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ABSTRACT

The concept of lifelong learning has been on the minds of many educators for several
decades. In order to be a lifelong learner, one must possess the skills and competencies to pursue
one’s own self-education. Such skills and competencies are often referred to as self-directed
learning (SDL) skills. SDL skills are a set of abilities and characteristics that include taking
responsibility for one’s own learning, being motivated to learn and allocate time for learning,
being able to find and manage information, assess learning outcomes and/or learning resources,
and applying learning strategies to one’s own learning. This exploratory study was conducted to
investigate the current situation concerning SDL in Kazakhstani high schools for talented and
gifted pupils and to determine the current level SDL skills of both high-school students and
teachers. For this purpose, the Self-Directed Learning Skills Scale (SDLSS), developed by
Ayyildiz and Tarhan (2015), was adapted to the Kazakhstani context. Twenty-one schools for
talented and gifted children located in all regions of Kazakhstan were chosen for this study, and a
survey questionnaire was administered to a sample of educators (N = 661) and high-school
students (N = 205). The results showed that the students’ scored lower on SDL skills in
comparison to educators. The difference was found to be significant and the effect size modest. It
was also found that females (students and educators combined) scored higher on several SDL
skills than males. The least developed SDL skill for both respondent groups was the ability to
manage information. These results suggest that educational leaders should strive to create
learning conditions that are conducive to the development of SDL skills in secondary schools by
providing the necessary training where the focus is on students and teachers acquiring the skills
that enhance their abilities to set their own learning objectives, manage incoming information,

assess resources and learning outcomes, and utilize learning strategies.
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TakbIpbiObl: JapbiHabl OKyIbLIAPFA apHAdIFaH Kazakcran MekTenTepiHaeri e3irinen

0arbITTAJFaH OKBITY

AHJIATIA

OMip 00iibI OUTIM Ay TYXKBIPBIMIAMAChI OipHEIIe KbUIIap OOMBI KONTeTeH
He1arorTapIblH OMbIH/IA XYP. OMip 00iibI OLTIM amy YIIiH ©31H-631 JaMbITa alaThIH JIaFIblIap
MEH Ky3bIpeTTepre ue 00y kepek. MyHal narapuiap MeH KY3bIpeTTep KoOiHece o3iriHeH
OaFpITTaNIFaH OKBITY JICTl aTajabl. O3irineH OarbITTaIFaH OKBITY JaFabUIaphl OYII ©31HI3I1H
OKYBIHBI3Fa KayalKePIIIiK ajla OTHIPHIN, OKYFa YaKbIT 06JIyTe, akmapaTThl Ta0yFa xKoHE
Oackapyra, OKYy HOTIIKEIIEpiH jKoHE / HeMece OKY pecypCcTapblH Oaraiayra )KOHE OKBITY
CTpaTeTHsUIapbIH KOJIaHyFa OaFbITTAIFaH bIHTATAHBIPY/IbI KAMTUTBIH KaOiieTTep MeH
cHUIaTTamalap >KUbIHTBIFbI OOJIBIN Ta0BLIAbI. bepiireH 3epTTey KYMBICHI JapBbIHABI OKYIIbLIaApFa
apHaJIFaH Ka3aKCTaHAbIK OpTa MEKTENTEeP/er1 ©3/AIrHEH OarbITTaIFaH OKbITYAbIH KaJbIIITaCy
JIEHTeliH 3epTTey, COHai-aK >KOFapFbl CHIHBIN OKYIIBUIAPBIHBIH KOHE MYFaJIIMJIEP/IIH ©3/IrHEH
OarbITTAIFaH OKBITY JIaFAbLIAPBIHBIH JCHT€HiH aHBIKTay OapbIchIHAA XY pri3iaal. Ockl MakcaTTa
Aitiipuiaei3 sxone Tapxan(2015) o3ipieren «O3iriHeH OarbITTalIFaH OKBITY JAaFIbLIaphI
mikaigace» (SDLSS) aTThl 3epTTey Kypasibl Ka3aKCTaHIbIK KOHTEKCTKe OeiiMaeni. 3epTreyre
KazakcTanHbIH OapJiblK alilMaKTapbIHa OpPHAJIACKAH JIAPBIH/IBI Oaiajapra apHaJIFaH KaJIbl CAaHbI
21 mexren Tanman anbiHael. CayanHaMara 661 myramim meH 205 sKOFapbl CHIHBIT OKYIITBIIAPHI
KATBICTHI. 3epTTEy HOTHXKeJIepl OKYIIbLIap/IbIH MyFaIiMepre Kaparania o3irHeH OarbITTaaral
OKBITY JIaF/IbUTIAPBIHBIH TOMECH €KEeHIH KOpPCETTi. byt albIpManibUIbIK CTATUCTHKAIBIK TYPFBIIAH
MaHBI3/IbI JIeTI TAHBUTFAHBIMEH KOJIeM1 )KaFbIHAH KaparaibiM ekeHi aHbIKTaIbl. CoHmaii-ax, oien

ajaMaapabIH (OKyIIbUTap MEH MyFatimaep OipiKKeH) o3/irieH OarbITTaIFaH OKBITY/IbIH OipHEeIe
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JaFapUIap OOWBIHINA KOPCETKIIITEPI ep afamaapra KaparaHa )KOorapbl OOJIIBL.
PecrionnenTrepain eki ToObIHIA 1a ©3/IIriHEeH OaFbITTAIFaH OKBITY JaFAbLIapBIHBIH 1IITHAC €H
TOMEH JaMbIFaH TYpl aKnaparTel Oackapy Kadurerturiri 6onasl. by HoT)kenep 6i1iM Oepy
KeIIOaCIIbUIAPBIHBIH OpTa O11iM Oepy MEKTENTEPiHAC O3/1IrHEH OaFbITTaIFaH OKBITY
JIaFIBUTAPBIH TaMBITYFa BIKIAI €TETIH OKY OpTajapblH KYpY/Ibl YCHIHABL. byi1 opTaga oKymsuiap
MEH MYFaIIMICPiH 03/CpiHiH OKY MaKCcaTTapblH aHBIKTayFa, )KaHa aKmapaTThl 0acKapyra,
pecypcTappl Oarajayra JXoHe OKY HOTIIKEIIEPiH OaraliayFa jKOHE OKBITY CTPATeTrUsijIapbiH

naiijananyra MyMKIiHAIK O€peTiH JaFabuiap KalbInTacabl.
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Haszpanue: CamocrosiTesibHOe 00yuyeHre B KazaxcTaHCKHX HIKOJIAX ISl TAJTAHTIUBBIX M

0JlapeHHbIX YYEHUKOB

AHHOTANUA

B teuenne mocneqHuX AECITHICTHH, KOHIIENIUS 00y4eHUS Ha MPOTSHKEHUH BCEH KU3HU
3axBaTHJIa YMbl MHOTHX I1e7aroroB. s Toro, 4To061 00y4aThCsl Ha IPOTSHKEHUHU BCEH )KU3HH,
HE00X01uMO 001a1aTh HABBIKAMU M KOMIIETCHIUSIMH [T CAMOCTOSATEILHOTO 00yueHus. Takue
HaBBIKH YaCTO HA3bIBAIOT HABBIKAMU CAMOCTOSTEILHOTO O0YUICHUSI.

HaBpiku camocToATenbHOTO 00yueHus 3T0 HabOp CIIOCOOHOCTEH U XapaKTEPUCTHK, KOTOPBIE
BKJTIOYAIOT B ce0sl IPUHSATHE OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 32 COOCTBEHHOE 00y4YeHHE, MOTHBAIIHIO K
00y4YEHHIO U BBIJICIIEHUE BPEMEHH JIJIs1 00Y4eHUSsI, CIIOCOOHOCTh HAXOJIUTh U YIIPABIISATH
uHpOopManrei, OIICHNBATh Pe3yabTaThl 00YUYEeHUS H/UIIH YU4eOHbIE PECYpChl U IPUMEHS T
cTpaTteruu o0y4deHus. ITO UCCIIEe0BaHNE ObUIO TPOBEACHO C IEIBI0 U3YyUEHUS TeKYIeH
CUTYAIIMH C CAMOCTOSITEITHHBIM 00YYEeHUEM B Ka3aXCTAHCKHUX IIKOJIAX ISl TAJIAHTIUBBIX U
OJITapEHHBIX YUEHUKOB M OIIPEJICIIEHUEM TEKYIIETO YPOBHS HaBBIKOB CAMOCTOSATEIBHOTO
00y4eHUs KaK y CTApIICKIACCHUKOB, Tak U y yuurtenei. J{is storo, [1lkana HaBsikoB
Camocrosrensaoro O0yuenns (SDLSS), pazpaborannas Avinnnei3 u Tapxan (2015), 6pu1a
a/IaTITUPOBaHA K Ka3aXCTAaHCKOMY KOHTEKCTY. J[Baamars oHa mIKosa Uit TATAHTIUBBIX U
OJTapEHHBIX JIETEH, pacIoI0KEeHHBIC BO BceX pernoHax Kaszaxcrana, ObITH BEIOPAHBI TSI TOTO
uccnenoBanusi. Onpoc nponumm 661 negaror n 205 yyanumxcs CTapiinx KJ1accoB. Y daluecs
nokasasu 0oJsiee HU3KHE OaljIbl IO HaBbIKaM CaMOCTOSITENIbHOTO O0YUYEHHS 10 CPAaBHEHHUIO C
nejaroraMu. beijio yCTaHOBIEHO, UTO pa3HMIIA 3HAYUTENbHA (CO CTATUCTUYECKONW TOUKH 3pEHUs),

HO BCIIMYMHA PAa3HUIIBI MaJia. br1mo Takke YCTAHOBJICHO, YTO KCHIIIUHBI (yqamnecsf n
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IpernoaaBaTeNu B3AThie BMecTe) Habpanu 6osblie 6aioB M0 HECKOJIBKUM HaBbIKaM
CaMOCTOSITENILHOTO O0y4YeHusl, 4eM MYy>KUiHbl. HariMeHee pa3BUTHIM HaBBIKOM
CaMOCTOSITENILHOTO 00y4YeHUs1 00euX IPyII PECIOHIEHTOB OblJIa CIIOCOOHOCTH YIPABIIAThH
uH(popMaleit. ITH pe3yNbTaThl CBUJIETEIBCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO 00pa3oBaTelIbHbIC TUACPHI
JOJIKHBI CTPEMUTBCS CO3/1aBaTh YCIOBHUS O0yUeHUs!, CIIOCOOCTBYIOIINE PA3BUTHIO HABBIKOB
CaMOCTOSITENILHOTO O0yUYeHUs B CPEeHHUX IIKOJIaX, obecreyrBas HEOOXOAUMYIO IOJITOTOBKY, I/Ie
OCHOBHOE BHHUMAaHHE y/IeTISITCsl HaBbIKaM, KOTOPBIE PACIIUPSIIOT CIIOCOOHOCTH YYEHUKOB U
yuuTeNel onpeaenaTb COOCTBEHHBIE LIeJN 00y4YeHHs, YIPaBIsATh NOCTYyNaIeld nHhpopmMaluei,

OIICHUBATH PECYPCHI U PE3yIbTaThl 00yUEHHUS U UCTIONB30BATh CTPATETHH O0yUCHHUS.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

Some 2500 years ago, the Greek philosopher Heraclitus made one of his famous
assertions that change is the only constant in life (panta rhei in Greek) (Mark, 2010). In today’s
era, this saying can resonate with every person in most areas of the globe because, nowadays, the
speed of change accelerates from decade to decade. Prior to the first quarter of the 20™ century,
the lifespan of a person was longer than the time-span of a major cultural change (Whitehead, as
cited in Knowles, 1972). According to Whitehead, whereas a person of that era could learn one
trade and work at the same job for 20 to 40 years, in today’s world, one’s knowledge and skills
may become obsolete several times during her or his lifetime because the conditions under which
people work, change due to ever-increasing global competition and the speed of technological
development. If before it was common and appropriate to regard teachers and schools as
transmitters of information and to regard education as an agency for youth, in today’s world,

teachers must prepare students to adapt to such frequent changes.

Because of the emergence of new occupations and careers, the explosion of knowledge
and technology, the continual shift to an information society, the competing influences of
specialization and professional interdependence, and increasing internationalization, there are
many pressures for continued learning to occur after graduation (Candy, Crebert, & O’Leary,
1994). Informal education, or education outside of a formal setting, is becoming more popular
these days. The emergence of Massive Open Online Courses is the result of technological
advancement, as well as the need for people to exceed, excel and compete on a higher level with
one another. Learning from YouTube videos is another popular way to quickly learn a new skill
or reduce one’s knowledge gap. Any such learning requires self-directedness, the motivation to

learn, the identification of a knowledge gap, being aware of information sources, and monitoring,
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regulating, and evaluating one’s own learning (Bonk & Lee, 2017). These are all the traits of a
self-directed learner. This is the era where self-directed lifelong learning has become extremely
vital to the development of human capital. Furthermore, it has been found that self-directed
lifelong learning can improve not only wealth, employment opportunities, and job performance,
but also civic participation, the development of local communities, and people’s overall health
(Guglielmino & Guglielmino, 2006; Tuckett, 2017; UNESCO Institute for Lifelong Learning,
2016).

Even though the terms “self-directed learning” and “lifelong learning” often appear
together in the literature, the two concepts are distinct from one another. The relationship
between self-directed learning and lifelong learning can be described as a “reciprocal”, as Candy
puts it (1991). In order to pursue lifelong learning one must possess skills and competencies to
pursue own “self-education”. Here, self-directed learning is the means to reach lifelong learning.

This quantitative study will focus on self-directed learning and self-directed learning
skills in order to find out how well Kazakhstanis are prepared for lifelong learning. Further
sections of this chapter will focus on the research problem, research aims, research question, and

significance of the study.

Research Problem

One of the chief prerequisites of lifelong learning is having a set of self-directed learning
skills (Knowles, 1975). For national economies and the individuals residing therein, self-directed
learning has become the means of successfully transitioning towards the modern reality of global
competition. Those with “know-how”, have a competitive edge. As a result, many European

countries (European Commission, Cedefop, & ICF International, 2014), as well such countries
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such as Australia (Watson, 2013), China (Mok et.al, 2007), Singapore (Bound, Lin, &
Rushbrook, 2014), as well as international organizations like UNESCO Institute for Lifelong
Learning (2016) have placed lifelong learning and continuing education at the core of their
education systems and policies. A great many books and articles have been published on the
topic of self-directed learning, autonomous learning, independent learning, and lifelong
education, and this has prompted even more educational institutions to promote self-directed and
lifelong learning. Yew Wah International Education School (n.d.) in China, Kiel International
School (n.d.) in Germany, Ecolint Institute of Learning and Teaching (n.d.) in Switzerland, and
Knowledge Gate International School (n.d.) in Norway are just a few examples of institutions
that uphold the philosophy of lifelong learning.

The government of Kazakhstan has also caught up with the concept of quality education
and lifelong learning being a prerequisite to the development of its human capital, which would
foster economic competitiveness of the country internationally (Bridges & Sagintayeva, 2014;
Ministry of Education and Science, 2010). According to new educational standards in
Kazakhstan, “school leavers should be able to search for and make meaning of information, be
able to demonstrate critical thinking, and have skills for teamwork and independent lifelong
learning” (Bridges & Sagintayeva, 2014, p. xxviii). But how do we know school students are
being taught the skills necessary for lifelong learning or that favorable conditions are created? No
such studies on SDL have yet been conducted in the Kazakhstani context. The only reference to
self-directedness in learning that can be found in Kazakhstani literature pertains to lifelong
learning. For example, at the beginning of the twenty first century, the Asian Development Bank
(2004) reported that the Kazakhstani school curriculum was falling short of the goal to enhance

the type of learning skills that render learning a lifelong pursuit. Indeed, the creation of the
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conditions necessary for lifelong learning to occur in individuals is one of the key policy
measures of the State Program of Education Development in the Republic of Kazakhstan for
2011-2020 (SPED) (OECD, 2014), however, no clear steps have been outlined on how to achieve
this all-encompassing goal. The latest SPED (Ministry of Education and Science, 2010)

statement is as follows:

The entire population regardless of age and social status will be able to acquire and
improve the basic skills through various forms of teaching in technical and vocational
education, higher education and those provided by private suppliers of educational
services (distance learning, short-term refresher courses, formal, informal, inclusive). (p.

50)

This quote demonstrates that Kazakhstani policy makers are focused more on creating
institutions that disseminate knowledge, rather than on learners’ development of skills necessary
for lifelong learning. This is a remnant of the Soviet legacy and its teacher-centered approach

that is still being applied in many educational institutions of Kazakhstan.

A sound educational policy shall be grounded in research. When it comes to the research
on SDL, there is a big gap in studies conducted among children of school age. While the majority
of the research on SDL has been directed towards adult populations (Curry, Mynard, Noguchi, &
Watkins, 2017; Ginnings & Ponton, 2017; McCarthy & James, 2017; Plews, 2017; Ponton, 2018;
Van Duyne, 2017), there are only a few studies focused on school pupils (Bartholomew, 2017;

Tough, 1971).
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It is important to conduct SDL studies not only among adults, but among school students
as well, for at least two reasons. First, scholars from the Institute of Psychology of the University
of Szeged and the Department of Cognitive Science of Central European University in Hungary
found that “acquiring new skills is significantly more effective until early adolescence than later
in life” (Janacsek, Fiser, & Nemeth, 2012, p. 496). Second, one of the main predictors of
engagement in learning throughout adulthood is early participation which takes place during
school age (Tuckett, 2017). Therefore, fostering the development of SDL skills from an early age
is vital to ensure that school leavers enter adulthood with the ability to learn independently
throughout their lives. Consequently, this study is aimed at investigating the current state of self-
directed learning in Kazakhstani high schools. To do this, the study will measure the level of
school students’ and educators’ SDL skills, in order to provide an insight as to whether the
learners, both children and adults, possess the necessary skills for the pursuit of lifelong

learning.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study to measure the level of self-directed learning skills of teachers
and senior-year high-school students in a network of schools for gifted and talented students in
Kazakhstan. This is necessary in order to determine adolescents’ and adults’ preparedness for

lifelong learning within Kazakhstani context.

Research Question
Self-directed learning is a broad concept, with multiple definitions and interpretations in

the body of literature. This study focuses on self-directed learning skills and defines them as a set
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of abilities and characteristics, such as taking responsibility for one’s own learning, being
motivated to learn and allocate time for learning, being able to manage information, assess
learning outcomes and/or learning resources, apply learning strategies, and find information.
Taking into account the broadness of the concept and the aims of the research, the main research
question of this study is: “What is the level of self-directed learning skills among educators and
senior-year high-school students in a network of schools for gifted and talented students in
Kazakhstan?”” This is an exploratory study seeking to investigate the SDL situation in the schools

for talented and gifted children, whose mission is to promote lifelong learning.

Significance of Study

Taking into account the fact that self-directed learning (SDL) is an understudied subject
in the context of secondary education and has not been studied at all in the context of
Kazakhstan, this study can provide additional and significant data to the worldwide body of SDL
research. The results can also be interpreted and used by education leaders, teachers, and parents
of pupils in order to make the necessary deductions about the current level of high-school
students’ and educators’ SDL skills and make appropriate adjustments to teaching practices.
Schools may use an adapted form of the survey to conduct internal studies measuring students’
levels of SDL skills year after year in order to track their progress. Moreover, school leaders will
be able to ascertain the current levels of SDL skills among teachers, which will be helpful in
deciding which skills will need further improvement and what training programs to sign teachers
up for. Once adapted to various contexts, this survey, which is available in three languages
(English, Russian and Kazakh), may be used internationally within various secondary

educational contexts in order to diagnose teachers’ and students’ levels of SDL skills. In
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conclusion, the results of this study can benefit for all stakeholders of self-directed and lifelong

learning: teachers, pupils, parents, school leaders, and research community.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
The aim of this research is to measure the level of self-directed learning skills of teachers
and senior-year high-school students in a network of schools for gifted and talented pupils in
Kazakhstan. Therefore, this literature review will focus on providing a definition of the concept
of self-directed learning (SDL), the measurement tools that are being used for determining the
level of SDL skills or preparedness/readiness for it on the part of teachers and students, and the

studies that have been conducted among school children or adolescents and adults.

Concept of Self-directed Learning and Self-directed Learning Skills

The concept of self-directed learning (SDL) is associated with a variety of terms such as
autonomous learning, independent study, self-education, andragogy, self-planned learning,
learning to learn, lifelong learning and auto-didacticism (Candy, 1991; Guiter, 2014). The
genesis of the concept may be attributed to John Dewey (1929), an American educator and
philosopher, and Alfred North Whitehead, an English mathematician and philosopher. Both
Dewey and Whitehead believed that it was impossible to prepare children for any precise set of
conditions because of the changing nature of life (Dewey, 1929; Whitehead as cited in Knowles,
1972). They both argued that the main role of educators was to afford children with the

responsibility for developing their own potential and facilitating their self-directed inquiry.

The concept of self-directed learning was further clarified in the second part of the
twentieth century through the work of the humanist psychologist Carl Rogers, the educator and
researcher Allan Tough and a prominent adult educator, Malcolm Knowles. In his book Freedom

to Learn, Rogers (as cited in Jahns, 1971) proposed ways of promoting self-directed learning
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among learners of all ages. He argued that the encouragement of learners’ participation in the
selection of their goals and ways to reach them and creation of situations that resemble reality,
where learners can adjust to change, were the ways of promoting freedom in learning, which is

the crux of SDL.

Allan Tough, on the other hand, conducted a study in the 70s, during which he and his
group of researchers interviewed ten-year-old children, 16-year-old adolescents, and working
adults. The aim of Tough’s (1971) study was to discover how often and how important “learning
projects” are for children, adolescents and adults. A “learning project” is defined as “a major,
highly deliberate effort to gain certain knowledge and skill (or to change in some other way)”
(Tough, 1971, p. 1). Learning sessions had to be connected to one another and consist of no less
than seven hours to be called a “learning project”. He found that almost every person interviewed
pursued at least one or two learning projects per year. Yet, for some individuals, this number was
as high as 15-20 projects yearly. These people spent as little as 100 hours and as much as 2000
hours per year learning something they were interested in. It is believed that within five years of
the release of Tough’s 1971 book The Adult’s Learning Projects, his study “sparked not less than
25 dissertations, theses, and independent research studies” (Mocker & Spear 1982, p.12 as cited
in Candy, 1991). This was one of the most influential empirical studies that revealed the

importance of learning for people outside of formal educational settings.

Knowles’ (1972) short work Toward a Model of Lifelong Education also brought many
educators’ attention to the ever-changing world of education and the need to remodel older
educational methodologies from that of knowledge transmission to a process of lifelong inquiry.

He posited that when one left school, he/she had to have not only the foundation knowledge
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provided by a course of learning but also the skills to successfully acquire new knowledge
throughout his/her life. In fact, Knowles developed one of the most widely used definitions for
self-directed learning. According to Knowles (1975), self-directed learning is a “process in which
individuals take the initiative, with or without the help of others, in diagnosing their learning
needs, formulating learning goals, identifying human and material resources for learning,
choosing and implementing appropriate learning strategies, and evaluating learning outcomes”
(p. 18).

Knowles (1975) makes the case that self-directed learning is not an isolated activity;
rather, it is made possible thanks to the help of educational resource providers like teachers,
tutors, peers, librarians, and content experts. Anyone, such as a parent, sibling, friend, or
colleague, can become a helper that contributes towards an individual’s SDL. He also argued
that maturity is the main independent factor that determines a person’s need for self-direction in

learning (or any other activity).

Newer research classified a self-directed person as one that is self-managing, self-
monitoring and self-modifying (Costa & Kallick, 2004). A person is self-managing when he/she
approaches a task with a clear goal, a plan, necessary background information. Additionally, such
a person uses previous knowledge and experience, anticipates success indicators, and creates
alternatives for accomplishing the desired results. On the other hand, a self-monitoring learner
establishes strategies and monitors the progress, or lack thereof, of the project. The self-
modifying person is different, still; s/he reflects, evaluates, analyzes and constructs meaning from
experiences gained and applies this learning to her or his life. These categories of self-directed

learners are somewhat similar to that of Knowles’ in the sense that a self-directed learner is one
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who has a goal and can implement appropriate learning strategies, and then evaluate the work
that has been performed. However, Costa and Kallick’s (2004) interpretation of a self-directed
person goes even further because for them it is also someone who can apply any learned
information to her or his life.

For over twenty years Hiemstra and Brockett (2012) conducted research on SDL and
adult education. In 1991 they developed the PRO model of self-direction in learning (Brockett &
Hiemstra, 1991) which was later redefined as the PPC model (Hiemstra & Brockett, 2012),
which stands for “person — process — concept”. “Person” includes individual characteristics such
as creativity, motivation, life experience, resilience, previous education, enthusiasm, critical
reflection and self-concept. “Process” encompasses learning skills, learning styles, evaluation
abilities, and planning and organizational skills. “Context” means the environment in which a
learner operates, which includes components such as the sociopolitical climate, culture, gender
roles, organizational policies, and sexual orientation. This last component, namely Context, was
added to the PPC model after taking into account twenty years of SDL research experience of the
two scholars. This component was not part of the previous PRO model of SDL. The PPC model
concurs with Candy’s (1991) proposition that people exhibit different levels of SDL depending
on the context they are functioning in.

As one can see, self-directed learning encompasses so many varying definitions. As
Guiter (2014) rightfully put it:

one consistent element in the majority of definitions of SDL is the importance of the

learner's exercising control over all educational decisions: what should be the goals of a

learning effort, what resources should be used, what methods will work best for the
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learner, and by what criteria the success of any learning effort should be judged are all

decisions that are said to rest in the learner's hands. (para. 9)

On the other hand, one of the most recent definitions of a self-directed learner was
formulated by Bartholomew. Bartholomew (2017) has reviewed the literature on SDL to date and
summarized a self-directed learner as a curious and self-sufficient individual with a firm belief in
his or her capacity to achieve set goals. Such an individual also possesses a strong desire to learn,
and is self-motivated, creative, and able to set learning goals, manage his or her time and
incorporate learning strategies. This definition of a self-directed learner differs from others in the
sense that it also incorporates a learners’ characteristics of self-efficacy and creativity. He also
summarized the type of environment that encourages self-directedness in learning as well.
According to Bartholomew’s research, the presence of a problem to be solved, a positive
classroom environment, a group work setting, the presence of technology, and computer literacy
skills are the types of contexts that encourage SDL. However, the computer literacy skill, in my

opinion, should fall under a self-directed learner characteristic, instead of a context.

Since Malcolm Knowles (1975) published the definition of SDL, which is the most cited,
the concept underlying the nature of a self-directed learner as well as the context of learning
environments has evolved and expanded. As this concept became more popular among
educators, there were who some perceived SDL either as a goal or as a quality that may be
present in a person, while others saw it as a teaching method and a learning process (Candy,
1991). Candy (1991) disapproved of this dualistic use of the concept stating that people
frequently failed to distinguish these two phenomena, and that such “indiscriminate application

of the term self-direction to both phenomena has done much to blur the distinction” (p.15).
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Overall, while earlier models of SDL, such as that of Knowles (1975) and of Tough (1971) were
“linear in nature and provided step-by-step processes for learners to become more self-directed in
the learning process” (Plews, 2017, p. 41) and assumed that as learners matured they became
more self-directed, later models of SDL incorporated the additional components of individual
personality characteristics, the context, creativity and motivation. In fact, Candy (1991) was the
first scholar to propose the idea that learners exhibit different levels of SDL in different contexts
or environments. Subsequent studies (Bartholomew, 2017; Hiemstra & Brockett, 2012)
incorporated the learning environment into their SDL models, thus making them more
interactive. Moreover, self-directedness in learning was thought of being a characteristic of
adults only (Knowles, 1975), but was it was proven that adolescents may be self-directed too
(Bartholomew, 2017; Tough, 1971).

Having traced the evolution and development of the SDL concept, the proposed
conceptual framework in this study is based on the findings in the literature review presented
above: SDL skills are a set of abilities and characteristics, such as taking responsibility for one’s
own learning, being motivated to learn and allocate time for learning, being able to manage
information, assess learning outcomes and/or learning resources, apply learning strategies, and
find information. This definition does not take into account the learning environment or the
context of a learner as later SDL models do. This is because the learning environment (a network
of similar schools promoting the same mission), in which the research was conducted, was the
same for all learners. It would only make sense to include “environment/context” in the
conceptual framework if the study were conducted in different types of schools (e.g. urban, rural,
mainstream, private, etc). The learning environment (research site) is further discussed in the

Methodology chapter of this paper.
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SDL Measuring Tools

There are various instruments to measuring SDL skills. For example, one of the most
widely used tools for assessing SDL is the Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale developed by
Guglielmino (1977). It is a 58-item Likert scale tool and is mainly used among adults in business
settings in order to see how people are ready to engage in pursuing self study at work. Later on it

was renamed in Learning Preference Assessment (LPA).

Another instrument, the Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale for Nursing Education,
was developed by Fisher, King and Tague (2001). It was used among nursing students. Another
scale called Self-Directed Learning Scale (SDLS), a 10-item instrument, was created by
Lounsbury and Gibson in 2006 (Lounsbury, Levy, Park, Gibson, & Smith, 2009). SDLS was
built on Brockett's (1983) conceptualization of self-directed learning as a trait whereby a learner
engages in his/her own learning and takes responsibility for it in an autonomous, self-reliant
manner without any direction or guidance from others. The reliability and validity of SDLS was
evaluated in multiple studies (Zhoc & Chen, 2016; Demircioglu et al., 2018) in the Chinese and

Turkish contexts.

In 2007, Williamson (2007) developed a 60-item self-rating instrument to measure SDL.
The tool measures the following five dimensions of SDL: an awareness of what constitutes a
self-directed learner, the learning strategies a self-directed learner usually adopts, the learning
activities a self-directed learner engages in, the evaluation of the learning process, and learners’

interpersonal skills.

Several years later Ayyildiz and Tarhan (2015) developed Self-Directed Learning Skills

Scale (SDLSS) based on other four other SDL measuring tools. SDLSS was tested on 255 high-
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school students from Izmir, Turkey. The high reliability coefficients of the scale indicate that
SDLSS is quite reliable for measuring SDL skills in high-school students. This study used
SDLSS in order to adapt it for the Kazakhstani context and then calculate high-school students’

and teachers’ levels of SDL skills.

Due to the large number of tools available, it becomes challenging to list them all in one
research project, therefore, | have attempted to present those that are more frequently used in the
table below. The Table 1 shows the titles of the instruments, their developer(s) and the studies in

which they have been employed.

Table 1. SDL Measuring Tools Found in Literature

SDL measuring tool Developer(s) Studies conducted among

1. Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale  Guglielmino (1977) Adults in business setting,
(SDLRS) or Learning Preference traditional and nontraditional
Assessment (LPA) undergraduate students,

doctoral students,
undergraduate teacher
education students

2. A 42-item questionnaire that investigates Ustunluoglu (2009) University students and
teachers’ and students’ perceptions with  based on questionnaire instructors
regard to students’ responsibilities and  used by Chan, Spratt and
abilities related to autonomous learning  Humphreys (2002). That
and the autonomous activities students  questionnaire, in turn, was

are engaged in and out of classroom based on inputs from Deci
(1995), and Deci and Ryan
(1985).
3. Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale  Fisher, King and Tague Nursing students
(SDLRS) for Nursing Education (2001)
4. Appraisal of Learner Autonomy (ALA)  Ponton, Derrick, Hall, Graduate students, doctoral

Rhea, and Carr (2005). students, professors

5. Self-Directed Learning Scale (SDLS) Lounsbury and Gibson Undergraduates

(2006)
6. Self-Rating Scale of Self-Directed Williamson (2007) Nursing students
Learning (SRSSDL)
7. Self-Directed Learning with Technology Timothy, Seng Chee, Middle-school students
Scale (SDLTS) for K-12 students Chwee Beng, Ching Sing,

Joyce Hwee Ling, Wen Li,
and Horn Mun (2010)
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8. Online Learning Readiness Survey Dray, Lowenthal, Traditional and

(OLRS) Miszkiewicz, Ruiz-Primo, nontraditional undergraduate
and Marczynski (2011) students

9. Teachers Opportunity to Learn (TOTL)  Akiba (2012) Middle- and high-school
instrument mathematics teachers

10.  Self-Directed Learning Skills Scale  Ayyildiz and Tarhan High-school students
(SDLSS) (2015)

Source: Developed by the author of the thesis

As shown by this table, most of the SDL measuring tools were used among the adult
population, who were either university students, educators, or adults working in other sectors,
and only a fraction of studies were directed at school student populations. This proves there is a
gap in research on SDL conducted among school-aged students. Which is why this study is

trying to fill in that gap.

Studies on SDL

The research on SDL has been conducted among various groups of learners: adolescents
or school students, adults or university students and even teachers or professors. This literature
review section is divided into three sub-sections in order to group together studies on how age,
gender and other demographic information affects SDL, studies on how different interventions

affect SDL, and all other studies.

Studies on how age, gender and other demographic information affects SDL.

Firstly, Williamson (2007) tested SDL among undergraduate nursing students using the
Self-Rating Scale of Self-Directed Learning (SRSSDL). The findings revealed that first-year
university students had low levels of self-direction. However, the responses from another group

of undergraduate students, who were in their final year, revealed that they were more self-
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directed in their learning in comparison to the freshmen. Nevertheless, the practice of evaluating
one’s learning and using or developing the interpersonal skills necessary for effective learning

were equally lacking in both freshmen and final-year students.

Carson (2012) conducted a study with 780 8" to 12" grade students enrolled in an online
program to see if SDL (as a personal trait) differed according to gender, ethnicity, grade level
and GPA. Carson use a 12-item survey, which he constructed by combining a 10-item Self-
Directed Learning Inventory (SDLI) originally compiled by Lounsbury et. al (2009) and adding
his own: “I do not need much help to complete my homework™ and “Taking charge of my own
learning is very important for success in my school and future career.” (p. 158). He concluded
that SDL did not differ among students of different ethnicities or gender. There was a statistically
significant difference in SDL according to grade level and overall GPA implying that the
personal trait (SDL) differs by age (the older a person, the higher is SDL score) and can predict

GPA.

Another SDL study was conducted by Slater, Cusick and Louie (2017), where they
investigated relationships between self-directed learning readiness and gender, age, program of
study, previous education, and personality characteristics. The Self-Directed Learning Readiness
Scale (Guglielmino, 1977) with a 50-item personality trait inventory were carried out with 584
first-year undergraduate students of health sciences. Slater et.al (2017) found that SDLR was
significantly higher in females and students of occupational therapy and physiotherapy studies;
and increased with age, higher levels of previous education, and higher levels within each of the
Big Five personality traits (openness, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability, and

extraversion). While each of the factors affecting SDLR had a modest relationship to it, “in
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combination, personality traits and previous education level could account for half the variance”

(Slater et.al, 2017, p. 8).

There is also one old SDL study that compared the adult’s learning habits and
adolescents’. In the 70s an adult educator Tough (1971) studied informal learning projects that
were undertaken by adults in natural societal settings. He and his team interviewed 66 adults
from the following socio-economic backgrounds: blue-collar factory workers, beginning
elementary school teachers, social science professors, municipal politicians, mothers with
preschool children, and women and men working in lower-end white-collar jobs. He and his
team found that almost everyone undertook one or two major learning efforts a year and that it
was common for a man or woman to spend 700 hours a year on learning efforts. Seventy percent
of all learning projects were planned by the individuals themselves, while the rest were reliant on
instructors, private lessons, or non-human sources. The group that spent the most hours on
learning efforts were professors, (1500 hours on average), followed by politicians (1200 hours),
lower-white-collar male workers (900 hours), factory workers (800 hours), lower-white-collar
female workers (430 hours), elementary teachers (400 hours) and mothers with preschool
children (330 hours). Assuming that in the seventies, professors, politicians and factory workers
were predominantly male, it could be concluded that during that decade, females spent much less
time on their learning efforts (330-430 hours per year) in comparison to males. Judging by the
fact that women with preschool children spent the least number of hours on self-directed learning
efforts (330 hours per year), it would be safe to assume that mothers have more home-based

responsibilities and, therefore, less time to spend on self-directed learning than men.
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Tough (1971) also conducted interviews about out-of-school learning with 10- and 16-
year olds in order to compare their results with those of the adults’. He found that 16-year-olds
conducted more learning projects than most adults, however, they only spent an average of 70
hours on each project. This suggests that adults can stay focused on a subject or can be
committed to developing a skill for a longer period of time than adolescents. On the contrary, the
learning efforts of the 10-year-olds differed greatly in comparison with adults’. For example, the
children pursued a greater variety of subjects and attempted to obtain more skills than their adult
counterparts. This can, firstly, be explained by the fact that children have a great deal to learn as
opposed to adults, the latter of whom have become more selective in their areas of interest.
Therefore, children’s interests are more scattered. Secondly, these children’s learning episodes
were much shorter than those of the adults’. The children’s attention spans could generally only
be sustained during a 15-minute reading session, or by watching a 30-minute TV show.
Exceptions to this state appeared when sports or expeditions were involved, which were enjoyed
much more by the children of the study. Moreover, the children engaged in certain learning
activities, such as sports or hobbies for the sake of enjoyment, and not for the sake of developing
skills or acquiring knowledge. In addition, most of these children’s out-of-school activities were
influenced by their teachers through the classroom activities they set, the questions they raised
during lessons, or the books they suggested. Overall, ten-year-old children initiated around six
learning efforts per year, spending about 20 hours on each. As one can see, the 16-year-old
adolescents spent much more time learning out of school than the 10-year-olds did. However,
much of the efforts of the 16-year-old were devoted to sport activities, playing musical
instruments, and other general topics of interest. Tough (1971) attributes the more sustained

learning effort of the adolescents in his study to the fact that 16-year-olds have new
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responsibilities to handle and problems to solve that are not faced by 10-year-olds. This may
mean that if we entrust a 10-year-old with responsibilities, s/he might feel the urge to learn new
things. One may conclude that as a person matures, his informal learning efforts become longer.
This coincides with Knowles’ observations about people’s desire to be more independent and

autonomous in their lives and to engage in lifelong learning as they become older (1975).

Studies on how different interventions affect SDL.

Ginnings and Ponton (2017) conducted an experimental study among two groups of
doctoral students, who were enrolled in an online statistics course. They were divided into an
experimental and a control group. Both groups were pretested on their self-efficacy in
autonomous learning using the Appraisal of Learner Autonomy (ALA) developed by Ponton,
Derrick, Hall, Rhea, and Carr (2005). The experimental group was then provided with a
“treatment” that consisted of a video about strategies that are associated with the construct of
autonomous learning, a discussion forum, where students could reflect upon their autonomous
learning experiences, and finally, an email which students received in their inbox and helped
them attribute their learning success to autonomous learning behaviors. Both groups sat final
exam at the end of the course and took a posttest ALA. The results showed that the experimental
group had an ALA score mean increase of 5.79 points and a SD decrease of 6.52 points, while
the control group had an ALA score mean increase of 3.56 points and a SD increase of 1.52
points. This means that the students who underwent “treatment” had a better view of themselves
as autonomous learners. Moreover, in the final examination, the experimental group scored six to

seven points higher than the control group. This experiment showed that even low level
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interventions, such as showing a video, having students reflect on their experiences and helping
them realize that any success in their learning is actually the result of their autonomous learning,

have an impact on people’s self-efficacy in learning and results in higher examination scores.

Curry, Mynard, Noguchi, and Watkins (2017) conducted a study among Japanese
freshmen students (18-19 years of age) who underwent a special course on self-directed language
learning. This concept is similar to SDL,; the only difference is that it is specifically directed at
language learning as opposed to any other kind of learning. The goal of the study was to see
whether students benefited from the course and were becoming more self-directed language
learners as a result. Curry et. al used an end-of-course questionnaire, students’ journals with
weekly reflections, and end-of-course reports in order to analyze the efficacy of the course. The
majority of students found the course to be very helpful and reported becoming more self-
directed in their learning. However, it was also found that the students needed more support in
learning how to select, use and evaluate resources and learning strategies. This research
demonstrated that it was possible to teach SDL skills to freshmen university students but that
being able to choose and utilize the most appropriate sources and learning strategies remained a

challenge.

There is a limited number of studies on SDL among school students. One of these is
Bartholomew’s (2017) study of middle-school students’ technological habits and their
correlation to self-directed learning. Bartholomew (2017) recruited 706 middle-school students
from a large suburban school district (over 75,000 students), who were mainly from a suburban
middle class population. The study lasted for two weeks and covered five 90-minute class

sessions. The pupils were divided into groups and were given an open-ended engineering design
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challenge. Some groups received access to mobile devices and the Internet while others did not.
Prior to and after the study, Bartholomew (2017) administered the six-item Self-Directed
Learning with Technology Scale (SDLTS), which was specifically developed for K-12 students
by researchers at Nanyang Technological University in 2010. The findings of the study showed
that those who had access to mobile devices and the Internet displayed a higher level of self-
directed learning than those who had not been given this opportunity. Moreover, it was found
that those who spent most of their time playing video games and using social media showed
lower levels of SDL. Furthermore, thirty students with varying performance levels were chosen
for a semi-structured interview conducted by the six teachers recruited for the study. The
interview results revealed that students view the current school structures, encompassing the
curriculum, the class set-up, their teachers, and school rules as an obstacle to SDL development.
An opinion students also shared with the teachers is that for some students, the use of
technologies does lead to SDL, while for others it is just a medium for playing video games and
using social media. This study showed that middle-school students are able to differentiate the
kinds of technology use that could lead to SDL from those that will not. It also showed that in
technology rich environment students are more able to engage in SDL to solve open-ended
questions. This type of learning environment could be replicated in other schools in order to
promote SDL, however, one should still take into account that with some students, this kind of

learning environment will not prove efficient in promoting SDL skills.

On a different note, Golightly and Guglielmino (2015) decided to test whether problem-
based learning (PBL) promotes SDL readiness among undergraduate teacher education students

and their tutors, who were all final year students. The freshmen students underwent a six-week
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PBL project that was integrated into a geography course. The study employed the Self-Directed
Learning Readiness Scale/Learning Preference Assessment (SDLRS/ LPA) (Guglielmino, 1977)
and aimed to discover whether there is a difference in the level of readiness for SDL between
first year and final-year students after they have experienced PBL in one of their courses. 73
freshmen and 23 final-year students attending a university in South Africa responded to the 58-
item, Likert scale instrument. Paired sample t-tests were conducted to compare the results on the
SDLRS before and after the PBL component was introduced in the geography course. The results
did not show any real statistical differences between the scores implying that PBL did not

enhance the effectiveness of preparing students for SDL.

Other studies on SDL.

Plews (2017) conducted an exploratory case study among traditional and nontraditional
undergraduate students in order to see how they define SDL and what factors ensured success in
an online learning context. Traditional learners typically proceed with higher education right
after high school, while nontraditional learners are those who postpone it because of having
various responsibilities like family, work, and health, as well as other circumstances that are
present in their lives. Therefore, the traditional learners in the study were those who are 18-22
years of age, while nontraditional learners were between 25-55 years of age. Plews (2017)
administered two tools to identify the level of SDL preparedness of the participants: SDLRS
developed by Guglielmino in 1977 and the Online Learning Readiness Survey (OLRS)
developed by Dray, Lowenthal, Miszkiewicz, Ruiz-Primo, and Marczynski (2011). Out of 31

respondents, he chose only 20, those who showed higher than average results. Ten were from the
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traditional learner group and ten from the nontraditional one. Those from the nontraditional
learner group scored higher than the ones who were from the traditional group. This could be
explained by the fact that the former group of learners was more mature and perhaps more
motivated to learn. According to the results of the study, both groups of learners identified three
factors that may have affected their success in the online learning environment: an awareness of
one’s own learning preferences, considering oneself technologically savvy, and being goal
oriented. From this study, one may conclude that different learning environments require slightly
different set of skills. For example, an online learning environment requires one to be
technologically savvy, while more traditional learning environments may require one to be

skillful at finding information using other methods.

Van Duyne (2017) conducted a study among doctoral students of three online programs.
The purpose of the study was to determine whether the students’ SDL scores differed according
to their learning environment preferences, i.e. online versus traditional. Their SDL learning
readiness was measured by SDLRS developed by Guglielmino (1977). The results did not reveal
any statistical differences, which meant that doctoral students’ SDL preparedness did not vary
according to the type of learning environment they chose. However, the results of the survey did
reveal that female students scored higher on SDL preparedness than their male counterparts, and

elder students scored higher than younger ones.

When looking at studies conducted among teachers, McCarthy and James (2017)
conducted an online survey among middle- and high-school mathematics teachers in order to
understand their informal professional self-directed learning practices. Schools from two large

districts in the US were solicited for this study. Both districts served rural, suburban and urban
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student populations and were comprised of charter, traditional, virtual, alternative, K-8,
vocational, and continuing education schools. The Teachers Opportunity to Learn (TOTL) survey
instrument developed by Akiba (2012) was used. The results revealed that out of the four
information learning practices that were investigated (teacher collaboration, mentoring/coaching,
information communication and individual learning activities), individual learning activities
reflected the highest participation (99.18%). Individual learning practices included reflecting on
the practices of evaluating students’ work, developing assessment tools to measure formative
learning, and searching for resources to enrich both the curriculum and their instruction methods
in the classroom. The teachers who took part in the current study were also engaged in such
individual learning practices, however, it would be inaccurate to call such practices self-directed
as these are activities that in the Kazakhstani context are mandated by the leadership of the
schools. Tasks related to evaluating students’ work, developing assessment tools, and enriching
the curriculum are all part of a teacher’s job in a Kazakhstani school for talented and gifted
pupils. Therefore, what is coined as self-directed learning practice by McCarthy and James, is not

be applicable to the Kazakhstani context, where it is obligatory.

A different kind of study was conducted in Japanese high schools. It used perceptions of
teachers as the tool to explore SDL preparedness among students. As in Kazakhstan, the concept
of SDL is relatively new in the educational institutions of that country. The governments of both
countries are promoting this approach in order to ensure its students are prepared for the labor
market of the twenty first century and to embark on lifelong learning projects. Aliponga,
Koshiyama, Gamble, Yoshida, Wilkins, and Ando (2015) surveyed 251 English language high-

school teachers from various schools in Japan. From this sample, 172 teach in mainstream
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schools, while 79 teach in private schools. Aliponga et. al (2015) utilized Ustunluoglu’s (2009)
questionnaire in order to investigate teachers’ perceptions with regard to students’
responsibilities and abilities connected to autonomous learning and the autonomous activities
students are engaged in when they are out of the classroom. It was found that the majority of
Japanese teachers perceived that the performance of half of all classroom tasks related to
autonomous learning were the responsibility of the teacher, and that the other half was the
responsibility of both the teachers and the students. Hence, no tasks were the responsibility of
only the students. As Aliponga et. al (2015) put it, the teachers in the study “may have failed to
provide an environment where students could be involved in the performance of those autonomy-
related classroom tasks” (p. 37). Such studies highlight environments with teacher-centered
approaches, where a teacher is in control of the whole education process without letting the
students be responsible for any part of their learning. Therefore, those institutions that strive to
implement a new approach to teaching, such as SDL, should first study teachers’ perceptions and

attitudes towards the status quo.

On the other hand, Ponton (2018) conducted a study focusing on self-efficacy in
autonomous learning among thirty professors of various disciplines at Regent University in the
United States. The premise of that study rested on the assumption that the higher the level of
education, the more self-directed learners are. Ponton used a 9-item Appraisal of Learner
Autonomy (ALA), which was developed by Ponton, Derrick, Hall, Rhea, and Carr (2005, 2016)
for this study, which failed to reveal a statistical difference between the scores of the professors
and those more recent graduate degree holders who had participated in another previous study of

Ponton and Carr (2016) two years earlier. The results suggest that even though professors spend
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a large amount of time learning on their own, they mastered their self-directed learning skills
during their graduate studies, and for the most part, the level of their SDL skills generally remain

static h unchanged afterwards.

Hypothesis
Based on the literature review outlined in this chapter, this study’s main hypothesis is that
the high-school students’ level of SDL skills is lower than that of the educators’. Four pieces of

literature, in particular, helped to shape the hypothesis. They are:

(a) Knowles’ theory, which states that self-direction in learning develops and grows with
a person’s maturity level (1975).

(b) A study conducted by Tough (1971), where he interviewed ten-year-old children,
16-year-old adolescents, and adults and discovered that adolescents are more self-
directed in their learning compared to 10-year olds, and even engage in more learning
projects than adults; however, the duration of the adolescents’ projects were much

shorter than those of the adults’ of the study.

(c) Works of Candy (1991) and Hiemstra and Brockett (2012), which suggested that
people exhibit different level of self-directedness depending on the

environment/context where they function.

Conclusion of Literature Review
There are many definitions and interpretations of SDL, but they all include an element of
self education with or without a facilitator. Most scholars agree that SDL skills encompass a set

of abilities and characteristics. Even though the set of skills differ from one SDL model to



SELF-DIRECTED LEARNING IN KAZAKHSTANI SCHOOLS FOR TALENTED AND
GIFTED STUDENTS 28

another, most models include the following components: learning responsibility and ability to
plan one’s learning, organize and manage time, choose learning resources, and evaluate the
learning outcome. There are even more instruments that strive to measure one’s SDL skills or
preparedness for SDL. One of the widely used tools is SDLRS, which was developed by
Guglielmino (1977). It is mainly used among adult populations to see whether people are ready
to engage self education at work. Moreover, there are many other SDL measuring tools that are
as good as SDLRS. This study will employ the SDLSS, a Likert scale instrument specifically
developed for high-school students by Ayyildiz and Tarhan (2015). Because most of the SDL
research studies are directed at adult populations and there is only a limited body of research
focused on school student populations, this study will concentrate on the SDL skills of both
teachers and high-school students that work in or attend a school for gifted and talented students.
The following chapter will discuss the method that was used for conducting this exploratory
study, the instrument used to collect data, the procedures followed when collecting the data, and

information on respondents, population size, research site and sampling strategy.
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CHAPTER I1l: METHODOLOGY
This study was conducted to determine the level of students’ and educators’ self-directed
learning skills in schools for talented and gifted children. This chapter will describe the type of
research design employed in this study, how research site and groups of respondents were
chosen, what measuring tool was selected for the purpose of achieving the study’s aims, how it

was adapted and piloted, and how the data was collected and analyzed.

Research Design

This quantitative study employed a cross-sectional survey design using a questionnaire
(Fowler, 2008, as cited in Creswell, 2014). The cross-sectional survey design serves the purpose
of this quantitative study well because a survey provides numeric description of answers
(Creswell, 2014) that can be used to compare results between different groups of respondents

(Muijs, 2004).

Research Site

Kazakhstan has several networks of schools that specialize in teaching only gifted and
talented pupils. One of such networks of schools was chosen for this study. The network is
comprised of twenty-one schools located in all regions of Kazakhstan and attract the best
students, teachers, and resources. In order to enter any of the schools a student or a teacher must
first pass a competitive examination.

This networks of twenty-one schools was chosen for this study because these schools
share the same goal and vision, which is to promote lifelong learning. Moreover, these schools

enjoy a certain level of autonomy in the sense that teachers are able to adjust the curriculum to a
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certain degree and principals can make decisions independently of central office when it comes
to finances and operations of the schools. Therefore, it made sense to collect and compare data
from a sample of students and teachers belonging to similar schools that are all promoting

lifelong learning and have a certain degree of autonomy.

Population Size

The following statistics on the populations of respondents (see Table 2) was collected
from the central office of the network of schools for talented and gifted children. The total
number of educators is 3481, which includes teachers (both local and foreign), curators,
librarians, vice principals and principals. The exact population size of the students above 18
years of age was unknown.

Table 2. Breakdown of Educators and Number of Students

Occupation N
12" grade students (including those who are under legal age of 18) 2155
Teachers, local 2704
Teachers, foreign 180
Curators 407
Librarians 42
Vice principals 127
Principals 21

Source: Developed by the author of the thesis

Sampling Strategy

Twenty one Kazakhstani school for gifted and talented children were chosen for this
study because these schools comprise a network of similar type of schools, which strive to
prepare students for lifelong learning. This made it more convenient to collect data from one

network of schools, needing only one permission to conduct an online survey in all the twenty
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one schools. As the research aim was to find out the level of self-directed learning skills among
teachers and senior-year high-school students, the first sample consisted of educators including
school teachers, librarians, curators, vice principals and principals. The second sample consisted
of high-school students who turned 18 by the time the survey was administered in April of 2019.
As the schools provided free education for those who could pass a competitive entrance exam,
the students in the sampling were of various socioeconomic and ethnic backgrounds, from rural
and urban areas.

The study employed a census sampling method (Muijs, 2004), therefore everyone in these
populations was asked to take part in the online questionnaire. Participation was voluntary and
anonymous. Over the course of a week, 205 high-school students, who turned 18, and 661
educators responded fully to the survey. Moreover, 107 educators, 14%, started filling up the
questionnaire but did not want to finish it for one reason or another. Their responses were not
added to the dataset. The number of partial responses among high-school students is even higher:
221 (52% of total number of high-school students, who started filling up the survey, but did not
finish). It can be explained by the fact that some students did not want to finish filling up the
survey and some others were not 18 years of age and thus were redirected to the end message of
the survey as soon as they indicated their real age.

Below you will find the statistics on the number of respondents, who fully completed the

questionnaire, their gender and age and response rates of educators grouped by their occupations:

Table 3. Breakdown of Educators by Table 4. Breakdown of High-
Age and Gender School Students (18+) by
Age Gender N Gender
18-27 Male 35

Female 59 Gender N

did not indicate
gender

28-37 Male 88 13
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Female 164 Male 68

38-47 Male 34 Female 124
Female 123 total: 205

48-57 Male 18 .
Female 112 Source: Developed by the author of the thesis

58-67 Male 5
Female 23
total: 661

Source: Developed by the author of the thesis

Out of 3481 educators (including teachers, librarians, curators, vice principals and
principals) working in twenty-one schools for talented and gifted children, 18.9% responded to
the survey (see Table 5). On the other hand, the response rate of students is impossible to

calculate, because the exact number of 18-year-old high-school students is unknown.

Table 5. Response Rates by Occupation of Educators

Response
Frequency  Valid % Population  rate

Valid Teacher 559 85.1 2884 19%
Curator 55 8.4 407 13.5%
Librarian 7 1.1 42 16.7%
Vice 32 4.9 127 25%
Principal
Principal 4 .6 21 19%
Total 657 100.0 3481 18.9%

Missing | System 4

Total 661
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Source: Developed by the author of the thesis

Instrument

Self-Directed Learning Skills Scale (SDLSS), a measuring tool developed by Ayyildiz
and Tarhan (2015) (see Appendix A), was chosen among other SDL measuring tools in order to
adapt it to Kazakhstani educational context. SDLSS is a Likert scale questionnaire. To develop it,
Ayyildiz and Tarhan (2015) compared and analysed many SDL measuring tools. They chose four
that formed the basis of SDLSS: Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale (Guglielmino, 1977),
Self Directed Learning Scale for Science and Technology Course (Aydede & Kesercioglu, 2009),
Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale for Nursing Education (Fisher, King, & Tague, 2001),
and Self-Rating Scale of Self-Directed Learning (Williamson, 2007). At first, Ayyildiz and
Tarhan (2015) compiled a 47-item pilot version of the scale before conducting an item analysis,
exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis based on answers of 255 students
from different high schools in 1zmir, Turkey. The final version of the scale was comprised of 40
items and 9 factors such as an attitude towards learning, learning responsibility, motivation and
self-confidence, ability to plan learning, ability to use learning opportunities, ability to manage
information, ability to apply learning strategies, assessment of learning process, and evaluation of
learning success/results. The highest score from an item is 5. The most positive opinion (Strongly
Agree) gets 5 points. The most negative opinion (Strongly Disagree) gets 1 point. There are 8
negative items (6, 24, 26, 27, 34, 36, 38, 39) in the scale. Their scoring is done in reverse. It
means that ‘Strongly Agree’ gets 1 point, Strongly Disagree gets 5 points. Maximum number of

points 200.
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SDLSS’ Cohen’s kappa coefficient is amounted to 0.71 while Cronbach’s alpha
reliability coefficient is 0.86. High reliability coefficients of the scale indicate that SDLSS is
quite reliable for measuring SDL skills among high-school students.

Despite the tool’s high reliability coefficients, Ayyildiz and Tarhan (2015) warned the
readers of their work that SDLSS had to be validated in other countries and in other cultural
contexts besides Turkey. The permission to use and adapt the tool was granted by Yildizay
Avyyildiz via an email in October, 2018. Then, the SDLSS was adapted to Kazakhstani context
with the help of a panel of educators (panel of experts) and students.

At first, the SDLSS was translated to Russian and piloted among three high-school
graduates of one of the participating schools. The focus group (Thomas, 2004) evaluated 40-
items of the scale for comprehensibility, clarity, appropriateness of the language for the target
audience and items’ association with one of the nine factors of the scale. As the result of the
focus group discussion, many items were rephrased to assure appropriateness of the language for
a Kazakhstani high-school pupil context. Some items did not seem to belong to the factors they
were assigned to initially, therefore, such items were matched with other factors in the list as per
the suggestion of the members of the focus group.

Upon completion of the first piloting, the second piloting of the tool was conducted
among a panel of experts: three high-school teachers from one of the participating schools. The
experts well knew the concept of SDL, promoted it in their classrooms, had a teaching
experience of 8, 9, and 11 years and had conducted research projects in the past. The scale was
again evaluated for comprehensibility, clarity, appropriateness of the language for the target
audience and items’ association with one of the nine factors of the scale. A lot of items were

restructured or rephrased and some were rematched with other factors in the scale.
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Upon completion of both piloting tests conducted with the help of high-school graduates
and teacher experts, a set of two questionnaires was prepared for two different groups of
respondents. Two questionnaires, one directed at high-school students and another one directed
at educators, are very similar to each other; the only difference is in choice of words selected for
their appropriateness for each audience. For example, students were asked if they took notes on
important points when learning a new lesson topic, while educators were asked if they took notes
on important points/ideas when studying new material (educators do not have lessons per se,
therefore the choice of words had to reflect that). Furthermore, demographic questions were
added to both questionnaires asking respondents to indicate their age, gender, and school they
working/studied in. Educators were asked what their job at the school was (teacher, curator,
librarian, vice principal or principal). Then, with the help of language experts the questionnaires
were translated to English and Kazakh and were inserted into Qualtrics, an online survey

platform.

Data Collection Procedure

In December of 2018, | contacted the central office of the network of schools for talented
and gifted pupils and received a written approval to conduct my research in the schools. In April
of 2019 I sent out an email to the offices of twenty one principals providing details about my
research and inviting them to participate. Web links to two adapted online questionnaires
comprised of 40 items each were distributed among schools. The schools were asked to spread
the links among appropriate groups of people. The participation in the survey was completely
anonymous and voluntary. No names, emails, or other personal information were collected.

Those students, who clicked on “did not reach 18, were taken to the “thank you™ page of the
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survey without letting them answer any questions in the survey. The identities of participating
schools are kept in strict confidence, meeting the requirements of the codes of ethics of the

Nazarbayev University and the participating schools.

Some respondents complained that the tool was too long (40 items) and some questions
were too similar to each other. More than 20% of people who started responding to the survey
did not finish it. Moreover, some schools were completely unresponsive to the invitation to
participate in the study. This can be explained by the fact that the first persons who got my email
were secretaries of the school principals. When | called some of the unresponsive schools | found
out that sometimes my message was not passed to anyone for different reasons (e.g., the
secretary was on leave, the email never reached the recipient). Therefore, not all schools in the
network were participating in this study. Overall it took me a week or so to collect full responses

from educators (N = 661) and students (N = 205).

Post-Survey Dataset Adjustments

Upon finishing administering a set of two 40-item questionnaires to both groups of
respondents, two datasets were downloaded from the Qualtrics platform and uploaded to SPSS.
Before analyzing the data, the database was checked for errors and missing entries. All partially
submitted responses as well outliers were removed from the dataset. All entries, pertaining to
students who did not reach the age of 18, were removed (there was no information except for the
name of the school they attended). The school information was coded and the names of the
schools were removed. The two datasets were then merged into one. Respondents were coded in
a way that it was possible to differentiate between students and educators. All school names were

removed and coded.
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Exploratory Factor Analysis and Internal Consistency and Reliability Tests

Following the collection of data, multiple exploratory factor analyses were performed on
the 40-item SDLSS tool using SPSS. The factor analysis was a necessary step in further adapting
the chosen data collection instrument (SDLSS) to Kazakhstani context and determining high-

school students’ and teachers’ levels of SDL skills.

Factor analysis is a statistical technique, the purpose of which is to see if an inventory or
scale has variables that cluster to form sub-scales or sub-constructs and to weed out variables that
are extraneous, repetitive, or do not fit any of the sub-scales/sub-constructs (Muijs, 2004; Field,
2009). It gained popularity and acceptance among researchers in recent decades (George &
Mallery, 2012). It was used by a British psychologist Raymond B. Cattell to group together 4500
personality traits names together. As a result he ended up with having only 200 questions that
measured 16 different personality traits. He later called his inventory 16 Personality Factor
Questionnaire (16 PF Questionnaire). The factor analysis proved to be very useful in creating a

structure of the questionnaire, identifying unobservable 16 constructs.

When performing the exploratory factor analyses in this study, different methods were
used for factor rotation such as oblique/oblimin, varimax, and quartimas (Muijs, 2004). The most
suitable rotation method for SDLSS was oblique/oblimin as it is especially suitable for variables
that are correlated with one another. While the original tool consisted of nine sub-scales
(Ayyildiz & Tarhan, 2015), the very first factor analysis performed for this study extracted only
eight. At the same time, Pattern Matrix showed that thirteen variables loaded to multiple sub-
scales, which was an undesirable outcome (Muijs, 2004). In order to reduce the number of

variables that were loaded to too many different sub-scales, | limited the number of sub-scales to
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seven in SPSS. As the result, the number of variables that had double loadings dropped from
thirteen to nine variables, however, that was not good enough either. Therefore, the extracted

sub-scales were further tested for internal consistency using Chronbach’s alpha measurement.

Chronbach’s alpha measures the strength of variables’ correlation to each other within a
sub-scale (Muijs, 2004). The higher the correlation, the higher is the internal consistency of a
sub-scale or in other words, the higher the chance that the variables measure the same construct.
Chronbach’s alpha runs from 0 to 1, with 1 signifying the perfect relationship between variables
and 0 signifying lack of any relationship. The rule of thumb is to have a Chronbach’s alpha that
is higher than 0.7 (Muijs, 2004). However, the is one big drawback in using this measurement:
the Chronbach’s alpha is very sensitive to the number of items in the scale. The higher the
number of items in a scale, the higher Chronbach’s alpha tends to be and vice a versa. So it is not
a very subjective measurement. Nevertheless, the Chronbach’s alphas were calculated to further

weed some variables out.

Seven sub-scales were measured for internal consistency. Subscales consisted of 3-8
items. One of the sub-scales with a Chronbach’s alpha of 0.371 was removed from the tool
completely. As for the rest of the sub-scales, their Chronbach’s alphas ranged from 0.564 to
0.835. Those sub-scales that consisted of three or four items had Chronbach’s alpha lower than
0.7. It was to be expected given the sensitivity of Chronbach’s alpha to the number of variables
in a scale.

As the result of the first factor analysis and tests on internal consistency of sub-scales one
sub-scale was removed from having low Chronbach’s alpha. Moreover, a few items were

removed for not being good fit (logically) for a sub-scale they ended up in. Consequently, only
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30 items were kept from the original 40-item tool and a new factor analysis was run. The results
of this factor analysis can be seen in Table 6 and Figure 1. The items that were removed from the
original version of SDLSS are: items 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 16, 24, 28, 39, 40 (refer to Appendix A to
see the original SDLSS).

Pattern Matrix (Table 6) is one of the most useful tables in exploratory factor analysis
produced by SPSS. It shows the structure of a tool by grouping variable into different sub-scales.
The small numbers below 0.3 were suppressed to see the pattern clearer. There were only four
variables that had double loadings, the rest loaded to just one sub-scale each. It means that the
removal of 10 items from the original scale affected the results of the factor analysis favorably.
In the new factor analysis the number of sub-scales was limited to six, the rotation method was
still oblique/oblimin. One variable that loaded to sub-scale one “I always assess the result of my
work” was moved to sub-Scale three named “Assessment of learning outcome or learning
resources” as it suited that scale better.

Table 6. Pattern Matrix?from Exploratory Factor Analysis

Component/Sub-scale/SDL skill

1 2 3 4 5 6

I believe in the importance of playing an 622
active role in learning.

I try to be attentive when learning
something new because it may help me ] .600
easily learn new concepts in the future.
I hold myself responsible for success of 530
my learning/personal development.
When | am faced with a difficult task, |
look for ways to solve it.

Before learning something new | must 515
have a clear goal in mind. '
When | start learning something new, |
review the previous knowledge | may ol4
have on the new topic.
| always assess the result of my work*. 489

521 .359
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When | learn new information | try to
establish a connection between the new
pieces of information and the ones |
learned before.

Generally, | find it hard to integrate
(synthesize, summarize) information I .692
obtained from different resources.

I cannot establish accurate hypotheses
about events or problems.

When | am studying new material, | have
difficulty connecting the information | 673
have learned with daily life.

I have difficulty using different learning
strategies (for example, underlining or
highlighting important points/ideas, .639
making notes, making flash cards) in the
learning process.

| am reluctant to take on those tasks that |
am not good at.

After each learning session | question
myself whether | used materials -.809
adequately.

During each learning process, | question
myself regarding whether | have made
use of the Internet and/or other learning
resources for my purposes.

After each learning process, | assess
which of the learning resources | used -.619
was more efficient.

If | set myself a goal to learn something,
then at the end of the day | assess the -.362
outcome of my learning.

| take notes about important points/ideas
when studying new material.

I make use of different learning strategies
depending on the properties of the
material | am studying (for example, |
underline or highlight important
points/ideas, make notes, make flash
cards).

When | need to find something out, |
know where to find needed information.

I know how to find information on the
Internet or in a library.

| believe | am able to independently learn
new material/concepts, no matter how 443 545
complicated they may be.

I can produce alternative solutions when
solving problems.

I know that I can find solutions to any
problem I may encounter.

| allocate most of my free time to
personal development.

487

.686

.593

-791

717

611

47

312 .653

529
411

-.696
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I want to devote my free time to studying
or learning what | find interesting.

I am motivated to pursue personal
development and nothing may distract
me from this goal.

When | have free time | use Internet
mostly for learning purposes (for
example, for reading books, stories,
articles, news, or for watching videos
with useful tips and lessons).

I plan/manage my time when it comes to
work, performing tasks, self-development
or reading for pleasure.

I underline or jot down important ideas
when reading books or studying other
materials (for example, audio or video
materials).

.384

41

-.692

-.649

-.536

-.526

-.409

Note. Developed by the author of the thesis in SPSS. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 18 iterations.
* was moved to component/sub-scale 3

Scree plot (Figure 1) shows that first levelling off appears after three factors, however,

there is a sharp reduction in explained variance continues up to factor 6. Afterwards, the variance

becomes too small. Scree is a very subjective way of determining the number of sub-scales.

4]
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Figure 1. Scree plot of the exploratory factor analysis of the 30-item SDLSS
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After the factor analysis, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient was found to be
.921 and the Bartlett test was found to be statistically significant (y2 = 7356.809, df = 435, p =
.000) (see Table 7). Both tests of sampling adequacy (George & Mallery, 2012). To be more
specific, KMO measures whether any given distribution of values is adequate for conducting
factor analysis. Measures higher than 0.9 are considered “marvelous”, between 0.8-0.9 are
“meritorious”, between 0.7-0.8 are “middling”, between 0.6-0.7 are “mediocre”, between 0.5-0.6
are “miserable”, and below 0.5 “unacceptable”. The sample of this study is 661 educators and
205 high school students. The total number of participants is 866. The KMO measure of
sampling adequacy is 0.921 or “marvelous”. Moreover, the significance level of Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity is .000, which is lower than 0.05, which means that this sample is acceptable for factor

analysis.

Table 7. KMO and Bartlett's Test Results for SDLSS

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 921
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 7356.809

df 435

Sig. .000

Source: Developed by the author of the thesis

Using the new sub-scales created by the Pattern Matrix, six sub-scales were created. Their
Chronbach’s alphas were re-calculated. Each sub-scale was given a title that summarized all the
variables in it. Below is the summary of internal consistency tests for each sub-scale.

Table 8. Chronbach’s Alphas of Six Sub-Scales
Sub-scale Number of ~ Chronbach’s

items alpha
Sub-scale/SDL skill 1: Learning responsibility 7 0.798
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Sub-scale/SDL skill 2: Ability to manage information 5 0.690
Sub-scale/SDL skill 3: Assessment of learning outcome or learning resources 5 0.741
Sub-scale/SDL skill 4: Application of learning strategies 3 0.564
Sub-scale/SDL skill 5: Ability to find information 5 0.708
Sub-scale/SDL skill 6: Motivation to allocate time for learning 5 0.726

Source: Developed by the author of the thesis

Sub-scale 2 had Chronbach’s alpha of 0.69 and the sub-scale 4 was at 0.564 (Table 8
above). This is below acceptable minimum of 0.7 (Muijs, 2004). Nevertheless, these sub-scales
were kept because they measure important parts of SDL skills. Sub-scale 2 measures ability to
manage information, while sub-scale 4 measures the ability to apply learning strategies. For
example, Candy, Crebert, and O’Leary (1994) asserted that a lifelong learner is someone who has
an inquiring mind, information literacy (having strategies to locate, access, retrieve, evaluate,
manage and make use of information in a variety of fields), and a repertoire of learning skills
(such as knowing own strengths, weaknesses, and learning style) among other things. In their
definition, a lifelong learner knows and applies learning strategies that help him/her manage and
make use of information. Removing sub-scales 2 and 4 from the instrument would not yield a
comprehensive SDL skills measuring tool. Therefore, they were kept despite the results of the
internal consistency tests.

To sum up, as the result of the factor analysis and reliability tests for internal consistency,
40-item SDLSS tool (Appendix A) with 9 sub-scale was reduced to 30 items with six sub-scales
(see Appendices B and C). Sub-scales contained 3 to 7 items in each. The following titles to the

9% ¢ 2% ¢

subscales were given: “learning responsibility”, “ability to manage information”, “assessment of
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learning outcome or learning resources”, “application of learning strategies”, “ability to find
information”, and “motivation to allocate time for learning”. Using the adapted SDLSS tool
students’ and educators’ SDL skills levels were then calculated. If the initial tool had a maximum
of 200 points (maximum 5 points for each of the 40 items), the adapted 30-item tool awarded 150
points maximum (maximum 5 points for each item). The highest score from an item is 5. The
most positive opinion (Strongly Agree) gets 5 points. The most negative opinion (Strongly
Disagree) gets 1 point. There are 5 negative items (6, 26, 27, 34, 36) in the scale. Their scoring is

done in reverse. It means that ‘Strongly Agree’ gets 1 point, Strongly Disagree gets 5 points.

Data Analysis

Several statistical methods were implemented in this study. To answer the research
question and to test the hypothesis, descriptive and inferential statistics (independent samples t-
tests and calculation of Cohen’s d) were generated using SPSS software. Descriptive analyses
were conducted to provide information about respondents’ SDL skills scores and to compare the
results by respondent group, gender, age, and SDL skill. Any differences in scores were tested
for their significance using t-tests, and any significant difference in scores was measured for its

effect size using Cohen’s d formula (Muijs, 2004).

Limitations

There was a number of limitations in this study. Firstly, the response rate from some
schools was lower than expected. As a result, some schools were underrepresented, while others
were overrepresented. Secondly, the sub-scale 4 application of learning strategies had only three

items in it and it resulted in Chronbach’s alpha of 0.564, which is below the accepted minimum
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of 0.7 (Muijs, 2004). Therefore, the reliability of the tool may be questioned to some degree.
Lastly, the SDLSS is missing an important SDL sub-construct connected to goal-setting skill.
Setting a goal is one of the main skills self-directed learners must possess (Rogers, as cited in
Jahns, 1971; Knowles, 1975; Guiter, 2014; Bartholomew, 2017). There is only one item in 40
that is connected to goal-setting: “I must know clearly and implicitly the objectives of the new
subject to be learnt”. This statement does not represent a learner’s self-directedness in learning
because knowing a goal does not necessarily mean knowing how to set a goal or having a habit
of setting a goal. In the schools participating in this study, teachers set goals for students. These
objectives are written in the curriculum of their subjects. They are normally inflexible and cannot
be changed. At the beginning of each lesson students listen to a teacher, who tells them what
their lesson objectives are. So, the students learn what the educational program dictates.
Therefore, a student studying in such a teacher-centered environment may answer “strongly
agree” to the statement above and get the maximum number of points for it, yet still be incapable
of setting his/her own learning goals. Hence, the results based on this data collection tool in this
study shall be interpreted with caution. While this chapter has described the research design of
the study, the sample, the research site, the data collection instrument, the way an SDL
measuring tool was chosen and adapted, and the way dataset was adjusted after the survey was

administered, the next chapter will present the findings of this primary research.
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CHAPTER IV: FINDINGS

This chapter I will present the findings of this exploratory survey study. The purpose of
this study was to determine high-school students’ and educators’ levels of SDL skills across
participating schools. Therefore, the research question of this study was: “What is the level of
self-directed learning skills among educators and senior-year high-school students in a network
of schools for gifted and talented students in Kazakhstan?”’ It was hypothesized that the high-
school students’ level of SDL skills was lower than that of the educators’. To answer the research
question and to test the hypothesis, the data was collected using an adapted SDLSS, a 30-item
Likert scale questionnaire, and the descriptive and inferential statistics were generated using

SPSS and analysed.

SDL Skills: the Case of High-school Students and Educators in Kazakhstani schools for
Talented and Gifted Pupils

Data analysis showed that the mean values for students and teachers are not that different
from one another (see Tables 9 and 10). Students’ mean SDL skills score is 112.94 (SD = 12.15)
out of 150 points (30 questions, 5 point maximum for each), while educators’ mean score is

117.23 (SD = 11.5). Students’ mean amounts to 75% of the total score, while educators’ to 78%.

Table 9. Average SDL Table 10. Average SDL
Scores of Students Scores of Educators

N Valid 205 N Valid 661

Missing (0 Missing 0O

Mean 112.94 Mean 117.23
Median 114.00 Median 117.00
Mode 109 Mode 112
Std. Deviation |12.153 Std. Deviation  11.496

Source: Developed by the author of the thesis ~ Source: Developed by the author of the thesis
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To determine whether the difference between the two means is statistically significant a t-
test was performe. The t-test for independent samples showed that there is a statistically
significant difference between SDL levels of educators and high school students (t(866) = -4.6,
df =864, p =.000). Teachers have statistically significantly higher SDL skills level when

compared to students.

To measure the effect size of the difference in means Cohen’s d formula was used (Muijs,
2004). Cohen’s d value amounted to -0.36, which signifies a modest effect in the difference of
two means. Therefore, even though a statistically significant difference between the mean scores

of SDL level of educators and students exist, its effect size is modest.

Furthermore, | generated the following table to compare respondents’ scores for each
SDL skill and ran independent samples t-tests to investigate whether the mean scores were
significantly different from one another. The t-tests showed that all SDL skills except one
(ability to find information) were significantly different from one another (see Table 11 below).
The Table 11 shows that educators have higher learning responsibility, are better at assessing
learning outcome or learning resources, applying learning strategies than high-school students
and are more motivated to allocate time for learning. On the other hand, students are better at
managing information than educators and both groups are equally adept at finding information.
There is a moderate effect size for the difference in means for assessment of learning outcome or
learning resources (-0.55) and modest effect sizes for the rest of the SDL skills (Cohen’s d range
from -0.43 to 0.25). The results of the t-test also showed that students and their educators are
equally skilled at finding information as the significant difference for mean scores of both groups

was not found.
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Table 11. Comparison of Students’ and Educators’ Mean Scores, Standard Deviations, Cohen's
d for Each SDL Skill

. Students or Std. T-tests Cohen’s d
SDL skill educators N Mean Deviation

tvalue pvalue

i ibili Students 205 29.35 4.015
Learning responsibility 518 000 043
Educators 661 30.96 3.48
Ability to manage Students 205 14.08 3.783
information 3.18 .002 0.25
Educators 661 13.13 3.728
Astses;me”rtlo‘cr'ﬁ?r:“'”g Students 205 17.46 3.809
outcome or learning -6.58 000 -0.55
resources Educators 661 19.4 3214
Application of learning Students 205 12.1 2.275
strategies -336 001 -0.26
Educators 661 12.69 2.198
Ability to find information ~ Students 205 20.58 2.71
Educators 661 20.68 2.793
Motivation to allocate time  stydents 205 19.37 3.535
for learning -3.66 .000 -0.30
Educators 661 20.37 3.036

Source: Developed by the author of the thesis

To see how each group of respondents performed on each SDL skill, the following table
was populated using SPSS. Table 12 includes the numbers of respondents, minimum and
maximum number of points received when answering questions, mean values, percentages and

standard deviations on SDL skills level:

Table 12. Extent to Which Each SDL is Mastered by Students or Educators

Total %
number Std. of total
SDL skill N of points Mean Deviation  score
Students  Learning responsibility 205 35 4,015 4.015 84%
Ability to manage information 205 25 3.783 3.783 56%
Assessment of learning outcome 205 25 3.809 3.809 20%

or learning resources
Application of learning strategies 205 15 2.275 2.275 81%
Ability to find information 205 25 2.710 2.710 82%
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Motivation to allocate time for

. 205 25 3.535 3.535 7%

learning
Valid N (listwise) 205

Educators Learning responsibility 661 35 3.480 3.480 88%
Ability to manage information 661 25 3.728 3.728 53%
Assessment of learning outcome 661 25 3214 3214 28%
or learning resources
Application of learning strategies 661 15 2.198 2.198 85%
Ability to find information 661 25 2.793 2.793 83%
Motlyatlon to allocate time for 661 25 3.036 3.036 81%
learning
Valid N (listwise) 661

Source: Developed by the author of the thesis

High-school students scored the lowest on ability to manage information (56% of the
total score) and on assessment of learning outcome or learning resources (70% of the total
score). At the same time, the educators scored even lower on the ability to manage information
(53% of the total score). Both students and educators scored highest on learning responsibility

(84% and 88% of the total score, respectively).

Effect of Gender on SDL Skills

The next descriptive statistics compares SDL skills by gender (see Table 13). Based on
the independent samples t-tests, only the means of learning responsibility, assessment of
learning outcome or learning resources, and application of learning strategies were significantly
different from one another. On all three SDL skills males scored a bit less than females, which
may mean that females have an edge at self-directed learning skills. The next table compares
SDL skills scores by gender and includes such information as means, standard deviations, t
values, and p values.

Table 13. Comparison of SDL Skills by Gender (results of students and educators are combined)

Std. T-tests
Gender N Mean Deviation tvalue p value
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SDL skill Cohen’s
d
Learning responsibility Male 248 29.89 3.937
Female 605 3091 3493 L 000 027
Ability to manage Male 248 13.71 3.950
information
Female 605 13.18 3.687
Assessment of learning Male 248 18.33 3.745
outcome or learning Female
resources 605 19.22 3.311 -3.26 001 -0.25
Application of learning Male 248 11.73 2.446
i Female i -0.52
strategies 605 12.90 2051 6.65 0.000
Ability to find information ~ Male 248 20.83 2.865
Female 605 20.60 2.747
Motivation to allocate time  Male 248 19.87 3.309
for learnin
. Female 605 2025 3.131

Source: Developed by the author of the thesis

The effect sizes of significant differences were calculated using Cohen’s d formula
(Muijs, 2004) and were presented in the last column of the table above. For learning
responsibility and assessment of learning outcome or learning resources we see modest effect
sizes (-0.27 and -0.25 respectively), while for application of learning strategies we can see
moderate effect size (-0.52). This means that female learners apply learning strategies when

engaged in self education.

Effect of Age on Educators’s SDL Skills

As we learned there was a significant difference of the results (modest effect) between the
groups of students and educators. However, once we look deeper into the educators group and
divide them by age, the mean values for different age groups of educators did not vary greatly.

Even though the 58-67 age group showed the highest mean value, a t-test comparing the first and
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the last age group indicated the lack of significant difference (t(866) = -.39, df = 120, p =.7).

The following table shows how mean scores of educators change from one age group to another:

Table 14. Educators’ Means Scores of SDL Skills Grouped by Age

Age of

educators N Mean Std. Deviation
18-27 94 117.95 15.771

28-37 252 116.77 10.771

38-47 157 117.17 10.786

48-57 130 117.27 10.678

58-67 28 119.14 8.423

Source: Developed by the author of the thesis
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION

In the previous chapter, | provided the results of my exploratory survey study. The
purpose of this study was to determine high-school students’ and teachers’ levels of SDL skills
in schools for talented and gifted children. There was one research question: “What is the level
of self-directed learning skills among educators and senior-year high-school students in a
network of schools for gifted and talented students in Kazakhstan?” Moreover, based on the
literature review, it was hypothesized that the level of SDL skills of the high-school students
would be lower than that of the educators’. In this chapter I will discuss the results of this study

and compare it to the existing literature on SDL.

SDL in Kazakhstani Schools for Talented and Gifted Pupils

The aim of this exploratory study was to determine the levels of high-school students’
and teachers’ SDL skills in schools for talented and gifted children. The research question and
hypothesis arose from this goal. The research question of this study is: “What is the level of self-
directed learning skills among educators and senior-year high-school students in a network of
schools for gifted and talented students in Kazakhstan?”” The hypothesis of this study is: the
high-school students’ level of SDL skills is lower than that of the educators’. In this section I will
reiterate the findings answering the research question and try to find an explanation in the body

of literature on SDL.

The results of this survey study showed that students’ mean SDL skills score was 112.94

points (75%) out of 150 points, while teachers’ mean score was equal to 117.23 (78%). While
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the difference in means scores of pupils and teachers was found to be significant, the effect size

was modest. These results support the research hypothesis.

Even though, these findings cannot be extrapolated to the larger population of all
adolescents and adults of Kazakhstan due to limitations of the chosen sample, these findings are
consistent with those of Knowles (1975), Tough (1971) and Carson (2012). Knowles (1975)
suggested that as a person matured he became more self-directed or autonomous in his learning.
Tough (1971) found that 16-year-olds were as self-directed as working adults, and even had
more learning projects than adults, however, their independent learning inquiries were shorter in
time than the adults’. For example, on average, an adult spends 100 hours on a learning project,
while a 16-year old only spends 70 hours. There were no other studies found among the literature

that compared the SDL results of students and teachers, or adolescents and adults.

Another finding of this study pointed out to how well each SDL skill was mastered by
high-school students and educators. A finding that stood out is that both educators and students
of high-schools for talented and gifted children reported themselves as being very responsible
when it concerned learning (scored 88% and 84% respectively), and both reported having a
lower ability to manage information (53% and 56% respectively). It was noted that students
showed a slightly better result than educators did. The ability to manage information included,
among others, the ability to establish accurate hypotheses about events or problems, to integrate
(synthesize, summarize) information obtained from different resources, and to connect newly
learned material to daily life. Applying learned knowledge in a real-life context has been a
challenge for Kazakhstani school students. Reviews of National Policies for Education:

Secondary Education in Kazakhstan prepared by OECD (2014), pointed to the results of
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Kazakhstani students, who participated in a Trends in International Mathematics and Science
Study (TIMSS) in 2011. TIMSS is an international assessment “designed to inform educational
policy and practice by providing an international perspective on teaching and learning in
mathematics and science” (ACER, n.d., para. 1). Back in 2011 the Kazakhstani students who
completed the study showed good results at knowing information, but lower results related to
applying knowledge or reasoning. The results of the current survey study proves that much work
still needs to be done on both adults and adolescents to help them learn how to apply
information in real-life contexts and how to improve their SDL skill of managing information in

general.

Finally, the last finding of this research was that both high-school students and educators
scored equally well on the ability to find information. This can be explained by the fact that these
high-school students study in a technologically rich environment where they have easy access to
computers and the Internet. These days younger generations know how to use information
technologies, and in particular, social networking websites or applications in order to find any

information they are looking for.

Effect of Gender on SDL Skills

An unexpected finding of this study rests in the fact that the female respondents of the
survey (students and educators combined) scored higher on some SDL skills in comparison to
males. Females showed higher results on learning responsibility, assessment of learning outcome
or learning resources, and application of learning strategies. The effect size was modest for

learning responsibility and assessment of learning outcome or learning resources, and was
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moderate for application of learning strategies. For the rest of the SDL skills there was no
significant difference between the two gender groups. This finding is consistent with that of Van
Duyne’s (2017), who conducted a study among doctoral students and found that female students
scored higher than their male counterparts. A recent study by Slater et.al (2017) that compared
first-year undergraduate students, also found that SDL readiness was significantly higher in
females than in males. However, these findings contrast the results of an earlier study of Tough’s
(1971), who observed that female working adults spent less time on learning projects than males.
While male adults spent 1097 hours a year on learning projects, females dedicated only 385
hours for such educational projects. But there could be different explanations for that; Tough’s
study was conducted at the beginning of the 70s when gender roles were slightly different from
what we see today. This was a time when most women were still housewives, whose roles were
mainly to bring up their children. Those who were part of the labor force, typically held jobs that
were considered less intellectual in nature than men’s. Therefore, this could be a case of the
context influencing women’s self-directedness in learning: today, in countries that are now
driven by the value of gender equality, women have the same access to education as men, they
work as much as men do, and can be as driven to achieve their goals. Therefore, more recent
studies reflect an environment were women and men have equal opportunities to develop their

skills, and where women have become more self-directed in their learning.

Effect of Age and Maturity on SDL Skills
While the research hypothesis of this study rests on the premise that maturity is one of the

main predictors of a person’s SDL skills level, this premise will not hold if we are to assume that
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maturity and age have a linear relationship and are interchangeable in determining one’s SDL
skills level. According to one of the findings of this study, all of the educators had relatively the
same level of SDL skills regardless of what age group they belonged to. In other words, when
educators were grouped by age and their mean scores were compared, the difference was found
to be statistically insignificant. To some extent, this finding is in line with the finding of Ponton
(2018), who compared the SDL readiness of doctoral and master’s students. Ponton reported that
there was no significant difference between the two groups. Even though Ponton’s study
compared groups of people according to their highest level of education, it can be assumed that
for the most part, the doctoral students were older than the master’s students, which could lead to
the suggestion that age is not always a predictor of higher levels of SDL, or at least that age does

not have a linear relationship with maturity level.

These outcomes, on the other hand, are contrary to those arrived at by Plews (2017) and
Slater, Cusick and Louie (2017), who reported finding a difference in SDL readiness when they
compared groups of adults of different ages. If we investigate these studies more deeply , we will
see that Plews compared traditional and nontraditional undergraduate students, with traditional
students (18-22 years of age) being ones who had just graduated from high school and had
immediately entered a higher educational institution, and nontraditional students (25-55 years of
age) being older individuals, who entered universities several years following high-school
graduation, and who had a wider age range than that of traditional students. Another study
conducted by Slater et. al (2017) compared first-year undergraduate students studying in
different educational programs. He also reported a significant difference in SDL readiness when

students were compared by age, and interestingly, he also found that the students in some
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programs, such as occupational therapy and physiotherapy studies, were more self-directed than

in others.

Contrary to the findings of Slater et. al (2017) and Plews (2017), which suggested that
age played a difference in SDL preparedness, Sutherland and Crowther (2008) proposed that
people do not necessarily mature at the age of 18, and do not necessarily take responsibility for
their own actions. Instead, maturation may only become apparent when a young adult reaches his
or her twenties. According to these researchers, the process of maturation starts at the period of
youth and continues into a person’s twenties and may never be completely achieved. Therefore,
making the conclusion that age is a predicting factor of SDL readiness would not be

recommended.

Since the findings connected to the correlation of age to SDL tends to be inconsistent, a
better predictor of an individual’s SDL preparedness could be his or her occupation, or in other
words, the environment or context in which the individual functions. Candy (1991) and Hiemstra
and Brockett (2012) suggested that a person’s level of self-directedness differed depending on
his or her environment. Hiemstra and Brockett (2012) defined context as an environment in
which a learner operates, and which includes such components as the sociopolitical climate,
culture, gender roles, organizational policies, and sexual orientation. This is in accordance with
my earlier observations of research conducted by Tough (1971) and Slater et al. (2017). Tough
(1971) reported that professors and politicians spent more time on self education than mothers of
young children or elementary school teachers, while Slater et al. (2017) found that undergraduate

students of occupational therapy and physiotherapy were more self-directed than students of
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other programs. All of these findings suggest that occupation or the environment or context may

be a better predictor of one’s motivation to engage in self-directed learning.
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CHAPTER VI: CONCLUSION

Whereas a hundred years ago, a person could learn one trade and work at the same job
for many years, in today’s world, one’s knowledge and skills may become obsolete within a
decade, therefore, the pursuit of lifelong learning has become a must. Many countries, including
Kazakhstan, have placed lifelong learning at the core of their education policies (Bound, Lin, &
Rushbrook, 2014; European Commission, Cedefop, & ICF International, 2014; Mok et.al, 2007;
OECD, 2014; Watson, 2013).The Kazakhstani approach is focused on providing the instruction
of basic skills through various forms of teaching (distance learning, short-term refresher courses,
and formal, informal, and inclusive classes) (Ministry of Education and Science, 2010).
However, this can only be insufficient as one of the chief prerequisites of lifelong learning is
having a set of self-directed learning skills (Knowles, 1975). These are not basic skills. Rather,

they are specific skills.

Self-directed learning skills are defined in this study as a set of abilities and
characteristics that include taking responsibility for one’s own learning, being motivated to learn
and allocate time for such learning, being able to locate and manage information, assessing one’s
learning outcomes and/or learning resources, and applying learning strategies to one’s own
learning. Self-directed learning implies that a learner exercise control over all of his/her own
educational decisions (Guiter, 2014), be it diagnosing one’s own learning needs, setting a goal,
choosing the appropriate learning resources, learning strategies, or the most ideal time for

studying, and evaluating the results of such learning.

The literature on SDL is mainly concentrated on adult learners. Little attention is given to

school pupils and their SDL skills. To counter this limited amount of research on school



SELF-DIRECTED LEARNING IN KAZAKHSTANI SCHOOLS FOR TALENTED AND
GIFTED STUDENTS 60

students, the aim of this study was to measure the level of high-school pupils’ self-directed

learning skills and compare them to those of their educators.

It was theorized that maturation is the key predictor of one’s self-directedness in learning
(Knowles, 1975). In support of that theory, Tough (1971) found that while children of 10-years
of age were not generally oriented towards pursuing self education unless told to, adolescents of
16-years of age depicted a high-level of self-direction in learning. He stated that teenagers
engaged in as many or sometimes even more self-chosen learning projects than adults, however,
each learning project was shorter in duration than those of adults. As the concept of SDL started
evolving and expanding, some scholars proposed that learners could depict different levels of
SDL depending on the environment/context in which they functioned (Candy, 1991; Hiemstra &
Brockett, 2012). Such an environment or context can be represented as a place of work, a gender
role, the culture, or the learner’s sexual orientation. Indeed, it was found that people of certain
occupations pursued more learning projects than others. For example, politicians and professors
were the ones who pursued self education the most, while mothers with little children were on

the other side of this SDL spectrum (Tough, 1971).

Based on the aim of this study, the following research question guided this study: “What
is the level of self-directed learning skills among educators and senior-year high-school students
in a network of schools for gifted and talented students in Kazakhstan?”” On the other hand,
based on the literature on SDL, the following hypothesis was formed: the high-school students’
level of SDL skills is lower than that of the educators’. To test the hypothesis, the Self-Directed
Learning Skills Scale (Ayyildiz &Tarhan, 2015) was adapted to the Kazakhstani context and

tested across twenty-one schools for talented and gifted children.
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Summary of Findings

To conduct this exploratory survey study, 661 educators and 205 high-school students
from twenty-one schools for talented and gifted children were recruited. The results showed that
the students’ mean level of SDL skills equaled 112.94 out of 150 points (75%), while that of the
educators’ totaled 117.23 (78%). The effect size of this difference, calculated using Cohen’s d
formula, was found to be modest. These results support the research hypothesis that the high-

school students’ level of SDL skills is lower than that of the educators.

Studies on SDL have produced conflicting results with regard to age being one of the
predicting factors. While this study found a significant difference in SDL skills between students
and educators, however, the difference was not found when educators of different ages were
compared to one another. It can, thus, be implied that although maturity can be one of the
factors, age does not necessarily represent maturity, and, therefore, cannot be regarded as a
determinant of the growth of SDL skills. On the other hand, the environment/context or one’s
occupation yielded different results in SDL. Professors and politicians spend more time on self-
directed learning than mothers with small children or elementary school teachers (Tough, 1971).
To add to that, first-year undergraduate students of occupational therapy and physiotherapy
studies scored higher on SDL readiness than students in other educational programs (Slater et.al,
2017). These findings imply that the context/environment one functions in is a good determinant
of one’s development of self-directedness and concur with the conclusions of Candy (1991) and

Hiemstra and Brockett (2012).

When comparing female and male learners to each other, it was found that female

learners showed better results in three out of six SDL skills: learning responsibility, assessment
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of learning outcome or learning resources, and application of learning strategies. This finding
was consistent with those of Van Duyne (2017) and Slater et.al (2017), but contradicted Tough’s

(1971).

While both educators and high-school students scored high on learning responsibility,
both groups scored low on the ability to manage information. The ability to manage information
included such skills as the ability to establish accurate hypotheses about events or problems, to
integrate (synthesize, summarize) information obtained from different resources, and to connect
newly learned material to daily life in a practical way. While applying knowledge to the real-life
context has been a real challenge for Kazakhstani school students (OECD, 2014), the results

show that educators struggle with this, too.

By understanding where Kazakhstani students and teachers stand in terms of their ability
to pursue lifelong education through self-directed learning, educational leaders may be more able
to prepare better education and training programs for the development of these 21 century
skills. This study has made a modest contribution to the body of SDL research in understanding
how well high-school students and educators are prepared for lifelong learning and what skills

they struggle with the most, but more research needs to be done in this regard.

Recommendations

Most of the recommendations in this chapter are directed at education leaders. Educators must
raise the awareness among students and teachers that to be a successful lifelong learner, one must
possess self-directed learning skills (Knowles, 1975). Educators should diagnose students’ level

of SDL skills annually, to see what interventions should be made to further promote these.
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Education leaders should also pay attention to teacher training programs as teachers are the ones
who are in a position to then help students acquire the skills that promote their own self-directed
learning. Attention should be focused on the weaker and less prevalent SDL skills such as the
ability to manage information, as discussed in this research. Moreover, various SDL courses
could be analyzed, compared, and implemented. For example, the research of Curry et al. (2017)
demonstrated that it was possible to teach SDL skills to freshmen university students of 18-19
years of age through a one-semester SDL course. Even minor interventions consisting of
showing a video about SDL strategies, involving students in a discussion, asking them reflect on
SDL, and encouraging them to attribute learning success to autonomous learning behaviors, can
be impactful on learners’ academic achievement (Ginnings & Ponton, 2017). Lastly, it was
found that technologically rich environments provide more opportunities to pursue self-directed
learning (Bartholomew, 2017), therefore, schools must ensure that create that this kind of

environment is available to their students.

Limitations and Further Research

There are several limitations in this study. Firstly, the research was limited to only one
network of schools for talented and gifted children. As per the rule, these schools accept only
academically successful pupils of various socioeconomic backgrounds. In order to enter one of
these schools, students are required to sit an entrance exam. The pupils’ results are then ranked
and those with the highest results are accepted. The same applies to the educators who work at
these schools. They, too, must pass tests and a round of interviews in order to be offered a
teaching position there. Moreover, the teachers of the participating schools take part in
professional training programs conducted by experts from all over the world, and this exposes

them to the values, attitudes and teaching methods that are present in other countries. All of this
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presents opportunities for these schools to create an educational culture and environment that
differs from the ones in public schools. As students of these schools spend more than 40 hours a
week at school, it is safe to assume that the culture of these schools is hugely impactful in their
lives. Consequently, the findings of this study cannot be extrapolated to all other high-schools in
Kazakhstan.This means that, although the sample sizes were adequate (661 educators and 205
high-school students), the inclusion of mainstream, rural and private schools would have
guaranteed a more accurate representation of SDL skills among students and educators in the

high-schools of Kazakhstan.

Several respondents complained that the survey took too much time to complete (40
items takes 15 minutes on average). This may be the reason why more than 200 hundred people
did not complete it till the end. Therefore, it would be necessary to shorten the survey or utilize

a more appropriate tool to avoid discouraging potential participants in the future.

Moreover, since it was found that “acquiring new skills is significantly more effective
until early adolescence than later in life” (Janacsek, Fiser, & Nemeth, 2012, p. 496), it is
important to conduct experimental SDL studies among school students in order to pinpoint the
most crucial time for secondary school pupils to develop self-directed learning skills. As a
starting point, Tough’s (1971) interview questions could be used to find out how many learning
projects school students engage in on average on a yearly basis and how much time they spend

on them. At the same time, SDL courses can be introduced and evaluated in research studies.

More studies should be done among adult learners, comparing learners indifferent
occupational fields. It would also be worth comparing such results according to marital status or

the presence of children in a family.
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Although school is an important place for a child to develop and grow, parents play an
equally important, if not more important, part in a child’s development. Therefore, more studies
should be done to understand how parents affect the development of their children’s SDL skills.
The SDL skills of both parents and children can be compared to each other, and the correlation
between these results can be explored. Having only one parent or no parents at all should be

taken into consideration as well when collecting and analyzing such data.
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APPENDIX A: Self-Directed Learning Skills Scale (SDLSS) developed by Ayyildiz and
Tarhan (2015)

Please mark how much you agree or disagree with the statement in the sentence:

Strongly Agree
Agree

Partially Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

1. | take notes about important points when learning a new subject

2. | believe that | can learn a lesson, no matter how it is complicated

3. I should use the internet for learning purposes, instead of having a good time

4. | make use of different learning strategies depending on the properties of the subject I am going to learn
5. I can solve the problems | encounter during learning based on cause and effect relationship

6. | have difficulty relating the information | have learned in the lessons to the daily life

7. My friends say that | suggest interesting new ideas while discussing the learning process

8. The result of an examination is not an indicator of my learning achievement

9. | organise my study hours by making plans

10. 1 underline the important parts while reading a text

11. | am aware that the knowledge that | obtain when | study immediately before the examination is not permanent
12. If | can relate the new concepts to old knowledge, the learning is successful

13. 1 question the information in the books I make use of

14. If I am motivated for learning, any distracting factors do not sidetrack me from my objective

15. | pay attention to establish relations between concepts when | learn a subject

16. After each learning process, | think about what | should do to be more successful

17. During each learning process, | question myself regarding whether I have made use of the internet for my
purposes

18. I hold myself responsible for my learning
19. 1 would like my hobbies during my leisure time to be didactic
20. I 'must know clearly and implicitly the objectives of the new subject to be learnt

21. After each lesson | question whether | used the course materials adequately and systematically
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22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

3L

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

I always assess my achievements in the exercises/lhomework | completed

To learn a new subject without difficulty, I should learn related previous subjects well

Generally, | try to finish my homework at the last moment

When | want to learn a new subject, | know which learning resource | should use

I begin to worry that I could not solve the problems that | encounter

I cannot establish accurate hypotheses about the event or problems in the subjects that | have learnt

I believe that active participation in the learning process ensures the permanency of my knowledge

After each learning process, | assess whether | achieved the objective and outcomes | identified at the beginning
Instead of feeling despair when | encounter a difficult subject, I think about what | should do

While planning a new day, | prioritise time for learning

I review the previous knowledge that forms the basis for the new subject when | start to learn something new
I can produce alternative methods to reach solutions when | solve a problem

I have difficulty using different learning strategies in the learning process

After each learning process, | assess which of the learning resources | used was more efficient

Generally, | have difficulty in integrating information | obtained from different resources

I believe in the importance of playing an active role in learning

I have difficulty accessing the information | seek in an equipped library

The important thing is not what I learn, but whether I’ve got a passing grade

I motivate myself by thinking about the outcome | will obtain at the end of a learning process

The highest score from an item is 5. The most positive opinion (Strongly Agree) gets 5 points. The most negative
opinion (Strongly Disagree) gets 1 point. There are 8 negative items (6, 24, 26, 27, 34, 36, 38, 39) in the scale. Their
scoring is done in reverse. It means that ‘Strongly Agree’ gets 1 point, Strongly Disagree gets 5 points. Maximum
number of points 200.
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APPENDIX B: Adapted 30-item Self-Directed Learning Skills Scale for Pupils in English,

Kazakh, and Russian

in English

In Russian

In Kazakh

Please indicate how much you
agree or disagree with the
following statements:

. strongly disagree
. disagree

« neutral

. agree

. strongly agree

1. | take notes about
important points when learning a
new lesson topic.

2. I believe that I can
independently learn a new lesson
topic, no matter how
complicated it can be.

3. When | have free time | use
Internet mostly for learning
purposes (for example, for
reading books, stories, articles,
news, or for watching videos
with useful tips and lessons).

4. I make use of different
learning strategies depending on
the properties of the subject I am
going to learn (for example, |
underline or highlight important
ideas, jot down notes, create
flashcards, or work in a group).

5. I know that | can find a
solution to any problem that may
arise.

6. When | am studying new
material (if | am learning
something by myself or when
preparing for school), | have
difficulty connecting the
information | have learned with
daily life.

VYkaxHuTe HACKOJIBKO BEI
COIJIaCHBI UM HE COTJIACHBI CO
CIEeYIONINMH YTBEPKACHUSIMHU:

« IOJTHOCTBIO HE COTIIACEH

« CKOpEe HE COTTIaceH, YeM
cormaceH

« 3aTPYOHSAIOCH OTBETUTH

« CKOpEE COTIIACEH, YeM HET

« OJTHOCTBIO COTTIACEH

1. S gemaro 3aMETKH O CaMOM
Ba)KHOM IIpU U3yUYCHUU HOBOHI
TEMBI YPOKa.

2. 41 cumuTaro, 4TO CMOTY
CaMOCTOSATENIFHO U3YYUTh HOBYIO
TEMY YpOKa, KaKkoil Obl CJI0XKHOU
OHa HE 0Ka3aJach.

3. Korma y MeHs ecTh CBOOOTHOE
BpeMs, s ONIb3YIOCh MIHTepHETOM
B OCHOBHOM JIJISl CAMOPa3BUTHS
(HarmpuMep, CMOTPIO BUEO C
MOJIE3HBIMU COBETAMH, YPOKAMH,
WM YUTA0 HOBOCTH, UCTOPUH,
KHHTH).

4. 51 ucnonb3yro pa3nIuuHbIe
cTparern o0y4eHus B
3aBUCHMOCTH OT IIKOJIBHOTO
IIpesMeTa, KOTOPBIH 1 U3y4aro
(HarmpuMep, OJUEPKHUBAIO WITH
BBIJICNIAIO BaXKHbIE UICH, IETIAI0
MMOMETKH, CO3/1at0 (i3I
KapTOUYKH, JIEJaI0 3aIMUCH,
paboTaro B Tpynmne Haj
CIIO)KHBIMH TEMaMH).

5. 1 3Ha10, YTO CMOTY HAWTHU
pellIeHue, eciii Y MEeHsI BO3HUKHET
Kakas-1m10o nmpobiema.

6. IIpu n3y4eHnn HOBOTO
MaTepuana (mpu
CaMOCTOSTEIbHOM UITH
MIKOJILHOM 00y4YeHUH), MHE
TPYIHO CBSI3aTh HOBYIO
nH(pOpMaLHIO ¢ TIOBCEHEBHON
KU3HBIO.

Temenne kenripinrex
MJTiMIeMeJIepPMEH KaHIIAIbIKThI
KEJCETIHIHI3AI HEMECE KeiCIIereHiHi3al
KOpCEeTiHi3:

« MYJIIEM KelicTIeHMiH

« KeJIicIenMiH

« XKayan Oepyre KHHaJIaMblH
« KEJIiCEMIH

« TOJIBIKTAl KejriceMiH

1. ’)KaHa TaKpIPBINTH MEHIEPY
0apbICBIHAA MaHBI3IbI JIETI TallKaH
IyHHUenep i Oenrinern, Ka3blll alaMbIH.

2. JKaHa TakbIPHIT KaHIIAIBIKTH KHBIH
0oJica 1a, MEH OHEI ©3 OETIMMEH
MEHIepe aJlaMbIH JIETl eCeNTeNMiH.

3. Boc yakpITBIMIIa FaIaMTOp XKENiCiH
HETi31HeH e3IM/li JaMbITy YIIiH
KOJIJAHAMBIH (MBICAITBI, TIAHTAITBI
KEHeCTep alThUIFaH GeHHEPOIHKTED
KOpEMiH, XKaHAIIBIKTap, SHrimMelep,
Tapuxu Hemece Oacka Jia Kiranrap
OKUMBIH).

4. MeH MeKTerTe OKbIIT )KaTKAH MIOHTe
0aiIaHBICTBI TYPIIi OKY CTpATEerHsIaPbIH
KOJIZIaHAMBIH (MBICAJTBI, MAHBI3/IbI
uzesiapabl 6aca KepceTil, epekiIenerl,
OeJIin JKa3aMbIH, 63iMe Oenriiern
aJlaMblIH, (IIeI-KapTanap KacaiMblIH,
a30asap jxacalMbIH, Kypaesi
TaKbIpBIIITap 0OJICa TOMTA KYMBIC
icTelMin).

5. Erep menne kanaaii na 6ip mocene
TybIHJIACa, MIEIiMiH Taba
aJaTBIHABIFBIMIBI OLIEMIH.

6. XKana MaTtepuasibl MEHIepy
OaprIchiHAa (03 OeTiMeH Hemece
MEKTEITE OKbIFaH Ke37ie 00JIChIH) MCH
YILIiH j)KaHa aKMapaTThl KYHICNIKTI
eMipMeH OalJIaHBICTBIPY KHBIHFA
COFaJIbl.
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9. I plan my time when it
concerns school, homework,
housework, self-development or
reading books for pleasure.

10. I highlight or write down
important ideas while reading
text or studying other types of
materials (for example, audio or
video materials).

14. | am motivated to pursue
personal development and
nothing may distract me from
this goal.

15.  When | am learning a new
lesson topic I try to establish a
connection between the new
topic and the ones | learned
before.

17.  During each lesson, |
question myself whether | have
made use of the Internet and/or
other resources for my purposes.

18. I hold myself responsible
for success of my
learning/personal development.

19. | want to devote my free
time to studying or learning what
I find interesting.

20. Before learning something
new | must have a clear goal in
mind.

21.  After each lesson |
question whether | used the
lesson materials adequately.

22. | always assess the result
of the exercises/homework |
completed.

23. I try to be attentive during a
lesson because it may help me
easily understand upcoming
lesson topics.

9. Sl nnanupyo cBO€ Bpems,
KOTJIa JIeJI0 KacaeTcs yueOsl,
BBINOJIHEHUS TOMAIIHUX 3aJaHUH,
JIeJT TI0 IOMY, CaMOpa3BUTHSL WITH
YTEHUS KHUT JIS Ce0st

10. S BBIOEIAIO MIIN 3AITHUCHIBAIO
Ba)KHBIC WACH IIPU YTCHUH KHUT
WA U3yYSHHUHN APYTHX
MaTepHaJioB (HaIIpuMep ayauo
WIH BUJICO-MATCPHUAIIOB).

14. 51 moTuBHpOBaH
caMOpa3BUBATHCA M HUYTO HE
MOXET OTBECTH MOETO BHUMaHHUS
OT JTOU LIENH.

15. Ilpu nu3y4eHur HOBOW TEMBI
YPOKa, I CTapaloch YCTAaHOBHUTH
CBSI3b MEXIy HOBOH 1 paHee
H3y4EHHBIMH TEMaMH.

17. Bo BpeMst KaKI0ro ypoka s
CIpaImmBaio cedst, ICIONb30Bal
nu 51 IHTepHeT n/uinu apyrue
pecypehl ISl CBOMX LIENEH.

18. TonabKo OT MEHSI 3aBUCUT
ycIieX MOero
camo00pa3oBaHst/00pa30BaHUs.

19. CBoe cBOOOIHOE BpeMs o
X0Yy HOCBSIIATH H3YICHHIO WA
00y4eHHUI0 TOTO, YTO MHE
HHTEPECHO.

20. IIpexxae yeM U3y4yuTh 4TO-TO
HOBOE, TTepeI0 MHOH JJOIDKHA
CTOSATH YeTKAasl LIeNb.

21. Ilocne kax10ro ypoka s
cripammBaio cebst, B IOJHOHM Mepe
JIM 51 UCTIONIb30BaJl MaTEPUAIBL.

22. 51 Bcerma oleHHUBAIO
pe3yJbTaT, BHIIIOJIHEHHOTO MHON
3aJaHMsL.

23. 51 crapatoch ObITH
BHUMAaTEJIbHBIM Ha YPOKE, TaK KaK
9TO MOJKET IIOMOYb MHE OCBOUTH
u Oyayuiie TeMbl ypoka.
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9. Cabaxk oKy OaprICBIHAA, Vit
TarCHIPMaChIH OpPBIHIAYAA, YH
mrapyacsIMeH afHaNBICKaHIa, ©31MIi
JaMBITy MaKcaThIH/a KiTarnTap
OKBIFaHJa MEH 63 yaKbITBIM/IBI
JKOCIIapJIaliMbIH.

10. Kitan okpIranga HeMece Oacka
MaTepuanaap/ bl (MbICAIIBI, ayTHO
HeMece OeliHeMaTepuainap) MEHIepy
0apbIChIHIA MaHBI3/Ibl HJICSIAP/IbI
epeKIIernen 0eIin aTaMblH HEMece
’Ka3bIIl a’JaMbIH.

14. MeH e3iMai JambITyFa O6aca Ha3ap
ayJiapaMblH JKOHE OChl MAKCATTaH
ayBITKBIMAMMBIH, OFaH IIHIPCEe Kelepri
emMec

15. J)KaHa TakpIpbIITHl MEHTEPY
OapBICBIHAA OYPHIHFBI OTIITCH
TaKBIPBIIIICH 63apa OaillaHbICTRIpyFa
TBHIPBICAMBIH

Op cabakra MmeH MHTEpHET XYifeci
MeH/HeMece Oacka OimiM Oepy
pecypcTapbiH 63 MaKcaTTapbIM
YIIIiH KAHIIATBIKThI
naiganaHFaHIbIFBIMIBI CYPaiMBbIH.

18. MeHiH OKyarsl, ©31MIi
KETUIIIpYeri *KeTICTIKTepiM TeK MaraH
raHa OalIaHBICTEL.

19. Boc yaKpITBIMIBI ©3iM€ KBI3BIK
IYHHUENEpi OKyFa, YHpEHYTe KyMCarbM
KeJeIi.

20. Bip HopceHi yipeHOec OYpHIH,
MEHJIe HaKThl MaKcaT 00JIy Kepek.

21. ©Opbip cabakTaH KeliH MECH
MaTepHalIapsl TOJIBIFBIMEH
KOJITaHFAHBIM TYPaJbl CYpaiMbIH.

22. MeH apKallaH e3iM OpbIHIaraH
TarChIPMaHbIH HOTH)KECIH OaraiaiiMbIH.

23. MeH cabakTa OapbIHIIA MYKHST
Gouryra ThIpBICAMBbIH, ce0e0l Oyt anna
OTIJICTIH TAKBIPBITAP.IBI Ja MEHIEepyTe
KOMEKTECE/I].
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25.  When I need to find
something out, | know where to
find needed information.

26. | am reluctant to take on
those tasks that | am not good at.

27. | cannot establish accurate
hypotheses about events or
problems.

29. If I set myself a goal to
learn something, then at the end
of the day or the end of the
lesson | assess the outcome of
my learning.

30.  When | am faced with a
difficult lesson topic I look for a
way to understand it.

31. lallocate most of my free
time to personal development.

32.  When | start learning a
new lesson topic, | review the
previous knowledge | may have
on the topic.

33. | can produce alternative
solutions when working on
tasks.

34. | have difficulty using
different learning strategies
during a lesson or when
preparing for my lessons (for
example, underlining or
highlighting important
points/ideas, making notes,
making flash cards).

35.  After each lesson, | assess
which of the learning resources |
used was more efficiently.

36. Generally, I find it hard to
integrate (synthesize,
summarize) information |
obtained from different school
subjects or lessons.

25. Kornma MHe HYKHO y3HaTh
YTO-TO, S 3HAO, KaK ¥ TJic HAWTH
HYXHYI0 HH()OPMALHIO.

26. 51 c HeoxoToli Oepych 3a Te
3a7a4u, KOTOPBIE Y MEHS IUIOXO
MOJTYYaroTCsl.

27. 51 He MOTy yCTaHOBHUTH
TOYHBIE THIIOTE3BI O COOBITHIX
WM rpodiemMax.

29. Ecnu s cTaBiio cebe 1enb
qTO-TO I/I3y‘-II/ITI), TO 11O
OKOHYAHUU JHS WIH IO
OKOHYAaHWH YpOKa 5
CaMOCTOSITEJILHO OILIEHUBAIO
pe3yabTAT CBOCTO O0YUCHHUS.

30. Korga s craakuBaroch ¢
TPYIHOU TEMOU ypoKa, 5 U1y
croco0 MOHSITH €é.

31. A ynensro GONBITYO YacTh
CBOETO CBOOOIHOTO BPEMEHHU
CaMOpa3BUTHUIO.

32. IIpu u3yueHuH HOBOM TEMBI
YPOKa, sl MBICJICHHO 00paIaroch K
YK€ UMEIOLTIUMCS 3HAHHSM.

33. 5l Mory pUIyMBIBAaTh
AIIbTEPHATHBHBIC METOMBI JIJIS
pelIeHus 3a1ad.

34. MHe TpyJIHO MCIOJIb30BaTh
pasHbIe CTpaTeruu 00yUYeHUs BO
BpeMsl ypOKa WIH TpH
MOJITOTOBKE K yPOKaM
(HarmpuMep, OJIESPKUBATE WITH
BBIJICNIATH BaXKHBIC UJICH, JICTIaTh
MTOMETKH, CO3AaBaTh (I
KapTOYKH, JeJaTh 3aIHCH).

35. Tlocne kaXxaoro ypoka st
OLIEHUBAIO, KaKOH U3
UCTIOJIb3YEMbIX MHOW Y4eOHBIX
pecypcoB ObLT Ooee

3¢ PEKTUBHBIM.

36. Kax npaBuino, MHe TpyIHO
MHTETpUPOBaTh (CHHTE3UPOBATH,
006001maTh) naDOpMaIHIO,
MOJYYEeHHYIO U3 PAa3HBIX
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25. Bip HopceHi Oiny kepek Oonranza,
MEH K)XKETTi aKIapaTThl KajJail :KoHe
KaWJaH i371ey KepeK CKEH/IIrH OlIeMiH.

26. MeH oHIIIa ’Kacal aIMaiTBIH
TaTCEIpManapasl 0ap HIETIMMEH
’)KacaMaiMBIH, aMaJl )KOKTBIKTaH
’KacaiMBbIH.

27. MeH okuranap MEeH npodiaemanap
TypaJsl HaKTHl O0IDKaMIapIs! OpHATa
aJaMaiMBbIH.

29. MeH 0ip HopceHi 3epTTey HeMece
MEHrepyTe alpIMa MaKcaT Kowcam,
KYHHIH HeMmece cabaKThlH COHBIH/A 63
HOTHXKEMe Oara OepeMiH.

30. TakpIpBINITHI TYCIHY MEH YIIiH
Kypzeni 6oica, OHBI TYCIHYAIH
QMiCTEPiH, KOMAAPHIH 131CHMIH.

31. MeH e3iMHIH 00C YaKBITBIMHBEIH KOTI
0eJIiTiH ©3iM/1i 1aMbITYFa apHAHMBbIH.

32. ’KaHa TaKpIpBIITHI, MaTepHAIABI
MeHrepy OapbIChIHAA OMIIa OYPHIHFBI
OiniMaepiMe cyiieHeMiH.

33. Ecenrepai mibiraprania epekiie
omicTepi KoJaHa ajaMbIH.

34. Ecenrtepai miblFaprania epekiie
azicTepi KoJiaHa alnaMblH (MbICAJIbI,
MaHBI3/IbI UIesIapAbl Oaca KepceTy
HeMece aliKpIH/Iay, eCKepTIIeNnep xKacay,
(udII-KapTanapasl kacay, skazoazap sl
Kacay).

35. Op cabax caiiblH, MEH Kail pecypcrap
eTe THiIMi OOJFaHBIH OaFaaiiMbIH.

36. OnerTe, MEH YIIIH TYpJli MEKTENTer1
TIOHJIEp/IeH HeMece

cabakTapJaH aNbIHFaH aKMapaTThl
OipikTipy (Tayngay, JKaumsliay, KOPBITY)
KUBIHABIK TYIBIPAJIBL.
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IIKOJIBHBIX IIPEAMETOB WA

YPOKOB.

37. | believe in the importance  37. 51 Bepto, 9TO IPUHUMATH 37. Cabakka GeJceH i KaThICy oTe
of playing an active role in aKTHBHOE yJacTHe Ha YpOKax MaHBI3/IbI ICT €CeTeHMIH.
learning during lessons. OYEHb BaXKHO.

38. I know how to find 38. 51 3HAKO KaK HAWTH HYKHYIO 38. MeH e3iMe KepeKTi aKImapaTTsl
information on the Internet or in  mue urpopmanuio B MatepHeTe FaJlaMTOp KEIiCIHEH HemMece

a library. WM B OMOIHOTEKE. KiTalnxaHa/iaH Kajai Tady Kkepek

€KEeHJIrH OlIeMiH.

The highest score from an item is 5. The most positive opinion (Strongly Agree) gets 5 points. The most negative
opinion (Strongly Disagree) gets 1 point. There are 5 negative items (6, 26, 27, 34, 36) in the scale. Their scoring is
done in reverse. It means that ‘Strongly Agree’ gets 1 point, Strongly Disagree gets 5 points. Maximum number of
points 150.



SELF-DIRECTED LEARNING IN KAZAKHSTANI SCHOOLS FOR TALENTED AND

GIFTED STUDENTS

APPENDIX C: Adapted 30-item Self-Directed Learning Skills Scale for Educators in

English, Kazakh, and Russian
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in English

In Russian

In Kazakh

Please indicate how much you
agree or disagree with the
following statements:

. strongly disagree
. disagree

« neutral

. agree

strongly agree

1. | take notes about important
points/ideas when studying new
material.

2. | believe I am able to
independently learn new
material/concepts, no matter how
complicated they may be.

3. When | have free time | use
Internet mostly for learning
purposes (for example, for
reading books, stories, articles,
news, or for watching videos with
useful tips and lessons).

4. | make use of different learning
strategies depending on the
properties of the material | am
studying (for example, | underline
or highlight important
points/ideas, make notes, make
flash cards).

5. I know that | can find solutions
to any problem | may encounter.

6. When | am studying new
material, | have difficulty
connecting the information | have
learned with daily life.

VKaXuTe HaCKOJIBKO BBI COTJIACHBI
WJIN HE COIJIAaCHBI CO CICAYIOIUMHU
YTBCPKACHUAMU:

« IOJIHOCTBIO HE COTIaceH

« CKOpEe He COTJIAceH, YeM
coryaceH

« 3aTPYIHSAIOCH OTBETHTH

« CKOpEE COTJIACEH, YeM HET

TIOJTHOCTBIO COTJIACEH

1. 4 memaro 3aMETKH O caMOM
BAXXHOM HpI/I I/ISyLIeHI/II/I HOBOT'O
MaTepuara.

2. 41 cuuTato, 4TO CMOTY
CaMOCTOSTEITFHO U3yYUTh HOBEIC
TIOHATHSA/KOHILIEIIHH, KAKUMH OBI
CJIOKHBIMU OHH HE OKa3aJIHCh.

3. Korga y MeHs ecTh cBOOOIHOE
BpeMs, 5 TONB3YIoCh IHTEepHETOM
B OCHOBHOM JIJIsI CAMOPa3BUTHS
(HampuMep, CMOTPIO BHICO C
TIOJIE3HBIMHU COBETaMH, YPOKAMH,
WJIM YUTal0 HOBOCTH, UCTOPUH,
KHUTH).

4. 51 nconb3yro pa3IuuHbIe
cTpaTeruu o0y4eHus B
3aBHCHUMOCTH OT MaTepHala,
KOTOPBIH 5 U3y4aro (Hampumep,
TIOJ{YEPKUBAIO WJIN BBIIEIISIO
Ba)KHBIE MJIEH, JIeJIal0 IOMETKH,
co3/aro (UIdII KapTOUKH, JETaI0
3aITHCH).

5. 4 3Hat0, 4TO CMOTY HailTu
pelIeHne, eciiy y MeHSI BOSHUKHET
Kakas-1mbo mpobiema.

6. Ilpn m3y4eHnn HOBOTO
MaTepuaia, MHE TPYAHO CBS3aTh
HOBBIE TTOHITHS/KOHIICTIIIUH C
MIOBCETHEBHOM KU3HBIO.

Temenze kenripinrexn
MoITiMIeMeIepPMEH KaHIIAIBIKTHI
KEJCETIHIHI3AI HEMECE
KeJiCIereHiHi3 i KOPCeTiHi3:

« MYJIZIEM KelliceMiH

« Kemcneimin

« Jayar Oepyre KHHAJTaMbIH
« KeIceMiH

TOJIBIKTAH KelicEMIH

1. ’Kana marepuanisl MEHTepy
0apbhICHIH/A MaHBI3/IbI IET TAKaH
JYHUEJIEpIi OeNriier, Ka3b
aNaMBbIH.

2. Xana TyciHiKTep, KOHICTIIHSIIAP
KaHIIANBIKTEl KUBIH 00JICa 1a, MEH
OHEI 63 OETIMMEH MEHIepe allaMbIH
JIETI ECENTENMIH.

3. boc yakpITBIM/Ia FAIaMTOP JKeIiCiH

HETi31HEeH 031M/i TaMBITy YIIiH
KOJIJAaHAMBIH (MBICAJIBI, TTalTaIIbl
KeHeCcTep alThUIFaH OCHHEPOIHKTEP
KOpEeMiH, KaHaJbIKTap, QHrIMeIep,
Tapuxu Hemece Oacka ja KitTanrap
OKHMBIH).

4. MeH OKBII )KaTKaH MaTepuanra
0ainaHbICTBI TYPJIl OKY
CTpaTerusuiapbiH KOJIJaHAMbIH

(MBICalBl, MaHBI3ABI HACSIIapIB! Oaca

KOpCETiM, epeKuiernen, 0o
’Ka3aMbIH, ©31Me OeJrijien asaMbIH,

¢urem-kapTanap xacaiiMblH, kaz0anap

JKacaltMbIH).

5. Erep menze kannaii na 0ip mocene
TybIHJACa, MIENIiMiH Taba
aJIaTBIHIBIFBIMIbI O1IEMIH.

6. XKana marepuanIsl MEHIepy
OapbICHIHA MEH YIIIiH KaHa
aKIapaTThl, TYCIHIKTepIi KYHICMIKTI
eMipMeH OalIaHBICTHIPY KHBIHFa
COFajbl.
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9. I plan/manage my time when it
comes to work, performing tasks,
self-development or reading for
pleasure.

10. I underline or jot down
important ideas when reading
books or studying other materials
(for example, audio or video
materials).

14. I am motivated to pursue
personal development and
nothing may distract me from this
goal.

15. When | learn new information
I try to establish a connection
between the new pieces of
information and the ones |
learned before.

17. During each learning process,
I question myself regarding
whether | have made use of the
Internet and/or other learning
resources for my purposes.

18. I hold myself responsible for
success of my learning/personal
development.

19. | want to devote my free time
to studying or learning what | find
interesting.

20. Before learning something
new | must have a clear goal in
mind.

21. After each learning session |
question myself whether I used
materials adequately.

22. | always assess the result of
my work.

9. S mnaHupyio cBOE BpeMs, Korma
JIeno KacaeTcs padoTHI,
BBINIOJIHEHHS KaKHX-JIH00 3a1ad,
CaMOPa3BUTHS WM YTCHHUS KHUT
JUIsL ce0s.

10. 41 BeIAENSAIO WIIK 3aIIUCHLIBAIO
Ba)KHBIE UJEH NPU UTEHUU KHUT
I U3yYeHUH APYTUX MaTepHajoB
(HampuMep ayIuo WK BHIEO-
MaTepHaloB).

14. 5l moTuBHpOBaH
CaMOpPAa3BUBATHCS U HUUTO HE
MOJKET OTBECTH MOETO BHUMaHHUS
OT 3TOU LIENH.

15. Ilpu u3yuyeHun HOBOTO
MaTepuana, s CTaparoch
YCTAHOBUTH CBSI3b MEX/y HOBOH U
paHee n3y4eHHOU MH(pOpPMaIHeH.

17. Bo BpeMsi Ka)k10ro y4eOHOTO
nporecca s CIparinBa ceds,
UCIIONB30BA JIU 51 VIHTepHeT u/viu
Jpyrue y4eOHbIe pecypehl AJis
CBOMUX LIEJIEH.

18. TosibKO OT MEHS 3aBHCUT
ycIex Moero
camMo00pa3oBaHHs1/00pa30BaHUs.

19. CBoe cBOOOIHOE BpeMS S
JIF00JTI0 TIOCBAIIATE U3YYESHUIO WIIH
00y4eHHIO TOTO, YTO MHE
UHTEPECHO.

20. IIpexxae yeM U3y4uTh YTO-TO
HOBOE, IIEPEJI0 MHOM JOJIKHA
CTOSATH YeTKasl Lellb.

21. Iocrne xaxaoro y4e0HOTO
Tporecca s CpammBaro ceos, B
TIOJIHOM Mepe JIU 51 UCTI0JIb30BaJl
MaTepHabl.

22. 51 Bcerna oueHuBaro pe3ynbTar,
IpOJIeNIaHHON MHOW paboTHI.
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9. MeH XyMBbICKa KaTbICTBl KaHJal /1a

Oip TarceIpManIapAbl OPEIHIAY
OapeICHIHIA, ©3IMIi JaAMBITY
MaKCaThIH/Ia KiTanTap OKbIFaH/Ia 63
YaKbITBIM/IbI JKOCTIAPJIAMBIH.

10. Kitan okelranga Hemece 0acka
MaTepuaiIapabl (MBICAIIBI, AYIHO

HeMmece OeffHeMaTeprangap) MEHIepy

OapbICBIHA MaHBI3/Ibl HICSIIAPABI
epekmieren 0eJIin aJaMbIH HEMece
JKa3bIIl aTaMbIH.

14. MeH e3iMzi JamBITyFa Oaca Ha3ap

ay/lapaMbIH JKOHE OCBI MAKCATTaH
ayLITKbIMaﬁMLIH, OFaH €HIH3PCC
Kezepri emec.

15. XKana aknapaTTsl MEHTEpY

GaprIChIHAa OYPHIHFBI aKIapaTTapMeH
e3apa 0ailIaHBICTRIPYFa THIPHICAMBIH.

17. ©Op oky ypaiciaae meH MHTepHET

JKyleci MeH/Hemece Oacka Oiim Oepy

pecypCcTaphiH 63 MaKCcaTTaphIM
YIIiH KaHIIAIBIKTHI
naianaHFaHIBIFBIMIIBI CYPAMBIH.

18. MeHiH OKyIarbl, ©3iM1i
KETUTIPYIET] )KETICTIKTepiM TeK
MaraH FaHa OailJIaHBICTEL

19. Boc yaKbITBIM/IBI ©31M€ KbI3BIK,
IYHUENEPIi OKyFa, YipeHyre
KYMCarbIM KeJle.

20. bip HopceHi yiipenbec OypbIH,
MEH/IC HAKThI MakcaT 00Jy Kepek.

21. Opbip oKy YpJiciHeH KeHiH MeH
MaTepraap/Isl TOJIBIFBIMEH
KOJIJIaHFaHbIM TYPaJibl CYpaiMBbIH.

22. MeH opKalaH e3iM OpbIH/IaFaH
TaTNChIPMaHBIH HOTH)KECIH
OarajaiiMbIH.
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23. | try to be attentive when
learning something new because
it may help me easily learn new
concepts in the future.

25. When | need to find
something out, | know where to
find needed information.

26. | am reluctant to take on those
tasks that I am not good at.

27. | cannot establish accurate
hypotheses about events or
problems.

29. If | set myself a goal to learn
something, then at the end of the
day | assess the outcome of my
learning.

30. When | am faced with a
difficult task, I look for ways to
solve it.

31. I allocate most of my free
time to personal development.

32. When | start learning
something new, | review the
previous knowledge | may have
on the new topic.

33. | can produce alternative
solutions when solving problems.

34. | have difficulty using
different learning strategies (for
example, underlining or
highlighting important
points/ideas, making notes,
making flash cards) in the
learning process.

23. 4 crapatock OBITH
BHUMATeIbHBIM, KOTJa H3y4aro
YTO-TO HOBOE, TaK KaK 3TO MOXKET
IIOMOYb MHE OCBOHMTH U HOBBIE
TIOHATHUS B OyTyIIeM.

25. Korzna MHe HYXHO y3HaTh UTO-
TO, 51 3HAIO, KaK W T HAWTH
HYXHYI0 nH(popManuro.

26. 5 ¢ HeoxoToit Oepych 3a Te
3aJ[a4M, KOTOPbIE y MEHS IIII0XO0
TIOJTY4aroTCsl.

27. 51 He MOTy yCTaHOBUThH TOYHBIE
THIIOTE3BI O COOBITHAX WIIN
mpobiemMax.

29. Ecnu 1 ctaBiro cebe 1eb 4To-
TO U3YYUTh, TO IO OKOHUAHHUH JTHS
s OLIEHUBAIO PE3YyJIbTAT CBOETO
00yYCHHS.

30. Korga s craaknBaroch ¢
TPYAHOM 3a7aueii, 51 uiry crocod
pemmuTsb e€.

31. A ynensro 607bI1yI0 9aCTh
CBOETr0 CBOOOJHOTO BPEMEHHU
CaMOPa3BUTHIO.

32. Ilpu u3y4yeHun HOBOTO
Marepuaa, st MbICJIEHHO
o0palarock K y>xe HMEIOIIIMCS
3HAHMSM.

33. 5 mory npuayMsbIBaTh
IbTepPHATUBHBIE METOMBI NIPH
peteHnn npooem.

34. MHe TpyIHO UCTIONB30BaTh
pa3HbIe CTpaTeruy O0yICHUS
(HampuMep, TOAYEPKUBATE HITH
BBIJICIIATH BaKHBIC UJICH, JIEJIATh
ITOMETKH, CO3aBaTh (DI
KapTOYKH, JIeIaTh 3aIliCH) B
nporiecce o0ydeHusl.

23. MeH KaHgait na 6ip aKmapaTThl
MeHrepy OapbIchIHIa OaphIHIIa
MYKHAT O0JIyFa THIpbICaMBIH, ce0eOi
Oyu1 OoamakTa ja MaFaH jkKaHa
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TYCIHIKTEp/Ii MEHI'epyTe KOMEKTECEI.

25. bip HopceHi Oy kepek Oosrana,

MEH KKETTi aKIapaTThl Kajal jKoHe
KaiiiaH 371y KepeK eKeHJIITiH
OinemiH.

26. MeH oHIIA )Kacail aIMalTBIH
TaTnchIpMaapabsl 0ap HUETIMMEH
’KacaMaiMBbIH, aMall )KOKTHIKTaH
’KacaliMBIH.

27. MeH okuranap MeH npobieManap
Typajbl HaKThl OOKaMaapabl OpHaTa

aJIMaMBIH.

29. MeH Oip HOpceHi 3epTTey HeMece
MEHIepyre ajjibiMa Makcat Koucam,
KYHHIH COHBIH/IA 63 ICIMHIH
HOTH)KECIH OaraaaiiMBbIH.

30. Kypnmeni Macenere tan OoJFaH
Ke3JI¢ OHBI IENIyIiH )KOJIIapbIH
131eiMiH.

31. MeH 60c¢ yaKbITHIMHBIH KOTI
OeutiriH e3iM1i 1aMbITyFa apHaiMBbIH.

32. )Kana aknaparTbl MEHrepy
OapeIChIHIA O¥fIIIa OYPBIHFEI
Oinmimaepime cyleHeMiH.

33. Macenenepi menryid OanaMairst

OICTEPiH YChIHA aJTaMbIH.

34. Oy yzaepiciaze apTypi OKbITY
dmicTepiH (MBICAJBI, MAHBI3IBI
upaesapapl 6aca KepceTy Hemece
aliKpIHJIAY, eCKepTIIeNep Kacay,
(III-KapTatapasl Kacay,
’Ka30anmap bl Jkacay) KolgaHy MaraH
KUBIHFA COFaJIbl.
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35. After each learning process, |
assess which of the learning
resources | used was more
efficient.

36. Generally, | find it hard to
integrate (synthesize, summarize)
information | obtained from
different resources.

37. | believe in the importance of
playing an active role in learning.

38. | know how to find
information on the Internet or in a
library.

35. Ilocne kaxxaoro npouecca
00y4eHHs 5 OICHUBAIO, KaKOH 13
HCTIONB3yEMBbIX MHOH ydeOHBIX
pecypcos Ob11 OoTIee

3¢ EKTHBHBIM.

36. Kax npaBuio, MHE TpyIHO
HHTETPUPOBATh (CHHTE3UPOBATH,
000011aTh) HH(GOpMaLHIo,

MOTYYCHHYIO U3 Pa3HBIX PECYPCOB.

37. 51 Bepto, UTO MPUHUMATh
aKTHBHOE yJacTHe B 00yJIECHUH
OYEHb BAXKHO.

38. 51 3Har0 KaKk HalTH Hy)XHYIO
MHe uHpopmanuro B luTepHeTe
Wi B GubIMoTeKe.

35. Opbip oKy YpAiciHEH KeiiH MeH
KOJIJIaHATBIH OKY PECYPCTapbIHbIH
KalCBICHI THIMIIIpEeK OOJFaHBIH
OaraJlaiiMbIH.

36. OperTe, MEH YLIIH TYpIi
pecypcrapaH ajJbIHFaH aKIapaTThl
UHTEerpanysuiay (Tannay, xKajrbuiay,
KOPBITY) KUBIHABIK TYABIPaJIbI.

37. Tpenunrke OenceHe KaTbICy oTe
MaHBI3/IbI e eCeNTeHMIH.

38. MeH e3iMe KepeKTi aklapaTThl
FaJIaMTOP XKeJTiCIHeH HeMece
KiTanxaHaJaH Kajiail Tady Kepek
CKeHJIIrH OieMiH.
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The highest score from an item is 5. The most positive opinion (Strongly Agree) gets 5 points. The most negative
opinion (Strongly Disagree) gets 1 point. There are 5 negative items (6, 26, 27, 34, 36) in the scale. Their scoring is
done in reverse. It means that ‘Strongly Agree’ gets 1 point, Strongly Disagree gets 5 points. Maximum number of

points 150.



