings were obtained
by Wadlington and Wadlington (2005), who reported that most surveyed educators in the USA
knew that dyslexia lasts a lifetime (Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005).

Regarding the intelligence of dyslexic people, the present research showed that almost 63 %
of the surveyed teachers in Akmola region knew that children with dyslexia can be gifted, and
nearly 47 % of those surveyed knew that people with dyslexia do not have below-average
intelligence. These results are in agreement with Chourmouziadou’s (2016) findings which showed
that 53.9 % of the respondents in Greece knew that learning difficulties experienced by students
with dyslexia are not related to low intelligence (Chourmouziadou, 2016). These findings are

relatively modest compared with the USA results, where recent research indicated that 96 % of the
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surveyed teachers in America (Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005) knew that people with dyslexia do
not have below-average intelligence.

The findings discussed in this part of the chapter showed that a large proportion of the
surveyed teachers in Akmola region do not know that dyslexia is a chronic condition and that this
learning disability is not connected with intelligence. Moreover, the present research revealed that
the percentage of the surveyed teachers who gave correct answers about the general characteristics
of dyslexia are lower in comparison with such countries as Greece, Spain, Peru, the USA and
China.

5.2. Teachers’ Knowledge of the Neurological and Cognitive Nature of Dyslexia is Low

Regarding teachers’ knowledge of the neurological and cognitive characteristics of dyslexia,
the present findings are consistent with other research in the field, which found that teachers have a
limited understanding of the neurological and cognitive origins of dyslexia. Surveys, such as those
conducted by Bell et al. (2011) in England and Ireland, Knight (2016) in England and Wales and
Yin et al. (2019) in China have shown that the surveyed teachers in their countries are not well
aware of the neurological causes of dyslexia. These results agree with the present research findings,
which indicated that more than 50% of 1216 surveyed teachers in mainstream schools in Akmola
region did not know that dyslexia is a neurologically-based learning disability. One more important
finding supporting the findings of the previous research (Chourmouziadou, 2016; Wadlington &
Wadlington, 2005; Yin et al., 2019) is that a large proportion of the surveyed teachers did not know
that dyslexia is hereditary. In the current research, almost 78 % of the surveyed teachers are not
aware of the genetic basis of dyslexia which is much more than in other countries. For example, in
the USA, the proportion of teachers who believe that dyslexia is not hereditary is 51.2 %
(Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005); in China, the proportion varies from 36 to 54 % (Yin et al.,
2019) and in Greece, the proportion of teachers who do not know that dyslexia can run in families is
45.6 % (Chourmouziadou, 2016). Such a large number of teachers in Akmola region who do not

know about the genetic origin of dyslexia might imply serious problems for dyslexic learners in
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Kazakhstan. Many scientists perceive hereditary factors as an additional predictor for identifying
students at risk and providing them with extra assistance and support in learning (Carrol et al.,
2014; Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Stein, 2008; Thomas, 2009). When teachers are not well aware of
the genetic factors of dyslexia, they might not be able to recognize dyslexia in learners, and,
consequently, it can result in the underestimation of dyslexia in the country and poor-quality
education for children with this learning disability.

Thomson (2009) argues that deep knowledge of the neurological characteristics of dyslexia
enables teachers to understand individual differences that children with dyslexia have and adjust
teaching methods to meet such children’s needs. The fact that a large proportion of the surveyed
teachers in Akmola region of Kazakhstan do not know that dyslexia has a neurological origin
suggests that learners with dyslexia in Kazakhstan do not have the required assistance and high-
quality teaching in school.

A possible explanation for such a low awareness about dyslexia among Kazakhstani
teachers may be the lack of adequate training on dyslexia for teachers during their pre-service and
in-service education programmes. This suggestion is supported by the present research results,
which revealed that 50.81 % of the surveyed teachers in Akmola region reported that they did not
cover dyslexia during their pre-service teacher education programmes and 76.09% of those
surveyed indicated that they did not have any additional training on dyslexia as in-service teachers.
This finding is similar to the results presented by Knight (2018), who reported that 71.8% of
teachers in England and Wales indicated that dyslexia was “not covered well at all”” during their
pre-service teacher training programme and also 50.4% of surveyed teachers reported that they did
not have additional training on dyslexia.

Another important finding was that most of the surveyed teachers in Akmola region are not
well aware of the cognitive factors of dyslexia. Almost 46 % of surveyed teachers reported that they
do not know that phonological processing is one of the most influential factors that can cause this

condition. Only 42 % of the current research respondents knew that phonological awareness is the



TEACHERS’ KNOWLEDGE OF DYSLEXIA 60
most important deficit in dyslexia. This finding is consistent with those of Chourmouziadou (2016),
who found that only 44 % of surveyed teachers in Greece knew that phonological awareness deficit
is the most agreed cause of dyslexia. Phonological awareness is critical in developing literacy;
therefore, teachers’ deep understanding of the difficulties which learners with dyslexia experience
due to their condition can make their teaching practice more focused and productive for such
children. Evidence shows that the environmental component positively impacts the development of
reading skills and improvement of phonemic awareness (Castles & Coultheart, 2004, Elliot &
Grigorenko, 2014; Thomson, 2009). Therefore, raising teachers” awareness of the phonological
theory in Akmola region and Kazakhstan is vital for learners with dyslexia.

Based on the results obtained in this research, it can be concluded that the results of the
present research confirm Hypothesis 1, which says that teachers’ knowledge of the neurological and
cognitive nature of dyslexia is low. Most educational scientists highlight that a thorough awareness
of the neurological and cognitive causes of dyslexia is needed for teachers to organize an effective
process of teaching and learning for students with dyslexia (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Gyorfi &
Smith, 2010; Riddick, 2010). Therefore, this finding has important implications both for higher
education institutions that prepare future teachers and educational organizations which are involved
in the professional development of in-service teachers as they need to strengthen their teacher
training programmes by including recent and scientifically proven information about dyslexia into
their courses.

5.3. Teachers’ Knowledge of the Behavioural Factors of Dyslexia is Better than of the
Neurological and Cognitive Characteristics

The current research results indicated that although teachers had some misunderstandings of
the behavioural factors of dyslexia, they know the behavioural characteristics better than the
neurological and cognitive ones. Research shows that one of the widely spread misconceptions
about dyslexia is that one of the basic characteristics of dyslexia is seeing letters and words

backwards (Chourmouziadou, 2016; Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005). In the current research,
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almost 36 % of the surveyed teachers also believed that ‘seeing letters and words backwards is a
basic characteristic of dyslexia’. Moreover, nearly 43% of those surveyed in Akmola region
reported that they do not know whether seeing letters and words backwards is the main symptom of
dyslexia or not. Interestingly, these results differ from some published studies (Chourmouziadou,
2016; Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005; Yin et al., 2019). For example, research in the USA and
China revealed that nearly 70% of the surveyed educators in both countries wrongly believed that
word reversal is the main criterion to identify dyslexia (Wadlington & Wadlington, 2005; Yin et al.,
2019). Research in Greece uncovered that 93 % of surveyed teachers thought that reversing letters
and words is the main characteristic of dyslexia (Chourmouziadou, 2016). It is surprising that the
proportion of surveyed teachers who believed that ‘seeing letters and words backwards is a basic
characteristic of dyslexia’ in Akmola region is less than in other countries. However, it should be
stressed that the percentage of teachers who do not know the answer to this question is 43% which
is very high.

One of the main features that characterizes dyslexia is difficulties connected with learning to
read fluently. In comparison with results obtained in China (Yin et al., 2019) and Greece
(Chourmouziadou, 2016), where more than 90% of teachers knew that one of the main symptoms of
dyslexia is a difficulty with learning to read fluently, only 57.81 % of the surveyed teachers in
Akmola region could identify “difficulties in learning to read fluently’ as one of the basic features of
dyslexia. Moreover, approximately 35 % of those surveyed did not know whether it is true or false.
These results show that teachers in Kazakhstan know less about dyslexia than their counterparts in
other countries such as Greece and China.

The frequency of correct teachers’ answers about the neurological and cognitive
characteristics of dyslexia and the behavioural characteristics of dyslexia demonstrated that teachers
knew the behavioural characteristics of dyslexia better than the neurological and cognitive ones.
The present findings are consistent with other research, which found that although teachers lack

some knowledge of the behavioural factors of dyslexia, they still know the behavioural
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characteristics better than the neurological and cognitive ones (Bell et al., 2011; Chourmouziadou,
2016; Gonzalez & Brown, 2019; Knight, 2018; Soriano-Ferrer et al., 2016; Wadlington &
Wadlington, 2005; Yin et al., 2019). A possible explanation for these results may be that teachers
can observe difficulties that learners with dyslexia experience in the classroom but do not know the
real causes of these difficulties. The main value of the behavioural theory is that a deep
understanding of the behavioural characteristics of dyslexia allows teachers to recognize the causes
that lie behind the problems dyslexic learners encounter in learning and arrange an appropriate
system of support and assistance for them (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Thomson, 2009).

5.4. Teachers’ Knowledge of Treatment and ldentification Process of Dyslexia is not Sufficient

As mentioned in the literature review, early identification of dyslexia in children and timely
intervention can allow students to adapt to the difficulties they experience and benefit from the
process of learning and teaching (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Livingston, Siegel & Ribary, 2018;
Riddick, 2010; Rose, 2009; Thomson, 2008). The present research results indicated that almost 59
% of the surveyed teachers in Akmola region understand that individual reading tests are essential
in identifying dyslexia. These results might be interpreted as encouraging as the majority of the
surveyed teachers demonstrated knowledge of how they can identify dyslexia. However, a
considerable proportion of the surveyed teachers (34.57%) reported that they do not know that an
individual reading test is an effective instrument for identifying dyslexia. This result shows that
more than one-third of the surveyed teachers in Akmola region do not know how to identify
dyslexia. One of the issues that emerges from this finding is that teachers’ limited knowledge about
a ‘reading test’ as an identification instrument of dyslexia might lead to the underestimation of
dyslexia among students in schools (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014). Moreover, if teachers cannot
recognize children at risk, they will not be able to provide them with appropriate and timely
intervention (Rose, 2009).

Regarding the treatment of dyslexia, almost 53 % of the surveyed teachers in the present

research knew that intervention programmes with a focus on the development of phonological



TEACHERS’ KNOWLEDGE OF DYSLEXIA 63
awareness are effective in teaching learners with dyslexia. This result supports previous research
(Chourmouziadou, 2016), but the proportion of teachers (82 %) who knew that teaching
phonological awareness is an effective tool in Greece is much more than in Akmola region.

Another important finding is that almost half of the surveyed teachers in the present
research knew that providing learners with dyslexia with structured, sequential, direct instruction in
basic skills and learning strategies is one of the most effective strategies. If the results obtained in
China (Yin et al., 2019) are compared with the results gained in Akmola region, it can be seen that
the proportion of teachers who knew that students with dyslexia need structured, sequential, direct
instruction in basic reading skills was 72-90 % which is more than in Akmola region where only
49.64 % of the surveyed teachers knew about this fact. The proportion of teachers who do not know
if physicians can prescribe medications to help learners with dyslexia in Akmola region (54.23 %)
is almost consistent with the results (46-53%) obtained in China (Yin et al., 2019).

As was pointed out in the literature review, multisensory and phonologically based teaching
is the prime approach in teaching children with dyslexia to read (Rose, 2009; Wadlington &
Wadlington, 2005). Unfortunately, only 16.53 % of the surveyed teachers in Akmola region knew
that multisensory instruction is one of the effective techniques to use with learners with dyslexia.
These results mostly match those observed in Spain and Peru, where the researchers detected that
more than 70 % of surveyed teachers in both countries were not aware of the effectiveness of
multisensory instruction (Soriano-Ferrer et al., 2016).

The results obtained in the present research are not very encouraging as they demonstrate
that although some teachers are aware of useful strategies to use with dyslexic learners, most
surveyed teachers do not know how to work with children who experience difficulties related to
dyslexia. Moreover, comparing the results from other countries, we can see that teachers in Akmola
region know less than their colleagues in other countries. These results are significant in at least one

respect: they show that the preparation of teachers to work with dyslexic learners is not adequate,
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and there is a high need for quality training on dyslexia for teachers in Akmola region and likely in
the whole of Kazakhstan as the country has a uniform teacher training approach.

5.5. There is no Strong Relationship between Teachers’ Knowledge of Dyslexia and their
Training Experiences

The present research showed no strong relationship between teachers’ knowledge about
dyslexia and their training experiences, including pre-service teacher education programmes and
additional in-service training. In this study on Akmola region in Kazakhstan, only a small number
of teachers from the group of teachers who reported that they had covered dyslexia during their
teacher education programme were well aware of this learning disability. Similarly, teachers who
reported that they had additional training on dyslexia mainly demonstrated a limited knowledge
about dyslexia. It can be suggested that a possible explanation for these results may be that teacher
training programmes lack evidence-based information about dyslexia and do not provide student
teachers with up-to-date academic knowledge about all aspects of dyslexia.

The teachers who indicated that they would like to participate in additional professional
development courses on dyslexia did not show better results than those teachers who were not
interested in further training on dyslexia. In comparison, the results obtained by Wadlington and
Wadlington (2005) showed that those respondents who expressed an interest in getting more
training on dyslexia had substantially better results than those who were not interested in further
professional development on dyslexia. This difference can be explained in part by the low quality of
training Kazakhstani teachers have received and the overall awareness about dyslexia in society.

The present research findings revealed that teachers in Akmola region of Northern
Kazakhstan have limited knowledge about dyslexia across three layers: neurological, cognitive and
behavioural. Educational scientists highlight that the lack of teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia
influences teaching efficacy (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Knight, 2018; Riddick, 2010; Rose, 2009;
Thomson, 2009). If teachers are not well aware of dyslexia and its characteristics, they will not be

able to identify learners with dyslexia and provide such learners with timely and effective support.
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Evidence shows that early interventions have better chances to prevent dyslexia or help dyslexic
children to adapt to this condition (Elliot & Grigorenko, 2014; Thomson, 2009). Therefore, it is
apparent that the more teachers know about dyslexia, the more chances learners with dyslexia will
have to cope with this learning barrier. The current research findings raise crucial questions
regarding the quality of teacher education programmes on dyslexia and suggest that existing teacher
training programmes on dyslexia in Kazakhstan are insufficient and should be reconsidered.

Chapter 6: Conclusion

6.1. What do Teachers in Akmola Region Know about Dyslexia? Answers to the Research
Questions and Hypotheses

The present research aimed to examine teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia in mainstream
schools in Akmola region of Northern Kazakhstan and to analyze whether there is any relationship
between teachers’ understanding of dyslexia and their training experiences. To achieve this aim, an
online survey was conducted. Overall, 1435 mainstream school teachers participated in the survey.

The first question in this research sought to measure teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia in
public schools in Akmola region of Northern Kazakhstan. The answer to this question was obtained
by frequency distribution analysis which revealed that teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia in
Akmola region is insufficient and relatively modest compared to other countries. The investigation
of teachers’ knowledge has shown that teachers are not well aware of general information about
dyslexia and have limited awareness of the neurological and cognitive characteristics of this
learning disorder. These results confirmed the first hypothesis of the present research, which states
that teachers’ understanding of the neurological and cognitive causes of dyslexia is low. One of the
more significant findings to emerge from this research is that a large proportion of teachers do not
know what effective strategies can be used in teaching learners with dyslexia. These results might
suggest that the needs of students with dyslexia are not met successfully in mainstream schools in

Akmola region, and that these children have fewer opportunities to succeed in school and life.



TEACHERS’ KNOWLEDGE OF DYSLEXIA 66

Another significant finding of this research is that more than half of surveyed teachers
reported that they did not study dyslexia during their initial teacher education programmes, and
more than three-quarters of those surveyed had not received any additional training on dyslexia.
Therefore, teachers should not be blamed for their low level of knowledge about dyslexia, but the
results do suggest that more training opportunities are needed for teachers in this area.

The second question of this research was to explore the relationship between teachers’
understanding of dyslexia and their pre-service and in-service teacher training experiences. The
research results have shown no association between teachers training experiences and their
knowledge about dyslexia. Most teachers who reported that they covered dyslexia within their in-
service teacher education programme or had extra training on dyslexia as in-service teachers had a
limited understanding of dyslexia. It seems possible that these results are due to the insufficient
quality of training programmes on dyslexia for teachers, which highlights a high need for
reconsidering teacher education programmes in regards to dyslexia.

The second hypothesis posed in this research was that teachers know the behavioural
characteristics of dyslexia better than the neurological and cognitive ones. The results of this
investigation showed that although teachers misunderstood some of the behavioural factors of
dyslexia, in general, they knew the behavioural characteristics better than the neurological and
cognitive ones. Frequency distribution analysis showed that the number of teachers who responded
correctly to the questions that estimated their knowledge of the behavioural aspect of dyslexia was
higher than the number of teachers who gave correct answers to the questions measuring the
knowledge of the neurological and cognitive origins of dyslexia. This result implies that teachers
might observe the difficulties that learners with dyslexia experience in the classroom, but they are
not aware of the causes of these difficulties.

Finally, this research hypothesized that teachers who showed interest in further training on
dyslexia have a better understanding of this condition. The evidence obtained in this research

demonstrated that teachers who reported that they would like to participate in additional
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professional development courses on dyslexia are not better aware of dyslexia than those teachers
who were not interested in additional professional development on dyslexia. Therefore, it might be
concluded that the third hypothesis is not confirmed and the findings in this research are not in line
with what was observed in other countries.

6.2. Implications and Recommendations Based on Obtained Data for Practice and Policy

Taken together, the present research findings revealed that teachers’” knowledge about
dyslexia across all three layers (neurological, cognitive and behavioural) is relatively low in
Akmola region of Northern Kazakhstan. Most teachers did not know about the neurological and
cognitive causes that lie behind dyslexia and were not well aware of effective strategies and
techniques to work with dyslexic learners. The research detected that even teachers who indicated
that they had training on dyslexia as in-service and pre-service teachers did not have a good
understanding of this learning disability. A possible explanation for these results might be that
dyslexia is not well covered during pre-service and in-service teacher training programmes.
Therefore, it seems fair to suggest that to ensure that teachers have adequate knowledge of how to
effectively organize the teaching process for learners with dyslexia, evidence-based information
about dyslexia should be included in teacher education programmes in higher education institutions.
If teachers have an opportunity to develop a deeper understanding of the neurological, cognitive and
behavioural aspects of dyslexia, they will be better equipped to meet the educational needs of
students with this learning disability. In that case, children with dyslexia will be able to adapt to any
difficulties they experience and to reach their true potential.

Moreover, extra-training on dyslexia should be organized for in-service teachers to raise
their awareness of recent and up-to-date investigations about dyslexia. Chourmouziadou (2016),
Knight (2018), Wadlington and Wadlington (2005) and Yin et al. (2019) arrived at the same
conclusion in the context of the countries they studied and they further stress that quality training on
dyslexia should be provided for teachers to equip them with up-to-date knowledge about dyslexia.

Knight (2018) has highlighted that this training should be organized regularly during a teacher’s
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career to guarantee that teachers are provided with the most recent information about this learning
disorder. Therefore, Kazakhstan has a definite need to include dyslexia in teacher education
programmes and to organize additional professional development courses on dyslexia for pre-
service and in-service teachers.

6.3. Limitations and Further Research

Several limitations to the present research need to be acknowledged. First, to obtain the
information for this research, only a quantitative research approach was employed. For further
research, it might be more informative to conduct mixed methods research including qualitative and
quantitative methods. The use of quantitative and qualitative methods provides a researcher with a
deeper understanding of the researched problem. For example, interviews might have given more
insights into obtained survey data of the current work. Second, although the scale chosen for the
present research is of high quality and strong validity, the response options such as ‘True’, ‘False’
or ‘I don’t know’ did not allow to employ a wider range of statistical tests. Further research could
employ a different measurement scale allowing for more versatile quantitative data analysis.

Another limitation of this research was that a link to the survey was distributed to schools by
managers of the district departments of the Department of Education of Akmola region. One of the
district managers sent the link to the survey, not to one of the district schools as was planned, but to
all schools in the district. Therefore, instead of 63 teachers of one school responding to the survey,
185 teachers completed the questionnaire in this district. Yet, the data analysis did not indicate any
systematic bias in the data due to this deviation in sampling.

This is the first research investigating teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia in Kazakhstan
and it focuses on one of the regions in the country. More research on dyslexia needs to be
conducted in Kazakhstan to better understand what teachers in other regions of Kazakhstan know
about dyslexia and to what extent teachers’ knowledge and understanding of dyslexia influence

their teaching practices.
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Appendices
Appendix A

Nazarbayev University
M.Sc. in Educational Leadership: Inclusive Education
INFORMED CONSENT FORM
Teachers’ Knowledge of Dyslexia in Akmola region of Kazakhstan
You are invited to participate in a research study “Teachers’ Knowledge of Dyslexia in Akmola
region”. The topic of dyslexia has practically not been studied in Kazakhstan. The information you
provide in this study will be of great value and importance for improving the current teacher
education system and the entire system of inclusive education as a whole in Kazakhstan. Your
participation in this study will make an invaluable contribution to the research of this topic!
The purpose of this study is to measure the level of teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia in the
mainstream schools of Akmola region and to analyze if there any relationship between teachers’
knowledge of dyslexia and their training experiences exists.
This survey will take approximately 10 minutes to complete 47 questions (11 demographic
questions and 36 one-sentence factual statements about dyslexia). If you feel uncomfortable to
answer any question included in this survey, you may skip it and respond to the next questions. This
survey is on an anonymized link and, therefore, no personal identifying information is requested.
If you have read this information and have decided to participate in this research, please understand
your participation is voluntary and you have the right to withdraw your consent or discontinue
participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise
entitled. You have the right to refuse to answer specific questions. The results of this research study
may be presented at scientific or professional meetings or published in scientific journals.
Contact Information:
If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this research, its procedures, risks and
benefits, contact the Master’s Thesis Supervisor for this student work, (Rita Kasa,
rita.kasa@nu.edu.kz). If you have any other questions or concerns or if you are not satisfied with
how the research was conducted, you may contact NUGSE Research Committee
at gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz
Statement of Consent
By clicking “I agree” below you are indicating that you are more than18 years old, have read and
understood this consent form and agree to participate in this research study:
| agree
| disagree
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DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT (Survey)

Survey Questions (English)

Section 1

Demographic Questions

1. What is your age?
o 25 years or below
o 26-35years
o 36-45 years
o 46 years or above
2. Indicate your gender
o Male
o Female
3. Your highest level of education completed is:
o Bachelor Degree
o Specialist Degree
o Master Degree
o Doctoral Degree (Doctor of Science or Ph.D)
o Other, please specify
4. How many years have you been teaching at this school?
0-2 years
3-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21+ years
many years have you been teaching at school in total?
0-2 years
3-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21+ years

5. Ho

0000002000000

6. What grade level do you teach? Several options can be chosen

o Primary school
o Secondary school
o High school
What subject do you teach?
Primary school
Kazakh language and literature
Russian language and literature
Mathematics (algebra, geometry)
ICT
Physics
Chemistry
Biology
History (History of Kazakhstan, World History)
Geography
Foreign language (English, German, French, etc.)
Physical Education

O OO O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0oOOoO N
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Art

Self-knowledge

Technology / Handicraft (craft)

Natural science

Military training

Other

Which city is your school in?
o Arshalynsky district

Atbasar distric

Birzhan Sal district

Burabai district

Bulandy district

Egendykolsky disctrict

Esilsky district

Kokshetau

Korgalzhinsky district

Sandyktau disctict

Tselinogradsky district

Zhaksynsky district

Zharkayinsky district

o Zerenda

WO 000 0 0

O 0O O OO0 OO OO O0OOoOOoOOo

9. Have you covered dyslexia during your pre-service teacher education programme?

o None
o Some
o High
10. Have you had additional training on dyslexia?
o Yes, | have had
o No, I haven’t had

11. Would you like to participate in additional professional development courses on dyslexia?

o Yes
o No
o Idon’t know

Section 2

The following questions ask about dyslexia. Please tick the response which best applies to you.

78

# | Questions True | False |Idon’t
know
1 | Dyslexia is the result of a neurologically-based disorder.
2 | Dyslexia is caused by visual-perception deficits, producing
the reversal of letters and words.
3 | Achild can be dyslexic and gifted.
4 | Dyslexic children often have emotional and social
disabilities.
5 | The brains of individuals with dyslexia are different from
those of people without dyslexia.
6 | Dyslexia is hereditary.
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7 | Most studies indicate that about 5% of school-age students
have dyslexia.

8 | Dyslexia has a greater occurrence in males than in females.

9 | Children with dyslexia are more consistently impaired in
phonemic awareness (i.e ability to hear and manipulate
sounds in language) than any other ability.

10 | Modeling fluent reading is often used as a teaching strategy.

11 | People with dyslexia have below average intelligence.

12 | The reading of students with dyslexia is often characterized
by inaccuracy and lack of fluency.

13 | Seeing letters and words backwards is a basic characteristic
of dyslexia.

14 | Difficulty with the phonological processing of information
is one of the most important deficits in dyslexia.

15 | Intelligence tests are useful in identifying dyslexia.

16 | All poor readers have dyslexia.

17 | Children with dyslexia can be helped by using colored
lenses/colored overlays.

18 | Physicians can prescribe medications to help students with
dyslexia.

19 | Multisensory instruction is not an effective training method
at the moment. (Multisensory instruction is a way of
teaching that engages more than one sense at a time. Using
sight, hearing, movement, and touch gives kids more than
one way to connect with what they are learning.)

20 | Students who have reading disabilities without an apparent
cause are called dyslexic.

21 | People with dyslexia are not stupid or lazy. Knowing about
the term helps children.

22 | Giving students with dyslexia accommodations, such as
extra time on tests, shorter spelling lists, special seating,
etc., is unfair to other students.

23 | Intervention programs that emphasize the phonological
aspects of language with the visual support of letters are
effective for students with dyslexia.

24 | Most teachers receive intensive training in working with

dyslexic children.
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25

| think dyslexia is a myth, a problem that does not exist.

26

Repeated reading techniques are useful reading material to
improve reading fluency.

27

Problems in establishing laterality (body schema) are the
cause of dyslexia.

28

Students with dyslexia need structured, sequential, direct
instruction in basic skills and learning strategies.

29

Dyslexia refers to a relatively chronic condition that is often
not completely overcome.

30

Many students with dyslexia continue to have reading
problems as adults.

31

Many students with dyslexia have low self -esteem.

32

Children with dyslexia have problems with decoding and
spelling but not with listening comprehension.

33

Applying an individual reading test is essential to
diagnosing dyslexia.

34

Dyslexics tend to spell words wrong.

35

Dyslexia usually lasts for a long time.

36

Dyslexia is characterized by difficulty with learning to read
fluently.

Thank you for the participation!
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Appendix B

Nazarbayev University
AKIHHAPATTAHJABIPBUIF AH KEJIICIM HBICAHBI (Cayannama)

AKMo12a 00JbICBI MyFadiMaepiHin «/Iuciaexkcus» Typassl 0iiM qeHreiin 3epTrey

Ciznepai « AkMoJia 00JIbICHI MyFalIIMIEPiHIH «JlucIeKcus» Typaibl OUTIM IeHIeliH 3epTTey» aTThl
FBUIBIMU-3EPTTEYTe KAaThICYFa aKbIpaMbI3. J(uciexcus TakplpbiObl Kazakcranma ic xy3inae
3epTTEIMEreH, Oy TaKbIPBIN OOMBIHINA 9/IEOUET MEH FHUTBIMU 3€PTTEYIIEPAIH KETKUTIKCI3AIr OimiM
Oepy KyieciH THIM/II JaMBITyFa MYMKIHZIK OepMeni. ATalIMBbII 3epTTeY asiChIH/IA Ci3 YChIHATHIH
akmapat O011iM Oepy JKYHecCiH KakcapTy >koHe Ooaliak MyFaaiMIaepal THIM/I faspiay YIIiH eTe
MaHBI3/1bl 9pi KYHbI 007161 TaObu1a k1. Ci3/11H OCBI 3€PTTEYIe KaThICYbIHBI3 OYJI TAKBIPHIITHI
3eprTeyre Oara KeTIec yJiec Kocaap!

Ocpl 3epTTeyAiH MakcaTsl AKMOJIa 00JIBICH JKaJIbl O11iM OepeTiH MeKTen MyFaTiMIepiHiH
JUCIIEKCHSI Typajibl OLTIM JEHTeiiH aHBIKTAY JKOHE MYFaTIMAEPAiIH TUCIEKCHS Typalibl O11iM1 MEH
OJIapJIbIH OKBITY TOKipuOeci apachlHAaFbl KaHaal fga Oip OalIaHbICTBIH OOTybIHA TANIay XKacay
OO0JIBITT TAOBLTATBI.

by cayannama 47 cypakka skayan O6epy ymriH mamameH 10 munyTTer anazst (11 gemorpadusibik
cypak xone KBDDS mikanaceina Herizaenren "Jucnexcus" TakplpbiObl 6oibIHIIA 36 cypak). Erep
Ci3 OCBI cayallHaMaHbIH Oenriii 6ip cyparblHa >kayarn OepriHi3 Keamece, OHbI OTKI31 xKi0epirl,
KeJlecl CypaKKa eTyiHi3re 00Jabl.

Byt 3eprTeyre KaThICyAbIH BIKTHMAJ KayTli — Ci3 )KYMBIC YaKbITBIHBI3/IbI CayaTHaMaJlaH oTyTe
KyYMcayblHbI3 MYMKiH. by Moceneni 6onbipMay YIIIiH cayaliHaMaHbl 00C yaKbITHIHBI3/IA
TONTBIPYABI YChIHAMbI3. Ci3]11H TOJIBIK aThI-KOHIHI3 *KoHE TeJIePOH HOMIPI MEH TYPFBUIBIKTHI
MEKEH-)Kaibl CUSKTBI 0acKa Jla COMKECTeHIIPETIH aKmapar cayaaHamara KipMeii, COHJIBIKTaH Ci3
OepreH Ke3-KeITreH aKnaparka ci3/IiH O0alaHbICBIHBI3 00JIMAaIbI.

Ocsbl 3epTTeyleH KyTyre OoJIaThIH apTHIKIIBUIBIK — OYJ1 3epTTEeYAiH HOTHIKENepl >KOFaphl OKY
OpBIHJIAPBIHAA MYFAIIMIEpl JaspilayMeH alHanblcaThlH >kaHa OaFmapiamanap skacay VIIiH
nakaIaHbUTy bl MYMKIiH. JIHCIICKCHS TAKBIPBIOBIH 3ePTTEUTIH OKBITYIIBUIAP MEH FajbIMIap Ooamak
3epTTeyJIep YIIiH MaHBI3IbI )KOHE TIak1aIbl HOTHDKEIEp MEH KOPBITHIHABLIAPIBI Ta0a amabl.

Erep ci3 ocel dopmaHBl OKBITI, 3€pTTEYre KAaThICyFa IIENIM KaObUIgaraH OOJICaHbI3, OHJA Ci3JIiH
KATBICYBIHBI3 €pIKTI €KEeHIH JXOHE Ke3-KeIMeH YyaKbhITTa aWbINIyJIChI3 KOHE Cci3re OepilreH
KEHUIIKTep TMAaKeTiH KOFaiNTmai KeNiCIMIHI3AI KaWTapbll aly HeMmece KaTbICyJbl TOKTaTy
KYKBIFBIHBI3 Oap €KeHIH TYCIHYiHI3 KepeK. bamama Tannay ’kacam 3epTTeyre KaTbicriayra OoJafbl.
CoHbIMEH KaTap, CI3/iH Ke3-KeJreH CYpakka jkayan OepMeyre KYKbIFbIHBI3 0ap. OChl 3epTTey/liH

HQTI/I)KC.Hepi FBUIBIMH HEMECE Kocion MakcaTrTapaa YCbIHbIIIYBI HEMECC JKApHUAJIaAHYbI MYMKIH
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Bajinanbic nepexrepi

Erep ci3ne ocwl 3epTTeyre, OHBIH JKY3€re acy >KOJJapblHA, KayinTepi MEH apTHIKIIBUIBIKTapbIHA
KaTBICTBI CYPaKTapbIHbI3, aJaHIAayIIbUIBIKTAPBIHBI3 HEMECEe MIaFbIMIAPBIHBI3 00JICa, OCBHI FHUIBIMH
3epTTey KYMBICHI OOMBIHIIIA MATUCTPIIIK JUCCEPTALUSHBIH XKeTekuricine xabapiaceiapi3 (Pura Kaca,

rita.kasa@nu.edu.kz). Erep ci3me Oacka ja cypakrap HeMece ajaHJIaylIbUIBIKTap 0ojica HeMece

3epTTeyAiH JXKyprizinyine kanarartanOacaHbi3, NUGSE 3epTrey KOMHTETIMEH Kejleci MEKeHXKai

OolibIHIIIA OaliyianbIca anacel3 Ose researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

Keuicim Typass! eTinim

Temenneri "Men kemicemin" OaTsIpMachiH 0acy apKbUTHI Ci3 18 jkacTaH acKaHBIHBI3IBI KOPCETECI3, COHA-

aK, ci3 ocel KericiM HpICAHBIMEH TAHBICHITI KOHE OCHI 3ePTTEYTe KaThICyFa KeJicim Oepecis:

MeH kenmiceMiH

MeH kenicneiMig

1-00iM

CAYAJIHAMA (Kazakh)

1. Ci3niH x)acbeIHbI3 Helrene?

25 ’xac HEMece OJjaH TOMEH
26-35 xac

36-45 sxac

46 >xac HEMece 0JIaH KOFaphl

O O O O

2. JKBIHBICBIHBI3/IBI KOPCETIHI3:

o Ep
o Oilen

3. Ciznig O11IM HeHreHiHi3:

0O O O O O

bakanasp

Mawman

Maructp napexect

JokTopisik aapexe (Foutbiv goxktopsl Hemece Ph.D)
backa

4. Ochl MEKTEIITE Hellle XbUIAaH O0epi cabak 6epeci3?

O O O O O O

0-2 xpU1

3-5 b1

6-10 xpU1

11-15 xb11

16-20 b1

21 5XbUT XKOHE O/IaH KOFAPhI

5. JKanmer anraHa KaHIa xKbUT cabak Oepir keneci3?

@)
@)

0-2 xbU1
3-5 xbU1
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6-10 xpL1

11-15 kb1

16-20 kb1

21 KBIJ )KOHE OJ1aH YKOFaphl

0 O O O

6. Kanmaii cerabIn OysIHIApBIHAA cabak Oepeciz? bipueue dcayan HYCKACLIH Mayoayed
bonaowvl

o bacrayslin ChIHBIM
o Opra OybH
o JKoraprbl OybIH

7. OKBITaTBIH MOHIHI31 KOPCETYIHI31 CypaliMBbIH:

o bacraysiin ceiHbIITaFs! OapIIbIK 110H / bactaybli chIHBIITAp
o Kaszaxk Tini xoHe omebueri

o Opslc T X)oHE 9/1e0HeTi

o Maremaruka (anredpa, reomeTpus)

o MWudpopmaruka

o @usuka

o Xumus

o buonorus

o Tapux (Kazakcran tapuxsl, JlyHueXy3i TapuXbl)

o Teorpadus

o Hler Tini (aFbUTIIBIH TLT1, HEMIC T, (GpaHIy3 Tidl XKoHE T.0.)
o JleHe WIBIHBIKTHIPY

o Monenuer

o ©O3iH-e31 TaHy

o Enbekxke 6ayny (Texnomnorus)

o JKaparbuibicTany

o Anramkel Ockepu OKbITY

o backa

Cizain MekTeOiHI3 Kail Jkep/ie opHalacKaH?

Ap1asnsl ay/1aHbl
ATtbacap ayJaHbl
bipxaHn can aygaHsl
Bbypabaii aynansl
Bynannp! aynansl
Erinniken aygaHsl
Ecin aynansr
Kexkmeray kanacel
KopramxkbIH aynaHbl
CannpIKTay aynaHsl
LlenuHorpaz aynaHbl
JKakcel aynaHsl
XKapkaiiblH ay1aHbl
o 3epeHal aymaHsl
9. Ci3 nexarorukanslk OiTIM ajlFaH >KOFapbl OKY OpbIHIAPbIHA HEMECE KOJUIEIKAE AUCTEKCHS
TaKbIPBIOBIH OKBIBIHBI3 06a?

O O O OO OO OO0 OO0 00O Oo

o Xok
o Asgan
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o Ui, TonbIFpIMEH

10. Ci3 gucnexcus 6oMbIHIIA OUTIKTUTIKTI apTTRIPY KypCTaphlHaH OTTiHI3 O¢ (KOyYHHITED,
CeMUHapJiap, OHJIaiH-KypcTap)?

o MHsa
o Kok

11. Tucnexcusi OOMBIHIIA OUTIKTUIIKTI apTTHIPY KypcTapbiH (KOYYHHITEP, CEMUHApPIIAp, OHJIAMH-
KypcTap) OTKiHI3 Kenei me?

o Ua
o Xok
o buimeiimin

2-00J1iM

Ci3niH OHBIHBI3TA COWKEC KEJIETIH JKayarThl TAaHIAYbIHBI3/bl CYPaiMBIH:

# | Cypakrap Usa Kok Binverimin

1 | JIuciaekcuss HEBPOJIOTHSIIBIK OY3bIIBICTBIH HOTHIKECI.

2 | lucnekcus opinTep MEH CO3[epIiH aybICybIHA OKEJIETIH
BH3YaJJIbl KaOBUIIAayAbIH JKETICIICYIILTITIHCH TYBIH QM IbI.

3 | bamana aucnekcust na, JapbIHIBLIIBIK Ta 0OIYbl MYMKIiH.

4 | Inucnekcuscel 6ap Oananap/ia SMOIIMOHAIIIBI )KOHE
QJIEYMETTIK MAceIIeNep KHi TYbIHIANIbI.

5 | ducnekcuscel 6ap agaMaapIbIH MBI TUCIEKCHSICHI KOK
aJlaMJIapIaH e3rerie.

6 | Jlucnexcus TYKbIM Kyaslauibl.

7 | KentereH 3epTTeysep KOpCEeTKeH e, MEKTE KaChIHIaFbl
OKYIIbLIAp IbIH mamMaMeH 5% -iHjae auciexcus 0ap.

8 | lucnekcus oken agamaapra KaparaHja epiepe Kui
Ke3Jece.

9 | Jucnekcusicel 6ap Oaanapaa GOHEMATHKAIBIK KaObLIIay

(stFHU, TiIET IBIOBICTAP/IBI €CTY KaOLIeTi )KoHEe KOJIIMEH
KUMBLIAp kacay KabineTi) Oacka Oanmamapra KaparaHia
KU1 Oy3bLIaIBL.

10 | Myxipmeii Te3 OKyAbl MOJIENbIEY KOOIHECE OKBITY

CTpPaTCTUsAChL peTin(e KOJdaHbLIIaAbl.

11 | Jucnexkcuscel 6ap agaMaapabliH aKbUIbl (MHTEIICKT)

opTramaaaH TOMCH.

12 | Iucnexcusacel 6ap OKYIIBUIAPIBIH OKY JaFAbLIaphl

Ko0iHECE AAIICI3AIKIIEH YKOHE KbUIAAMIBIKTHIH
JKOKTBIFBIMEH CHUIIATTAJIabI.
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13

OpinTep MEH Co3Aep/il apTTaH aliAbIHA Kapai Kepy —
IHACIEKCUSHBIH HET13I1 CHUIIaTTaMachl.

14

AxmapaTTsl (POHOJOTHUSITBIK OHJICYAETi KUBIHIBIKTap —
JUCJICKCUSTHBIH HET13T1 KeMIIUTIKTEPiHiH Oipi.

15

3uAT (MHTEIIIEKT) IEHTeHiH aHBIKTAUTBIH TECTUIEP
JMCIICKCHUSTHBI aHBIKTAY YIIH Maii1aibl.

16

OKy JarIbIChIHIa KABIHIBIFBI Oap OKYIIbLIAPIBIH
Oap BIFBIHAA TUCIICKCHS Oap.

17

Jucnexcusicel Oap Oananapra TYpIi TYCTI JIMH3aTapabl
HeMece KanTaManap/sl KoJIaHy apKblIbl KOMEKTECyTe
Oomapl.

18

Hopirepnep aucinekcuscol 6ap OKylIblIapra 19pi-I19pMeK
TaralibIHIaNl anajbl.

19

MyIbTHCEHCOPITBI OKBITY Ka3ipri Ke3/1e OKBITYABIH THIMII
omici 00JIBII TaOBUIMAIIBI.

20

OKy marapIChIH/IA AMKBIH CEOCTICi3 KUBIHIBIFBI Oap
OKYUIBUIAP JUCIECKCUKACHI Oap OOJIBIN TaObLIA b

21

Jlucnekcusicel 6ap agaMaap akbIMaK HEMece Kallkay eMec.
«/lucnexcusy TepMUHI OKYIIbIIapABI ©31H aKbIMaK eMecC
€KEHIH Ce31Hyre KOMEKTece .

22

Jucnekcuscel 6ap OKyIIbUTaApFa KOCKIMIIIA JKaFIail jkacay,
MBICAJIBI, TECTLIEP OTYTe KOCHIMIIA YAKbIT, CabICTHIPMAJIbI
TYpJIe KbICKa jka30alra TarchipMaiap, ChIHBINTAFB apHAWBI
OpBIHJIAP]IBI JKoHE T.0. Oepy, 6acka OKyIIbUIapFa 9IIIeTCi3
KapbIM-KaTbIHAC OOJIBIN TaObLTA IbI.

23

OpinTepAl BU3yasabl KOl OTHIPHII, TULIIH
(OHOJIOTUSAIBIK acTieKTijepiHe OaFbITTaNFaH apHalbl

Oargapiamainap JUCIEKCHUICH Oap OKYyIIbUIAp YIIiH THIMII.

24

MyranimMaepaiH KeMIIuIri AUCIeKCUsCchl 0ap OanamapMeH
YKYMBIC JKacay OOMBIHIIIA KAPKBIHIBI JAWBIHIBIKTAH OTE/I.

25

MeHiH oMbIMIIA, TUCTEKCUS — OYJT aHBI3, OJ1 HAKTHI MOCeJIe
eMec.

26

Kaiitanan oKy TeXHUKAchl €pKiH OKYAbI )KaKcapTy YIIiH
naianel crparerus 60JbII TaObUIAIbI.

27

JleHe cysi0achiH aHBIKTAYJaFbl KUBIHIBIKTAP
NUCIIEKCUAHBIH ce0e01 OOJIBIT TaObUIAIBI.

28

Jucnexcusicbl 6ap OKyIIbUIApFa HETI3r1 JaFbuIap MEH
OKBITY CTpaTerusaapbl OOMbIHIIA KYPBUIBIMIIBIK, JKYileni
KOHE TiKeJIel HYCKAyJIbIK KaXKeT.
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29

Jucnekcust — co3blIMalbl aypy, KOl Karania o eceiie
KeJlie KeTHeHmi.

30

Jlucnekcusichl 6ap OKyIIbUIAPBIH KOMIIUTITIHAE epecek
KE31H/Ie OKY KUBIH/IBIKTapbl OOJIaIbI.

31

Jlucnekcuscel 6ap OKyIIbUIAPABIH KOMIIUTITIHIH 631He
JIET€H CEeHIMIIIITT TOMEH.

32

Jlucnexcusichl 6ap Oananap THIHIAI TYCIHYre KaparaHaa
CO3/Il opinTen alTy/1a KOHE MaFbIHACKIH allya
KHMBIHIBIKTapFa TaIl 00JIaIbl.

33

Okyra OaFbITTaJIFaH KEKE TECTIHI KOJJaHy TUCICKCHSIHBI
JTUArHOCTHKANIAY YIIIH 6T€ MaHBI3/IbI.

34

Jucnekcuscel 6ap okymibuiap ophorpadusiblk Karenepai
XUl kidepei.

35

I[I/ICJIGKCI/UI, QACTTC, ¥3aK YAaKbITKa CO3bLJIadbl.

36

Jlucnekcus epKiH OKybl YHpEeHYyAeTi KUbIHIBIKTapMEH
CHUITaTTaJIagbl.

CayaqiHamaFa KaTbICKaHbIHBI3 YIIiH paKMer!
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Appendix C

Hazap6aeB YHuBepcuter
Bricmas [Ikomna O6pa3oBanus
[Iporpamma Maructparypsl B O6nactu Yupasneaus O6pazoBanuem: MukmozuBHoe OOpa3oBaHue
®opma Cornacus
HccnenoBanusi ypoBHsI 3HaAHUI yuuTesiei no teme «/{ucinexcus» B 001eo0pa3oBaTeIbHbBIX
IIK0J1aX AKMOJIMHCKOH 00/1aCTH

[Ipurnamaem Bac npuHSTh y4acTue B HAYYHOM HCCIIEIOBaHUU 110 TeMe “‘M3yuenue 3HaHUI
yuauTenei 00meo0pazoBaTeNbHBIX IIKOI AKMOJIMHCKOM obnactu o aucnexcun”. Madopmanus,
npeocTaBieHHas BaMu B paMKkax JaHHOTO MCCIIEOBAaHUS, OyIET UMETh OTPOMHYIO IEHHOCTh U
BaYKHOCTB IS YJIYUILIEHUS] CHCTEMbI 00pa30BaHus B LIEJIOM U 1175 6osee ycrnenHoi u 3¢ eKTHBHON
MOAroTOBKM Oynymux yuurteneil B Kazaxcrane. Bare yuactue B JaHHOM HCCIIEZIOBAHUM BHECET
HEOLICHUMBbIH BKJIa/l B U3YYEHUU ITOU TEMBbI!
Llenbro JaHHOTO MCCIEA0BAHUS ABIISETCS U3yUYEHUE YPOBHS 3HAHUM O AUCIEKCUU CPEU YUUTENel
00111e00pa3oBaTeNbHBIX KO AKMOJMHCKOW 00IacTH.
Jannblit onpoc 3aiiMer okoiio 10 MUHYT, 4TOOBI OTBeTUTH Ha 47 BompocoB (11 nemorpadpuueckux
BOIIPOCOB H 36 Bompocos 1o Teme «Jlucnexcus» mo mkane KBDDS. Ecnu Brl He xenaere
OTBEYATh Ha KaKOK-JINOO BOIIPOC TaHHOTO OIpoca, BbI MOXKeTe MpoITyCTUTh €ro U MeperTH K
CJIeIyIOILEMY BOIIPOCY.
JlaHHBIH OTpoC sABNSETCS aHOHUMHBIM, Baiie umst, pamunus u npyras uaentudunupyromas Bac
nH(popmMalyg, Takas, Kak Homep TenedoHa U apec IpoKUBaHUSA He OyIyT BKJIIOUYEHBI B OIIPOC,
nosToMmy Bbl He Oyniere cBs3aHbl ¢ HHPOpMalue, KoTopyto Bel mpenocTasisiere.
Ecnu Bl npounTtany nanHyro MHQOPMAIIMIO M PEIIUIIN PUHATH YYacTHE B UCCIIEeI0BaHNH, Bbl
JOJKHBI TIOHUMATh, uTo Barlle yuacTue sBisercs J0OpOBOJIBHBIM U 4TO y Bac ecTs paBo 0T03BaTh
CBO€ COTJIaCH€ WJIU MPEKPATUTh ydacTue B J11000e BpeMs 0e3 mrpadHbIX CaHKIUN U 0e3 oTepu
COLMAJIBHOTO MaKeTa, KOTOpblid BaM npenocrapisuii. B kauecTBe abTepHATUBBI MOXKHO HE
y4acTBOBATh B HcclenoBaHuu. Taxke Bol umeete mpaBo He OTBeYaTh Ha KaKUE-JIHOO BOMIPOCHI.
Ecnu y Bac ecTh Kakue-1100 BOPOCHI, OMACEHUS WK 5Kall00bI 110 TTOBOAY TOTO UCCIICIOBAHMSI, €T0
MPOLIeIypP, PUCKOB U MMPEUMYIIIECTB, CBSIKUTECH C PYKOBOJUTEIEM JAHHOU UCCIEA0BATEIbCKOM
pabotsl (Puta Kaca, rita.kasa@nu.edu.kz). Ecii y Bac ectb apyrue Bompochl WK OMaceHuUsl, WIN
€CJI BbI HE yJIOBJIETBOPEHBI TEM, KaK ObLIO IMPOBEACHO UCCIIEOBAHNE, BBl MOKETE CBA3ATHCS C

uccnenosatenbckuM komuteroM NUGSE mo anpecy gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz

Haxas kHomky “SI cormacen” HuXKe, BBl yKa3bIBaeTe, 4To BaM Ooubiie 18 net, Bel 03HaKOMUIIHCH ©

JTaHHOM (hOPMOM COTITIACHUs U COTIACHBI YYaCTBOBATh B 3TOM HCCJICIOBAHUH:


mailto:gse_researchcommittee@nu.edu.kz
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Ha, 4 cornacen
Her, S He cormacen

OITPOC (Russian)
Yacrte |
1. Ckoupko Bam ner?

25 ner unm MeHee
26-35 et
36-45 net
46 net nim OoJiee

0 O O O

2. Vikaxwure Bamr noxn

o Myxckon
o JKenckunit

3. ¥Yporens Bamero obpa3oBanusi:

bakanasp

Crneuunanuct

Crenenp marucrpa

JIoKTOpCKas CTeneHb (CTENEeHb JOKTOpa HAyK)

Jlpyroe

O O O O O

4. Ckonbko neT Bel npenogaere B 3Toi mkose?

0-2 roxa

3-5 mer

6-10 et

11-15 net
16-20 ner

21 u 6onee net

O O O O O O

5. Ckounbko net Bol mpenoiaere B 00111ei Cl10)KHOCTH?

0-2 roga

3-5 ner

6-10 et

11-15 ner
16-20 mer

21 u 6onee aer

O O O O O O

6. B kaxoit mapauienu Bsl pabotaere? Moowcro ykazams HeCKOIbKO 0MEemos

o HavanbsHoe 3BeHO
o CpenHee 3B€HO
o Crapiee 3BeHO

7. VYkaxwure, noxaiayicTa, npeaAMeT, KoTopslid Bl mpenonaére?

O BCC NPEAMECTHI B HAYAJIBHBIX Ki1accax/ HayaJbHBIE KJIACChHI
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Kazaxckuii g3bIk U IUTEpaTYpa

Pycckuii s13bIK M IUTEpaTypa

Maremaruka (anredpa, reoMeTpust)

NudopmaTtuka

®dusuka

Xumus

buonorus

Ucropus (Mcropus Kazaxcrana, BcemupHas ucropusi)
['eorpadus

®dusnyeckas KyJbTypa

UckyccTBO

CamMono3HaHue

Tpynosoe O6yuenue (TexHonorus)
EcrecTBO3HaHME

HBII

Apyroe
KaKOM ropo/ie/paiioHe HaXOAUTCs IIKOJIa, B KOTOpoit Bel paboTaete?

ApIanbIHCKUN paiioH
Atbacapckuii paiioH
paiion bupxan can
bypabaiickuii paiion
bynanabIHCKUI paiioH
Erenapikonbckuit paiion
Ecunsckuii paiion
Kokmeray
KopramkuHckuil paiioH
CanpIkTayCcKMil pailoH
[{enuHorpaackuii paiioH
KakcbiHCKnl paiioH
JKapkanHckunii paiioH

o 3epenaa

O O OO OO OO0 O0OO0oO OO O0oOOo

9. Bm HN3ydaJid TEMY JUCIICKCUN B YHUBCPCUTETC, HHCTUTYTC UJIN KOJUICIKE, IAC Brr

MOJIy4ajy Mejaroruaeckoe oopasopanue?

o Her
o Hewmnoro
o /Jla, B moysHOM Mepe

10. ITpoxoannu a1 Bel ononHuTENBHBIE KYPCHl TPO(ECCHOHANBHOTO Pa3BUTHS 110 TEME

nuclekcud (KOyYHUHTH, CEMHHAPBI, OHJIAHH KypChI)?

o Jla

o Her

11. Xorenu 661 Bl npoiiTy JONOIHUTENBHBIE KYPChI TPOGECCHOHATBHOTO PA3BUTHS IO TEME

nuclekcuu (KOyYUHTH, CEMHHAPBI, OHJIAlH KypChI)?
o Ja
o Her
o He 3naro

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o HWHocTpaHHBIN S3bIK (AHTTMHUCKUAN S3BIK, HEMEIIKUH SI3bIK, (DPAHITY3CKHI S3bIK UTN)
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
B

89
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Yacrts |
[Toxainyticra, BeIOepuTe Hanbosee moaxoaauii Bam oTBer:

# | Bompocsl Ha Her He 3Haro

1 | Jucnekcus 3TO pe3yJibTaT HEBPOJIOTHUYECKOTO
paccTpoicTBa.

2 | Jucnexcust BbI3BaHA AE(UIIMTOM 3PUTEIBLHOTO BOCTIPHSITHS,
MPUBOISIINM K IIEPEBOPAUYNBAHUIO OYKB U CJIOB.

3 | PebeHOk MOKET UMETh TUCICKCHIO M OBITh OJIapEHHBIM.

4 | letu ¢ quclieKCUEH 4acTO UMEIOT SMOLIMOHAIIBHBIC U
COIIMAJIbHBIEC TIPOOIIEMBI.

5 | Mo3r aroeil ¢ fUCcIeKCHER OTIINYAETCsT OT MO3Ta TI0Aeh 0e3
JIUCIIEKCHU.

6 | Jlucnekcus nepenaeTcs mo HaclleACTBY.

7 | BoapIIMHCTBO HCCIEeNOBAaHMI ITOKA3LIBAIOT, YTO OKOJIO 5%
YYEHUKOB IIKOJIBLHOTO BO3pacTa CTPaaloOT JUCICKCHEH.

8 | Jlucnekcus gaie BCTpEeYaeTcsl y MY>KUIHH, YeM Y )KCHIIUH.

9 VY nereit ¢ nucnaekcuei poHeMaTHueckoe BOCIPHUATHE (TO
€CTh CITIOCOOHOCTH BOCIIPHHUMATh U Pa3IMYaTh 3BYKU PEUH )
HapylIaeTcs Jaie, 4eM y Ipyrux AeTeu.

10 | MoaenupoBaHue OETIOT0 YTEHHS YaCTO UCIIONB3YETCs B
KauyecTBE cTpaTeruu oOy4eHusl.

11 | JIronu ¢ aucneKcueit IMEIOT UHTEJUIEKT HUXKE CPEIHETO.

12 | HaBbIK UTeHUS Y yUalIUXCs C AUCIEKCUEH 4acTo
XapaKTEPHU3YETCs] HETOUHOCTHIO U OTCYTCTBUEM OETIIOCTH.

13 | BuneTs OyKBBI M CJI0Ba 3310M HaIlEPEI-3TO OCHOBHAS
XapaKTEPUCTHKA JUCIEKCUU.

14 | TpynHocTu ¢ hoHONOTMUECKON 00paboTKOM HHpOpMaLUK
SIBIIIOTCS] OJHUM U3 HanboJiee BaXKHBIX HEJAOCTATKOB MpHU
IMCIIEKCHUU.

15 | TecTsl Ha BBISBICHUS] YPOBHS MHTEIIJICKTA MTOJIC3HBI JIJIS
BBISBJICHUS JUCIIEKCHM.

16 | Bce yyamuecss ©MEroIIye MpoOIeMbl C HABBIKOM YTEHUS
CTPaaloT AUCIEKCUEH.

17 | lerssm ¢ quciaeKkcueld MOXKHO IMTOMOYb C IIOMOIIBIO IBETHBIX
JIMH3/IIBETHBIX HAKJIAIO0K.
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18

Bpauu mMoryT BbIIMCATh JIEKapCcTBa, YTOOBI IOMOYb
y4aIAMCs C JUCIIEKCHEH.

19

MynbTHCEHCOPHOE 00yUYeHHUE B HACTOSIIIEE BpeMs He
sBisieTCst 23 (HEKTUBHBIM METOIOM O0YUYEHUS.
(MynbTHCEHCOpHOE 00yUYeHHE— 3TO METO 00yUeHUs, IpH
KOTOPOM HCIIOJIB3YIOTCS Pa3HbIE KaHAJIbl BOCIIPUSATHS
nHbOpMaU (3pUTENBHBIN, CTyXOBOM, KHHECTETUYECKUN U
T.JL.).

20

VYuyamuecs, y KOTOPBIX €CTh HapyLICHUs YTeHUs Oe3
BUJIUMOU MTPUYHHBI, SBJISIOTCS JUCICKCUKAMMU.

21

Jlronu ¢ aucnekcueit He TIIyIbl U He JICHUBBI. TepMUH
«JIUCIIEKCHS JTa€T BOZMOXXHOCTh YUaIUMCS HE
YyBCTBOBATh CEOSI TITYIBIMH.

22

[IpenocraBnenue yyamumces ¢ AUCIEKCUEH
JOTIOTHUTEBHBIX YCIIOBUM, TAKMX KaK JOMOTHUTEIBHOE
BpeMs Ha TecTax, 00Jiee KOPOTKHUE MUCbMEHHBIC paOOTHI,
CreIMaJbHbIE MECTA B KJIACCE U T. . 3TO HECIIPABETUBO 110
OTHOIICHHUIO K JIPYTUM CTYACHTAM.

23

CrienanbpHbIe IPOTPaMMBbl, KOTOPBIE CPOKYCHPOBAHBI HA
(OHOJIOTNYECKHE aCTIEKThI A3bIKa C BU3YaIbHOM
OJAEPKKOH OYKB, 3(p(PEeKTUBHBI IS CTYJICHTOB C
JYCJIEKCHUEH.

24

BosbIMHCTBO yunTenel NpoxXoasaT HHTEHCUBHYIO
MOJIrOTOBKY 110 pab0Te ¢ AETbMU C AUCIEKCHEN.

25

S mymaro, 4TO AMCIEKCHUI-3TO MU}, TpobiiemMa, KOTOpoil He
CYyLIECTBYET.

26

Meroa NOBTOPHOTO YTEHHUS SIBISETCS MOJIE3HOM CTpaTeruei
IUIs yIydIIeHus! 0erJoCTH YTSHHUS.

27

Hapymienne cBs3eit My y4aCTKaMH F'OJIOBHOI'O MO3ra
SBJISICTCS. IPUYUHON JUCIIEKCUU.

28

CryneHThI ¢ JUCIIEKCUEN HYKIAIOTCS B
CTPYKTYpHUPOBAHHOM, CUCTEMaTHUYECKOM U
MocJe/10BaTeIbHOM 00y4€HUU OCHOBHBIM HaBBIKaM U
CTpaTerusiM o0y4eHus..

29

I[I/ICJ'ICKCI/ISI 9TO XPOHHUYCCKOC paCCTpOﬁCTBO, qaCcTO OHO HE
IMPOXOJUT C BO3PACTOM.

30

BonpmMHCTBO yUyanmxcs ¢ TUCIEKCHEH MPOA0IKAIOT
WCIBITHIBATH MPOOIEMBI C YTEHUEM, CTAB B3POCIIBIMHU.

31

MHorue CTyJIeHTbI ¢ TUCIEKCUEN UMEIOT HU3KYIO
CaMOOLICHKY.
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32

JleTu ¢ nucnekcueit uMeroT MpoOIeMbl ¢ MTOHUMaHue POHEM
" NpaBONMCaHHUECM, HO HC C IOHUMAaHHUEM Ha CIIyX.

33

HpI/IMeHeHI/Ie HHAUBUAYAJIBbHOI'O TECTA HA YTCHUEC UMCCT
BaXXHOC€ 3HAYCHUEC JJIsI JUAIrHOCTUKH AUCIICKCHMU.

34

VYuyamuecs ¢ IUCIEKCUEN Y4acTo AeJIat0T OINUOKHU B
MIPaBOIUCAHUU.

35

Jlucnexcusl, Kak IPaBUIIO, JUIUTCS B TEYEHUE AITUTEIBHOTIO
BpPEMEHH.

36

Jlucnekcus xapakTepusyeTcsi TPYTHOCTSIMH B 00yUCHHUH
OerJoMy YTEHHIO.

Cnacu0o 3a yyactue B onpoce!



