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Recent research efforts have established that self-regulated learning (SRL) is necessary for teachers to attain successful professional
development. Our study addresses two central questions: under what conditions in preservice teachers’ education can SRL
processes be enhanced to the optimum level, and how can we assess these processes? The participants of the study were ninety-
seven preservice teachers, who were engaged in real-time teaching in a video-digital Microteaching environment. Each participant
was randomly assigned to one of two groups: reflective support (RS) for SRL or no support (NS) for SRL. Participants in the
RS group were explicitly exposed to SRL aspects and were directed to address these aspects in their reflective discussions of the
teaching experience. The SRL process was measured as an online event during real-time teaching exercises, based on a coding
scheme developed for this study to identify and assess the SRL skills by two major aspects: metacognition (planning, information
management, monitoring, debugging, and evaluating) and motivation (interest and value, self-efficacy, and teaching anxiety).
Results indicate that the RS group outperformed the NS group in all SRL measures. Implications for reflective support for SRL and

event measures of real-time observations of preservice teachers’ SRL are discussed.

1. Introduction

The role of self-regulated learning (SRL) in education has
drawn much attention recently to teachers’ training pro-
grams, in light of findings that learners lack the knowledge
and skills needed to effectively manage their learning (e.g.,
[1]). Research on SRL has focused on two central questions:
how do students become masters of their own learning process?
and how can this process be evaluated? [2, 3].

SRL refers to a cyclical and recursive process that involves
three aspects: cognition, metacognition, and motivation [3—
7]. Cognition refers to simple strategies, problem solving,
and critical thinking; metacognition refers to the ability to
understand and monitor cognitive skills; motivation refers
to learners’ interest level and the value they place on the
task, as well as their beliefs and emotions regarding their
capacity to learn. All of these aspects manifest themselves
in a learning context (i.e., tasks), behaviors (i.e., time man-
agement), and learning conditions (i.e., group discussion).

There is empirical evidence (e.g., [5, 6]) that the role of
metacognition is particularly important for the learning
process. Metacognition allows individuals to plan goals,
activate prior knowledge and allocate learning resources;
manage information with optimal efficiency; monitor current
knowledge and skill levels; debug their work by improving
their understanding and correcting mistakes; reflect learning
performance against an acquired standard.

A growing body of literature highlights that metacog-
nition develops during a person’s life span (e.g., [6, 8]),
indicating that most adults have metacognitive knowledge
(declarative, procedural, and conditional) and can plan
accordingly (regulation of cognition). However, researchers
argue that learners’ cognitive and meta-cognitive skills are
mediated by motivation and emotional aspects such as
effort investment, self-efficacy, and task expectation, whereas
negative feelings (i.e., anxiety) and low task expectations
might prevent them from being engaged in the learning
activity. Consequently, it is suggested that motivation is a key



aspect that triggers the SRL cycle, emphasizing that the will
(i.e., motivation) is the prerequisite for attaining the skill
(metacognition) [3, 5, 6, 9, 10].

The importance of SRL in the education system has set
new goals for teacher training concerning the professional
growth of preservice teachers [1]. Educators and researchers
argue that teachers’ ability to cultivate learners who are
self-regulated during learning is tied to teachers’ own self-
regulation. If teachers are incapable of self-regulating their
own learning, it will be difficult for them to instill these skills
in their students [2, 11-14].

Research has indicated that SRL skills are not necessarily
acquired spontaneously. Many students of all ages do not
regulate themselves sufficiently, and even good learners may
experience trouble regulating learning in unfamiliar domains
or challenging circumstances [2, 3, 15, 16]. Therefore, these
skills should be developed and honed in settings that provide
learners with opportunities to control their own learning
(10, 16, 17].

1.1. Training Preservice Teachers in SRL Skills. Teaching is
a complex process for preservice teachers. Merely knowing
the subject matter and pedagogical strategies, or how to
manipulate a learning environment, is not the same as
knowing how, when and why to use them [2]. A good
teaching process includes understanding the material (i.e.,
knowing the subject matter and pedagogical strategies);
identifying relevant topics for teaching (e.g., taking students’
prior knowledge into account); selecting appropriate tools
and environments (e.g., computer-learning environment);
planning materials and strategies; reflecting on decisions and
actions to evaluate goals, processes, and effort. This requires
preservice teachers to use SRL skills from two perspectives—
as learners (i.e., to acquire teaching skills) and as teachers (i.e.,
implement these skills in real-time teaching) [11, 18].

A review of current research on SRL training programs
has shown that the more explicit the application and utility
of SRL skills are, the more likely it is that teachers will
implement SRL skills in both perspectives. Furthermore,
SRL training should be part of the setting (i.e., the subject
matter and learning environment) where the SRL process
takes place. Otherwise, teachers have difficulty integrating
the SRL skills into their learning and teaching [6, 15, 19-21].

Underpinning these demands, it is suggested that
teachers’ training programs should promote SRL skills by
providing support for learning these skills explicitly and
implementing them in their own teaching.

1.2. Reflective Support for Preservice Teachers’ SRL. Reflection
is defined as observing one’s own thoughts, perceptions,
actions, and achievements. Reflection is an important aspect
in the self-regulation process (e.g., [5, 10]) and is a central
goal of teacher training; it helps teachers understand their
own actions and learn from their experiences (e.g., [22,
23]). However, research indicates that teachers tend to
use reflection in a descriptive, technical way by looking
at what happened, without critical consideration of why
or considering its implications. Therefore, researchers have
suggested that systematic training programs with reflective
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aspects might be an appropriate framework for supporting
critical reflection [2, 11, 16, 24-26].

Several methods and environments can be used to facili-
tate reflection in preservice teachers: verbal self-questioning
(e.g., [2, 11, 16, 26]), inscribed portfolios to reflect on
their development as teachers and help set future learning
objectives (e.g., [27]), and a video-digital Microteaching
environment based on recordings of lessons designed and
presented by preservice teachers to their peers, followed
by reflective discussion with the peers regarding the teach-
ing performance (e.g., [28, 29]). Reflection is particularly
difficult in the Microteaching environment for preservice
teachers, as they must take on the roles of teacher, student,
classmate, and peer/friend, all within one task [28, 30].

Therefore, researchers have recommended scaffolding
reflection, which assists the interaction between peers in
the reflective process [31]. One of the common ways of
scaffolding is reflective prompts, which is defined as an
external stimulus that evokes strategy use with the objective
of enhancing learning. Overall, research supports reflective
prompting as a catalyst to foster the use of self-regulation
strategies [32, 33]. Using reflection prompts helps learners
focus on their own thoughts, processes, and activities while
interacting with materials and peer interactions [2, 11, 16,
19, 34-36]. There are two types of reflection prompts:
generic prompts that remind learners to “stop and think
about” various aspects of the learning process without
directing them towards specific evaluation criteria, and
directed prompts that instruct the learners to reflect on
specific SRL components [19, 34-36].

1.3. Assessing SRL Skills. There has been a great deal of
discussion recently regarding methods for assessing SRL
skills [3, 9, 37—40]. Previous studies focused on examining
SRL using aptitude measures (also called offline measures),
based on relatively stable traits that predict future behavior,
usually via self-report questionnaires designed to aggregate
self-regulatory responses (e.g., [41-43]). However, SRL
intrinsically involves a dynamic feedback loop, in real
time and within authentic settings, that require learners to
respond to online changes in SRL as a function of both their
skill (i.e., strategies use) and will (i.e., motivation). Therefore,
there is an increasing concern regarding the quality of data
from self-report measures of SRL processes (e.g., MSLQ:
[41]). These measures are based on students’ often inaccurate
perceptions of their own self-regulatory processes [3, 39, 44].

Researchers suggest that instead of relying on self-report
measures, measuring SRL online in a series of events has the
advantage of both being more consistent with SRL theory
and providing more accurate data on how learners monitor
and control their cognition, motivation, and behavior in a
given setting [3, 9, 15, 44].

The Microteaching environment provides comprehen-
sive data about teachers’ SRL, since it enables one to view SRL
behaviors and also to analyze processes in a dynamic social
setting. However, the subject takes on the roles of teacher,
student, classmate, and peer/friend, all within one task [30].

However, since analysis is time intensive, the main
challenge in working with this type of data is to draw a valid
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inference that relates implicit online cognitive processes
to individual events. Additionally, although online data
collection is relatively simple, it is far more difficult to create
a reliable scoring rubric or to develop online coding schemes
that accurately reflect the breadth and depth of SRL in
teaching [15]. To date, there have been few attempts at online
study of preservice teachers’ SRL during teaching [16].

Based on current recommendations for efficient SRL
training, and taking the crucial role of reflection into
consideration [5, 6, 20, 21, 45], the first goal of this study was
to investigate the effects of explicit reflective support for SRL
in a video-digital Microteaching environment on preservice
teachers’ SRL. The second goal of this study was to explore
methods of assessing SRL in real time.

In this study, we propose to examine preservice teachers’
SRL online processes in a Microteaching exercise, with
particular emphasis on measuring dynamic self-regulatory
events [3]. This study addresses two questions: (1) what
are the effects of reflective support (RS) in a video-digital
Microteaching environment on the development of SRL
skills? and (2) how can SRL be measured as an online event
during a real-time teaching exercise?

2. Method

2.1. Participants. Participants included ninety-seven preser-
vice high-school teachers enrolled in a required under-
graduate course in “Microteaching.” The participants were
randomly assigned to two experimental groups: reflective
support (RS) and no support (NS) for SRL. Pretest compar-
ison of the two groups showed no significant differences in
gender, age, or teaching experience. A quantitative compar-
ison measuring the participants’ pedagogical knowledge in
lesson design and self-report SRL questionnaire (MAI: [46])
also revealed no differences between the groups, respectively,
(F(3,91) = 0.718; P > 0.05; F(6,90) = 0.885; P > 0.05).

The study commenced at the start of the academic
semester and comprised twelve weekly pedagogical work-
shops, each two hours in length (twenty-four hours of
training in total).

2.2. Training: RS versus NS. Both groups (RS and NS)
of preservice teachers were assigned real-time teaching
exercises in a video-digital Microteaching classroom simu-
lation, approximately fifteen minutes in length. The teaching
exercise was selected by the preservice teacher and related to
one of the required topics in the curriculum as mandated by
the Israeli Ministry of Education. The exercise was recorded
on video and immediately followed by an evaluation by
the participant’s peers and the instructor in a reflective
discussion.

The first two workshops exposed the participants to
theoretical pedagogical frameworks (e.g., [47, 48]) which
emphasize the necessary knowledge for performing pedagog-
ical tasks. These theories were explicitly discussed as well as
implemented in pedagogical tasks, such as an analysis of a
lesson design or video lessons specific events.

Then, the reflective discussions for evaluating the teach-
ing exercise during the pedagogical workshops were directed

by generic prompts to “think about” [34] pedagogical issues
(e.g., the structure of the lesson; student-teacher interaction),
teaching skills (e.g., asking questions), awareness of body
language, and correct use of the board. In addition to the
generic prompting that was provided to both groups, the
reflective support (RS) group was given explicit instruction
to include SRL in its discussion.

2.3. RS for SRL. The RS preservice teachers were exposed to
SRL theory based on Schraw et al. [6] and Zimmerman [45].
The discussion included theoretical and research findings
that dealt with both the meta-cognitive aspect of the SRL
process (planning, information management, monitoring,
debugging, and evaluation) and the motivation aspect of
SRL (interest and value, self-efficacy, and teaching anxiety).
To help the participants internalize the use of SRL process,
they were given pedagogical exercises that focused explicitly
on the use of SRL skills, such as analyzing a video-recorded
lesson while paying specific attention to the teacher’s SRL in
at different points in the lesson.

The importance of explicit reflection in every phase
of the SRL process was emphasized. Consequently, the RS
group was told to direct their reflective discussions in the
pedagogical workshops by focusing on clear descriptions of
what happened and why. The evaluation utilized flashcards
that included references to the various components of
SRL from the meta-cognitive and motivation aspects, such
as: “The student put thought into the planning of the les-
son”(planning component); “The student occasionally asked
himself whether he was responding appropriately” (monitoring
component); “At the end of the lesson, the student evaluated
his achievement of the lesson’s goals” (evaluation component);
“It was important to the student to succeed in the teaching task”
(interest and value of the teaching task component); “The
student believed in his ability to succeed in the teaching task”
(self-efficacy component); “The student was focused and his
thoughts were clear” (teaching anxiety component). Table 1
summarizes the experimental design, by group.

2.4. Assessment Measures. We measured SRL skills in terms
of online events during a fifteen-minute teaching exercise
in a Microteaching environment. Using theories proposed
by Schraw et al. [6] and Pintrich [5], we developed a
coding scheme to identify and assess skills in both the
meta-cognitive aspect (planning, information management,
monitoring, debugging, and evaluating) and the motivation
aspect (interest and value, self-efficacy, and teaching anxiety)
of SRL. In contrast to the study of these aspects of SRL
that has been generally done offline (i.e., questionnaires),
our coding scheme was implemented on the video-digital-
recorded observations of real-time teaching exercises.

The digital observations were transcribed and assessed
in two steps. Three expert judges analyzed ten video-
recorded teaching exercises (the lesson taught in the exercises
differed according to the subject’s field of expertise) that
had been taken from previous Microteaching courses. Judges
independently analyzed the lessons by first dividing the
content into events (i.e., meaningful utterances) and then
categorizing each event according to the SRL aspects defined
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TABLE 1: Layout of experimental design, by group (reflective support/no support for SRL).

Reflective No supbort
Description support for SRL (NI;I))
(RS)
. . Fifteen-minute teaching exercise, recorded on video-digital film
Active engagement-teaching E h cal ped ical f Ks: .. hi J J
experience in real time xposure to t eoretical .pe agogl.ca rameworks; practicing this
knowledge via pedagogical exercises
Evaluation of the teaching experience through reflective discussion
directed by generic prompts to foster teaching skills
L . . Explicit instruction of the SRL process; practicing SRL skills via
Explicit instruction-fostering . .
pedagogical exercises v

SRL skills

Directed reflective support (flashcards) during evaluation of the
teaching experience to foster SRL skills by discussion of what and

why these skills are important

TABLE 2: Mean scores, standard deviations, and Cohen’s d scores for SRL (metacognition and motivation) by experimental group.

Support for SRL
Reflective support (RS) n =47  No support (NS) n = 50
M SD M SD F(1,95) d

Planning 2.50 .50 1.47 .69 71.44%%* 1.51
L Information 2.53 40 1.84 76 30.17%++ 0.90

Metacognition management
Monitoring 2.36 44 1.44 .83 44.93%** 1.10
Debugging 2.37 77 1.66 .86 18.24%** 0.83
Evaluating 2.46 .62 .81 .68 152.88*** 2.41
Interest and value 2.77 48 1.56 .97 35.23%** 1.24
Motivation Self-efficacy 2.65 .50 1.82 94 16.65%** 0.89
Teaching anxiety 2.50 44 1.65 .86 17.51%** 0.99

*EXP <.0001.

Note 1: component scores range from 0 to 3.

Note 2: high score in the teaching anxiety variable represents an absence of anxiety.
Note 3: d was calculated as the ratio between the difference between the two groups and the average standard deviation of the NS group.

by Schraw and Dennison [46] into categories for regulation
of cognition and Pintrich et al. [41] categories for moti-
vation. For example, events indicating that the preservice
teacher occasionally asked himself/herself whether he/she
was clear enough to ensure the students’ understanding (e.g.,
when a participant stopped the lesson and said “I must
give an introduction” because he/she saw that the students
had misunderstood what he had taught) were coded as the
component of monitoring (Metacognition aspect of SRL);
or events in which the preservice teacher showed confidence
(e.g., when a participant asked “Are you ready to practice by
yourselves?” and the class did not respond, he was not thrown
off balance and instead countered humorously, “You don’t
know?...”) were classified as self-efficacy (motivation aspect
of SRL) (See the appendix presents the coding scheme and
additional examples).

After consolidating components and agreement on
events, the judges classified the scores as high (3), medium
(2), low (1), or absent (0). Final scores ranged from 0 to 24
(score X 8 components). An event was scored as high (3)
when the preservice teacher showed explicit use of SRL with

consideration (e.g., explanations) of “why” the preservice
teacher used this event; an event was scored as medium
(2) when the preservice teacher showed explicit use of SRL
without additional consideration; an event was scored as low
(1) when the preservice teacher showed implicit use of SRL
during the event.

Interjudge reliability was calculated between the three
expert judges who evaluated six additional video-recorded
teaching exercises by scoring each SRL event which appeared
in the lessons according to the coding scheme. This process
yielded high interjudge reliability (r = 0.89). See the
appendix presents the SRL coding scheme, a description
of each component and examples of event scoring (i.e.,
meaningful statement or behavior) as occurred during the
real-time teaching experience.

3. Results

A one-way MANOVA followed by ANOVAs on the Metacog-
nition and motivation variables indicated significant dif-
ferences between the two groups (RS and NS) in both
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FIGURE 1: Metacognition level according to reflective support/no
support for SRL.

Motivation
3 277
2.65 25
2.5 1
2 -
1.5 1
1
0.5 7
0 -
Interest and value Self-efficacy Teaching anxiety
H RS
W NS

FIGURE 2: Motivation level according to reflective support/no
support for SRL.

Metacognition (see Table 2 and Figure 1): F(5,91) = 38.470,
P < 0.0001, #* = 0.679, and motivation (see Table 2 and
Figure 2): F(3,93) = 21.236, P < 0.0001, > = 0.407.
According to the mean scores displayed in Table 2 and
Figures 1 and 2 and the effect sizes between the groups,
significant differences were found between the groups. The
group who received reflective support for SRL (the RS
group) displayed higher levels of meta-cognitive skills, which
were evident in (1) clearer (i.e., structured) lesson plans;
(2) better management of information; (3) increased use
of self-judgment during the teaching exercise; (4) correct
handling of errors arising during the teaching exercise;
(5) increased attention to content taught and lesson goals
achieved. Findings indicated particularly large differences
between the groups on planning (d = 1.51), monitoring
(d = 1.10), and evaluation (d = 2.41). In contrast, the NS
group did not often engage in evaluation processes, which
are crucial for the reflection phase in the SRL cyclical model
[3, 10]. As for the motivation components, the RS group
displayed greater interest and value of teaching (d = 2.77),
higher self-efficacy (d = 2.65), and less teaching anxiety (d =
2.50) than the NS group (d = 1. 56; 1.82; 1.65, respectively).

Teaching anxiety? ﬂ
Self-efficacy

Evaluating / /
Debugging N
Monitoring / \
Information
management
Planning

Movement by movement events traces

Interest and value \
AN
\

Meanmetacognition =2.58

Meanmotivation = 2.8

FIGURE 3: SRL events traces of the participant “A” from the RS
group.

Teaching anxiety?® ﬂ
Self-efficacy R / \
Interest and value

Evaluating / f-lk

Debugging // \\ ;{ \\
Monitoring %

Information / \

management
Planning

Movement by movement events traces
2Events of teaching anxiety represent an absence of anxiety

Meanmetacognitin =231

Meanmotivation = 2

FiGURE 4: SRL events traces of the participant “B” from the NS
group.

To better understand the development of SRL in both
groups, two graphs of SRL movement-by-movement events
traces illustrate the measurement of SRL throughout the
teaching exercise in the Microteaching environment (fifteen
minutes). These SRL traces were selected randomly from
real-time teaching exercises using one preservice student
from each experimental group (see Figures 3 and 4).

As seen in these figures, the participant from the RS
group demonstrated more events of SRL (17 events) than the
participant from the NS group (15 events). And it is worth
noting that the participant from the RS group mentioned the
motivation aspects (5 events), whereas the participant from
the NS group practically ignored them (2 events).

The graphs also highlight different patterns in the SRL
event traces. While the participant from the RS group
alternated between different aspects of SRL, the participant
from the NS group mainly focused on two components
of the meta-cognitive aspect (planning and information
management).



4. Discussion

Current research in the field of SRL deals with two central
issues: the means by which learners control their own
learning process and how this process may be assessed [2, 3].
This study addresses these issues, specifically the role of
reflective support of SRL in preservice teachers” professional
training.

Our findings indicate that although preservice teachers
from both groups were exposed to reflective discussion about
real-time teaching experiences, these had different effects on
SRL. The group that received reflective support (RS) for SRL
displayed higher levels of SRL skills during their teaching
exercise than the group that did not receive support. The
SRL skills were manifested in both the meta-cognitive aspect
(planning, information management, monitoring, debug-
ging and evaluating) and the motivation aspect (interest and
value, self-efficacy, and teaching anxiety).

These findings can be explained by the different instruc-
tions given to each group. The RS group was guided specifi-
cally to pay attention to the SRL aspects (Metacognition and
motivation) and was directed to use flashcards throughout
the reflective process in order to think about and reflect
on (what happened and why) the different aspects of SRL.
The NS group was directed to use generic reflection, with
tacit and implicit instructions such as “think about” [34],
which may not have helped them fully utilize the reflective
discussion to develop their SRL. These findings support
Schon’s [49] conclusion that using knowledge in tacit and
implicit situations is especially problematic for inexperienced
preservice teachers. In contrast, the directed discussion
with flashcards enabled the preservice teachers to progress
through the SRL aspects (Metacognition and motivation) in
the teaching exercise, which may have helped them reflect
on learning and teaching from different perspectives. Our
findings also support previous studies which showed that
explicit support of SRL is necessary for the activation of SRL
processes in any learning environment [2, 6, 19, 21, 50, 51].

In addition, we found that explicit SRL support strength-
ened the motivation (interest, value of the tasks and self-
efficacy) of the RS group. Our findings support the theory
that motivation is an inherent part of the SRL cycle, thus
enabling the use of Metacognition (e.g., [5, 10, 15]). This is
important because the motivation aspect of SRL has been
given less attention by researchers than the metacognitive
aspect (e.g., [15]).

Current research on SRL highlights the importance of
measuring SRL as an online event (e.g., [3]). Event measures
are wellsuited for making causal inferences about online
changes in SRL in an authentic setting. They offer researchers
not only a sensitive measure of SRL, but also a measure of the
efficacy of various interventions geared towards encouraging
learners to use SRL skills [3, 52]. Our study focused on the
observation of teaching experiences. Until now, little research
in the SRL field has been done using real-time observations
of preservice teachers’ SRL behaviors. For a comprehensive
understanding of these behaviors, we developed a coding
scheme designed to assess SRL events during the analysis of
video-digital-recorded teaching exercises.
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However, the coding scheme enabled to analyze SRL as it
appeared (visible) in the video-recorded lessons’ statements
and behaviors. We suggested that a further research add
qualitative data to illustrate the SRL processes. In particular,
the data can be collected on preservice teachers’ internal
processes as self-reflections by interviewing the teachers on
their thinking and during their lesson.

4.1. Practical Implications, Future Research, and Limitations.
Our study makes an important contribution to the training
of preservice teachers, with a focus on increasing their SRL
skills. We recommend the use of critical reflective discussion,
which guides learners in understanding why things happened
while observing what happened, as a training method to
support the learning process and professional development
of preservice teachers. In our study, we found that using
directed prompts, such as flashcards referring to specific
evaluation criteria, can help conduct a productive critical
reflective discussion.

This study focuses on preservice teachers during their
training. We recommend tracking these preservice teachers
during their first year as inservice teachers to examine their
future professional behavior as a function of the type of
reflective support they received during their training period.

Our goal was to examine the effects of reflection support
on SRL events. Our online measurements provided us with
rich data about aspects of the SRL process (Metacognition
and motivation). However, the study was conducted in
laboratory conditions using a video-digital Microteaching
environment. To strengthen the validity of our measure,
we recommend observing the SRL process of beginning in-
service teachers during an active experience in the field,
using the same coding scheme that we developed. We
also suggest that future studies implement other event
measures with time-series analysis techniques to observe
SRL behavior [3]. Our study focused only on the effects
of RS on SRL. We suggest for further research to examine
the effects of explicit RS on preservice teachers’ ability to
transfer their SRL skills to different types of knowledge, for
example, use of pedagogical content knowledge or subject
content knowledge, and examine its impact on the academic
performance of teachers working in various disciplines,
school types, and cultures with a wide range of personal
characteristics. In addition, the data gathered for this study
was only in 15-minute segments; we cannot therefore draw
conclusions regarding the pattern of all SRL behaviors in
other teaching settings. For further research, we suggest a
long-term study (e.g., at 6 months and 12 months after SRL
training), including evaluations of both kinds (aptitude and
events). Such a study should use complementary measures to
assess aptitudes (questionnaires) and events, such as thinking
aloud, observations, log-files, and forum discussions (e.g.,
[53]). This may shed further light on the effects of explicit,
critical reflection support on other internalSRL events which
could not be observed with our type of measure.

Our study implemented explicit reflective support for
developing SRL with preservice teachers. In our opinion,
the study of reflective support as a springboard for fostering
SRL should remain a focus point for future research. Further



Education Research International

(uree (1omsue
urejdxa jou sa0(q) aarsuayaiduod
: SUOLIIUL0D D 2.491)] :
spooIsiapun wr e 31m uoneuedxs
« st 903 aaey nok : :
Jou s13] juIw3p wa) saroudr . SINUIIUO))  UOSSI] PAINJONLS
: : : sasedoyads ayy suondaouodstuu : SINNOLYIP [e1oudd
11 utvdxa [ pynoys pue swajqoxd : : : ***9q Jsnu J1 Jey) Y[} SINUTIUOD : :
T " )R ST sjuopmys : : pUE SIOIId JUUOD Surd8ngag
‘192(qns juaiaffip Surdnuapr : ¢ 99s [[IM M INq pue sanmnoyIp :
: : s . JySnoy) am Jeypn $assnOSI(] (A1) : : ‘ Surpuey (ar)
v gnoqu st uwinjod  AJNOLYIP SeH (AI) » A **A1B$S209U JOU SIUWIODIAQ) (AT) : :
: : 7 JuUauWIwIod s JuIpnis ‘
1ova asnviag, (SAes ¢ s3I " O, (shes
” Surmorroy) ¢ ”
‘aonysonb sjuopnys : ‘uonsanb sjuopnis
Sumor[og) Surmoryoq)
oposida
p1023s apostda
: 59582 I9Y)0 WOy
15414, (womysanb «
i UMO 15 JUDIPIP STY3 ST SILI0SSIIOE pue
4 AYM,, (pooiszopun ‘s[erIa)ew SuruIed]
SIOMSUE JNq SSe[d [BLIa)BW UOSSI] » poojsiapun : :
: uorsuaPIdwod  aaey A1) IoToyM QUIUOD PIM
3} SISSAIPPY) 2y} poo3IsIopun s4vap : ST [eLI) eI :
« SJUPNIS YOI O} SJUIPNIS e Surreap uoym pue
3o 15151400 1VY] S)uapNIS Sunyfiana s suvf ¢ uossa[ Y3 18y} : Sur10)TUOIA uonru3ode}aN
: : 2INSUD 0] 110} sagernoouy) ‘uewrioyrad pue T i
S0P JVYM 0§ "SaLIds Y} IDYIDYM YOIYD> 05 suorsanb Auy, arnsua o) sured
y ‘ ” ue sayeJ (111) ‘1 9snpIag. - Sutuuerd ur Surwun
ALV, ( satias J0U $20(T (11) « » 18213 savey, (111) : Co
SO e SOUap Ul 95U UOUWITIO0D
AL, Sutiamsup « g :
> a1y poojsiapun Sursn (1)
sjuapnis) :
auofiang
S2113s v Jo a1duivxa »
up Ul aA15),
" "904N0s
“**dnou unof «
« 1a110ub nok moys
*91duvxa siy} 10 1uvAI|L ST JDYM
« : . 01 Juvm [ o1doy
yaim s3daonioo asayy [eLIJeW  3sn ATU(Q '$90.4110S uoss9] :
’ : st} Jo Sunyeadg UOTeULIOJUT
JIv puvisIapun uvd jo uoneznuoud  Jo 151y v svy dnous ay3 noy3noIy o so1doy Sunoauuod werodun
nog,, ( syuopms A[19pIo 1ov3 1vY] DTOU sopm3 pue v ts302(qns e ; Juowaeurw
o) 0 Terprurejun ou ‘sjuapmnis nog op 01 10y s10818) ‘SuLpMIS 21 205 puv diors woampaq syurp O SoPTHS Butpmn3 UOT)BULIOJU
3 03 Terjiuey JUOpIIS - [INOX "op 01 3vY 195.1e] “SjUopny oy Jo 1avd 15.:1f 11 329 Ul puE UoHEWLIOJUT b UL
ASojouruid) ym 0} [BLIDJBW  110QV UOHVULIOfUL 10J UOTBWLIOJUT painyonays sasn (1r) : :
: ‘ : : : : D pvaLiim om ‘MoN - [ea1307 (1)
‘uonejuasaid exo  19818) J0U SA0(T (11) 24vY nog saye[suely, (1) : : -
: - *7 +ueyrodur os st
ue SuIAIS 19)Jy) sdno.s ojut apiatp co
T A 11 Aym poojsiapun
11m nod mop :
' ” M BPYY,,
(suonnqrnuod a3pajmoury
sjuouodwod  pue suonesrjdur snowaid syuapnis
(u0ssay a1} Jo HONSP: ‘ ¢
TUUOISNOU0) S UO0SSI ) FumIST] S)T pue 1o2(qns Sursrexrdde
P11 Y3 preo@yde[q « : ¢ N . : bumuﬁ c
: 042133 UT UOSSI] uJ ** 24024211 A[Te3]D SIOUIUDS a1 jo urfrelap pue ‘syuauoduwiod
AU} UO SAILIM ) : iy S[e03 10 U0SsI| Suruuerg
10aD 1D Ay} syuasaI{ (1) pup **s1ssopd A (1M TOSSI] Ied[D) Ay | o Suussory (1) OSSO aouanbas :
::s“m%& (om0 ! suyp fo ardog ay ], | 3} 10J 2INIONIS  2U1] 1) Ul IAJTYOR R d® [e2130] ‘s[eoS 10ssa|
i PoL, Ied sauyd( (I) 03 JUBM I " ‘1moqp Suneys :suomnoe
Avpor yiv1 |1.1,, Suruuelq (1)
3100 2100 2100
I S 4 S € S uondrsaq syuauoduwon)

(S[oA3] Bur109s Jo sajdurexy

*S)UDA JWIT)-[BAT 10 S[2AJ] SULI0DS JUAIDIP Jo sajdurexa pue 10adse yoed Jo uondrisap Quayds Surpod TS :¢ a19V],



“TYS Jo osnypyduwr = |
*SUOTJRISPISUOD JNOYIIM TS JO asn Jpo1jdxo = ¢
"AgMm JO SUOTJRIIPISUOD pue TYS Jo asn JoIdXa = €,

Education Research International

uossa|

g uossa A}
a3 Jnoy3noIy WOOISSL]d Suump Amqeqeat
uoss9| A[rsea sarow oy} S[O1 U0 TP SSOUAAIIUSNE
UO0SS3[ Y} JO PUd Ayorxue Suryoed) Juapnys, oy Sunmp syurod :uonezinn eds  (U0SsI] Y YInoIy) P Huon

o) £q AJuo 2doue)s

JO YoB[ MOT[S

& SurIomMsUR J[IYM

oy1ads je Ljorxue

wooIsse|) (1)

£jarxue jo yoe|

pue ‘suonoear

[eo13o101s4yd
WpgUoD (1) Jous0q (MA)  yaodsudng (1) BUIPAINOYIM  SIUOPNS, M. PUE DUIPYUOIIIS g
$10eY (TM1A) PRU0d Ay (1) JUDISISUOS - J0 AyQIqIxayy

wied pue
T3> st au0y, (1)
uoyvardsuy

sMoYs (1114)

smoyg (IMA)

Ayarxue Suryoea],

hom [pnanu
. OUPYUOI-J[3S
darjgouv Jo yuryy svm 2401 ], *A[oTur .
. . oeqpasy uo Sysel YoeqPaSy YIIM pue ‘uossI|
5497 U0 ppy YO, AI2A N0 J1 pIOM
(_auo ppV, UM sjuapnis  os pue qol poon) Surmp spdurexo oA royaS0y pue  SUOP Surpraord oy UT JUSUWIDAJOAUT
S IaMSUD - v% > Surpraord uaym  2uop jjap,, [U0SSI] 10] “UT00ISSB[D . a@ W W U2UMdudpyuod “yqrsuodsaz £oeorga-Jpe8 UOTIBATIOIN
' pris) DUIPYUOD JIQIYXD ay3 ynoySnoIy a3 JO [01U0D puy A3t 3vY -J[2S 3[qBIPISUOD SMOUS
<stvd prosas i aaed uosiad yoey, : .
10U $30(J (T1A)  JUSWDIOJUINY (T) surejureyy (TIA) SMOUS (T1A) {ApuaIdLJo U0SSI|
Y1 01 3s41f 213 wioLf : : : 7 (oquus peoiq e ypm - :
c Y3 s3onpuoy (114)
24014 9IM 0p MO, JuowuIsse ssepd
U3 JO PUd 343 3)
o suapngs
Jo spury quaiaffip
«1oalgns S)UIpNIS Y Ul UOTBIISUOTIP 11, Sii1109 syuapn)s )sa19)ut uIsnore
Su13sato3u1 1S2I9)UT ULID)-1IOYS B 3UISN ‘UOSSI]  UOTIUR)E SIUIPNIS ! Hvop 3} UI 1S2I)UT pue A1Anesn
: ’ : : : UaYM UIAD YD) 0] : T S aNJeA PUE JSIU]
A424 v noqv Yy 03 Sursnore ot 103 Sutuuidaq U0 SaSND0] (1A) nod aBemosus w)-Suof ursnore  A)eurdLIo ¢ UOISIA
Su108 a4 0m Avpq SOUINAY (1A Sunoxa u : SOUIJY (1A)  ©se Juryoear, (1A
! : PAL, 3y (14) ol v adoy | et A101s v 3 (14) 1yoeal,,, (14)
nod 121 jji¢ I MON,,
uorsuayprdurod
uorsuayarduwod «IDY] 295 UDD o ANULIL0D [IM aM C Guapms
syuapn)s nox sadAj jpianas SU0SSI] JXIU 1] U] (Aym SHP
oy ¢ sydoouod mou NP pue s[eo3 uossa|
« U} 0} DUDII  24aM 249Y] YULY] | ‘xedp st SunAroas  Suruonuour) ssepd
2JDUISN]]1 0] paJUDM " soyre pue woss9| P o JO JUSWIdAIYDE Sunenreag
o oYM [e1oudd SPULY IDYM : jerp os Aepoy  urjySne) sydoouod : :
] ‘U01snOU0I Uf ’ O sazrrewruing (A) ’ A M
» ur Uossaf oy} 319 dABY PaUIDI] 24 IM JVYM MU SAYLIE[D) (A)
sozLIRWILN (a) M % eYM O mN:uS:M:m ¥ ES . Buipeap pue uosso]
. m Hv ] H— wuv . AN \N: mO >H.®EE§W A>v
2100 2100 2100
I S 4 S € S uondrnsaq syuauoduwon)

1S[2A3] Sur109s Jo sadwexy

‘panunuo)) :¢ 1AV],



Education Research International

studies may devise and apply other models for supporting
SRL development in preservice and in-service teachers in
different learning environments.

In summary, this study offers a practical intervention and
a valid and reliable tool for assessing teachers’ SRL, with the
goal of enhancing such competencies not only for teachers
but also for students.

Appendix

For more details see Table 3.
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