A Tool for Gaining Insight on Students’ Self-Directed Learning Skills

Abstract

New engineering educators need to be equipped with instruments that can provide easy and
meaningful insight into students’ self-directed learning (SDL) status so they can better foster
students’ success. Students who are self-directed learners can independently initiate and take full
responsibility for learning, effectively utilize available resources in the pursuit of their goals,
develop awareness of their learning, and demonstrate the appropriate attitude essential for
individual and collaborative learning. Despite these benefits, developing SDL skills in
engineering students is often overlooked. To address this, educators have a facilitating role to
play in the development of engineering students’ SDL skills, however, this role can be
challenging for them due to the (a) high cost of using SDL instruments, especially in a large
classroom and (b) uncertainty about the validity of SDL instruments. Moreover, these challenges
may be more pronounced for new engineering educators. This study addresses these challenges
by reporting the validity evidence for an SDL assessment instrument called the Self-Rating Scale
of Self-Directed Learning (SRSSDL). The SRSSDL instrument has been widely utilized in
medical education, but in this study, it was modified for the engineering education context. The
utility of this 8-constructs, 46-item scale was demonstrated in engineering education with 111
undergraduate students across all academic levels, and the validity test was conducted in line
with the contemporary validity framework. The result of the validity test of the SRSSDL
revealed inconsistencies or instability of its constructs in the engineering education context.
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I. Introduction

Self-Directed Learning (SDL) skills are important for students irrespective of their ages. By
acquiring SDL skills, students can demonstrate a better handle or ownership of their learning
process. Knowles described SDL as "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” [1, p. 18]. SDL skills are essential
cognitive skills for workplace [2] and society [3] that can be consciously cultivated over time.

Self-Directed Learning entails autonomy and taking responsibility, many students may find these
capabilities challenging to cultivate as instructors often bear significant responsibility for
determining what students should learn [4]. Nevertheless, instructors play a pivotal role in
facilitating students' engagement in SDL practices and progressively developing students’ SDL
skills [5], until they develop autonomy (i.e., manage all or most of their learning process on their
own). To effectively carry out this role, it is important that new educators become familiar with
and adopt relevant teaching approaches.



A significant aspect of fostering students’ SDL involves assessing their SDL skills. In
engineering education, quantitative assessment of students’ SDL skills has been achieved
through analysis of pre-and post-test scores [6]-[7]; assessment of the impact of an intervention
on SDL skills [5]; and longitudinal analysis [8]. Likewise, through the use of course modules
covering topics on self-directed learning [9]-[10]; problem-based curricula [11]-[12];
engineering projects [13]; journaling [14]; and reflective writing [15], instructors have monitored
and assessed changes in students’ SDL skills. These approaches were described in studies such
as Fellows et al. [3] that entailed a range of classroom and project activities designed according
to the Hersey and Blanchard’s Situational Leadership Model [16]. During the activities, students’
SDL ability was assessed in Four stages - Dependent (stage 1), Involved, Interested, and Self-
Directed (stage 4). Ulseth [17] explored the experiences of students taught using Problem-Based
Learning (PBL) to gain in-depth understanding of the potential influence of a PBL curriculum on
students’ self-directed learning. Lombardo et al. [ 18] described a self-directed pedagogy adopted
during Harvard-HKUST Summer Design Experience, where engineering students went through
several iterations of the “design-build-test-refine-present” process. During the program, students
demonstrated autonomy in investigating problems, learning from field experts, and devising
potential solution paths. Similar studies have been conducted to foster SDL skills in engineering
education in [19]-[20].

These studies have not only highlighted qualitative and quantitative methods for assessing
engineering students’ SDL skills, but they have also revealed a potential gap in the quantitative
assessment using instruments suitable for engineering education. This study addressed this gap
by adapting an SDL assessment instrument used in nursing education in Italy for the engineering
education context in the United States. The purpose of this study was to examine the validity of
the Italian SRSSDL instrument [21] using SDL data from undergraduate engineering students in
United States and to illustrate its validity evidence. This research fills a crucial gap in the
literature on the quantitative assessment of engineering students’ SDL skills and provides new
and more established engineering educators with an SDL assessment tool to help them gain
actionable insights into their students' SDL capabilities. These insights can aid in designing
interventions and developing effective learning strategies that would improve engineering
curricula and enhance engineering students' SDL skills.

II. Literature Review
A. Andragogy and Self-directed Learning

A widespread belief in the 19" to 20" century was that in timed assessments, older adults were
often outperformed by younger counterparts, suggesting that younger adults were better learners
[22]. Some researchers believed that the aging process influences various cognitive functions
such as recalling, information processing, problem-solving, as well as the speed of doing these
things [23]. Consequently, there was a pursuit to distinguish between adult learning and child
learning. Contributing to this distinction was Knowles [24] description of andragogy as the
science of facilitating adult learning and pedagogy as the science of aiding children in their
learning process. Self-directed learning became a model that distinguished adult learners by their
ability to plan, carry out, and evaluate their learning at their own time, despite juggling job and
school responsibilities [23]. However, with the view that learners become increasingly self-



directed as they mature, there was a growing argument that self-direction should be developed in
younger learners too [23].

In recent times, the distinction between children and adults has become less distinct; some
scholars argue that andragogy falls within pedagogy [25] and others have explored andragogical
methods with participants aged 18 and above [26-27]. Studies have also highlighted the benefits
of SDL across all ages, revealing that SDL is positively related to formal educational experiences
[28] and life satisfaction [29]. Studies have also emphasized the importance of SDL for academic
learning and lifelong learning [6].

In essence, andragogical approaches to instruction (e.g., problem-based curricula [11], reflective
writing [15]) provide opportunities to engage in various aspects of SDL. These approaches
develop skills necessary for SDL (e.g., goal setting and reflective practice [30]-[31]) and
promote autonomy and responsibility-taking (e.g., PBL [18]). When implementing these
strategies, assessment tools to detect the impact on students' SDL abilities is desirable.

B. Self-Directed Learning Skills Assessment

Various SDL scales or instruments have been utilized in both education and industry to assess
SDL skills. A notable example is Guglielmino's Self-directed Learning Readiness Scale
(SDLRS) which Guglielmino et al. [32] anticipated would be of a big implication for business,
industry, and higher education. The SDLRS has 58 items across eight constructs - openness to
learning opportunities, self-concept as an effective learner, initiative and independence in
learning, informed acceptance of responsibility for one's own learning, love of learning,
creativity, future orientation, and the ability to use basic study and problem-solving skills [32,
33]. In the industry context, correlation and regression analysis of data gathered using
Guglielmino's SDLRS revealed that SDL explained the productivity of 267 lawyers in Lithuania
[34]. The same scale was used in a study by Durr et al. [33] to examine the readiness for self-
directed learning of 607 employees at a manufacturing firm. Analysis based on the occupational
categories of the employees revealed statistically significant differences among mean SDLRS
scores, with the highest mean score in the sales occupation category.

In the education context, Guglielmino's SDLRS was used by Jennings-Arey [35] to gain insight
into 20 students’ perception of their self-direction in an introductory American Sign Language
(ASL) class. Findings from this study revealed that students in majors that required them to learn
ASL had self-acquired SDL skills. Likewise, among 272 nursing undergraduates in Thailand,
Guglielmino's SDLRS revealed high level of readiness for self-directed learning [36].
Furthermore, a significant correlation between engineering students’ SDLRS score, and their
grade point average was found in the study by Litzinger et al. [8]. The wide utilization of
Guglielmino's SDLRS confirms its resourcefulness in assessing self-directed learning in industry
and higher education [32].

However, Guglielmino's SDLRS was not without limitations. Critics of the scale raised issues
with the wording and homogeneity of its constructs [37]-[38]. Its reliability was also questioned
when a poor correlation between faculty assessment of students’ SDL skills and students’
assessment of their SDL skills was observed in a study by Long and Agyekum [39]. Faculty



tended to give lower SDL ratings to Black students and higher ratings to older students. Other
SDL instruments developed after the Guglielmino's scale contained constructs described
differently to better suit the new settings. For example, in a study by Fisher and King [40]
involving 201 undergraduate nursing students in Australia, a Self-Directed Learning Readiness
(SDLR) scale was developed with 42 items categorized into three constructs - self-management,
desire for learning, and self-control. Upon examination of these constructs, variances, and
redundancies were observed, leading to a revision that resulted in a new scale with 29 items [41].
Still, critics suggested that the revised SDLR scale was not parsimonious (i.e., not concise) [42],
they recommended another scale that consisted of 36 items in four constructs - critical self-
evaluation, learning self-efficacy, self-determination, and effective organization for learning
[43]. The critics asserted that the recommended scale was more concise and highlighted
theoretical dimensions required for assessing SDL skills in medical students. The inconsistencies
of Guglielmino’s and other scales, as well as the cost implication of using some of them, served
as discouraging factors for their adoption in the current study.

As illustrated, validity studies on SDL scales have often led to the creation of new scales
considered more consistent than the previous one. Other examples of SDL scales that emerged
from the validity studies of prior scales are the Self-Directed Learning Instrument (SDLI) [44]
and the Self-Rating Scale of Self-Directed Learning (SRSSDL) [45]. The SRSSDL was
originally a 60-item self-directed learning assessment instrument developed by Williamson [46]
through a Delphi technique. This instrument was organized into five constructs - awareness,
learning strategies, learning activities, evaluation, and interpersonal skills.

To investigate the validity of the SRSSDL, it was administered to undergraduate nursing students
in the United Kingdom. The measure of internal consistency of this instrument suggested
sufficient correlation between its items and all five constructs. Cadorin et al. [45] corroborated
this result in their investigation of the construct validity of Williamson’s SRSSDL with 334
working nurses in Italy, suggesting that the instrument was valid and reliable in the Italian
context. However, upon subsequent validity study by Cadorin et al. [21], involving 847
participants in nursing and radiology, a modified SRSSDL instrument was developed. This
SRSSDL consisted of 40 items and eight constructs - awareness, attitudes, motivation, learning
strategies, learning methods, learning activities, interpersonal skills, and constructing knowledge.
Following this study, yet another version of the SRSSDL instrument with 13 items and four
constructs (i.e., awareness, attitudes, availability, and motivation) was developed by Cadorin et
al. [47].

A concurrent validity study [48] involving the Italian SRSSDL [21] and the Taiwanese SDLI
[44] revealed a 66.4% common variance, suggesting that the constructs of both instruments
substantially correlate or tend to overlap. Though this result raised confidence in the validity of
the Italian SRSSDL [21], that confidence was reduced in the results of the study by Behar-
Horenstein et al. [49] which involved 207 undergraduate pharmacy students in the United States.
Their investigation of the validity of Williamson’s and Cadorin’s SRSSD resulted in a new SDL
instrument with 55 items and five constructs - intrinsic motivation, awareness, collaboration,
reflection, and application. The authors concluded that regarding Williamson’s and Cadorin’s
SRSSDL, “there is a concern about stability” [49, p. 287].



C. Contemporary Validity framework

The importance of validity in research has been emphasized over the years with the emergence
of various validity models. In Brennan [50], Michael Kane defined validity as the "development
of evidence to support the proposed interpretations and uses of a measurement" [p. 17]. Kane
[51] conducted a review where he discussed the initial validity models that comprised construct
validity [52], content validity [53], and criterion validity [54]. These three models form the
classical validity framework [55]. While these models had their advantages, they also had
limitations, prominent ones being their lack of consideration for the value implications of score
meaning and the social consequences of score use. With these limitations, arguments, inferences,
and interpretations of validity necessitated the development of the contemporary validity
framework, which provided a more nuanced, unified, and practical view of validity [56].
According to Downing [57], contemporary validity represents construct validity which requires
multiple sources of evidence or contains multiple facets such as content, response process,
internal structure, relationship to other variables, and consequences (Table 1). Other views about
contemporary validity framework were framed within these facets [55], [58]-[59]. For research
purposes, the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing provides a comprehensive
guide and emphasizes the evolution and adaptation of validity frameworks to address
complexities of contemporary educational contexts [59].

Table 1. Contemporary validity framework as applied in this study (adapted from [55])

Source of Definition Evidence Collected

Evidence

Internal Relationship among the instrument's items and ~ Internal consistency

structure how they relate to the construct they measure Confirmatory factor
analysis

Content The degree to which items of an assessment Expert review of the

instrument are relevant to and representative of ~ SRSSDL items
the construct they intend to measure [61]

Response “Fit between the construct being measured and ~ Exclusion of similar
process nature of the responses of the individuals responses and quality check
completing the instrument or the individuals questions

conducting an observation using the
instrument.” [62, p. 162]

Relationships  The degree to which measures in similar or Correlation between the
with other dissimilar tests outside of the current study are SDL scores in this study
variables positively or negatively related [62] and those in [63]
Consequences The impact, beneficial or harmful (intended or Test preparation and
unintended) of assessment [64] administration procedure

The studies discussed above have highlighted the need for a more consistent SDL assessment in
engineering education. Of the SDL assessment scales discussed, Cadorin et al.’s [21] SRSSDL
was considered suitable for the validity current study for two reasons. First, its items aligned
with the skills to be examined in engineering students as part of a larger study that explores the
impact of metacognitive learning strategies on their self-directed learning. Second, it had been
widely used in nursing education and its validity has been confirmed in related disciplines [48,



60]. Examining the SRSSDL’s validity in a different setting- engineering education, was
necessary to ascertain its suitability for the SDL assessment of engineering students.

I11. Methods
A. Instrument Design

Cadorin et al.’s [21] SRSSDL instrument which contained 40 items and 8 constructs (Appendix
A) was used in this study. Prior to its use, modifications were done by rewording some items,
splitting some items that were compound statements, and adding new items. For example, item 7
was divided into two separate items- 7 and 8, while item 23 was divided into items 23 and 24.
Minor rewording of items 13, 21, 31, 36-39, and 45-46 was done to improve their clarity, and
four new items (i.e., 32-34 and 39) were added to the instrument to round out strategies that
engineering students often use for learning. These modifications resulted in 46 SDL items which
were necessary to eliminate ambiguity and to enhance comprehension for the participants. This
final 46-item SRSSDL instrument (Appendix A) contained the same eight constructs as in [21].
Separate from these 46 items were four quality check items worded as “For quality assurance
purposes, please select "Never" for this statement”, the remaining three items were worded in the
same format but asked that "Seldom", "Often", or "Always" be selected. Item 17 under the
motivation construct was the only negatively constructed item.

Drawing from the literature on the SRSSDL instrument, “awareness,” “attitude,” and
“motivation” constructs were described as “the main antecedents of the presence of an effective
SDL skill” [21, p. 1515]. These constructs entail taking responsibility for and understanding the
SDL process. They also entail self-evaluating attitudes and feelings used to drive learning. The
“learning strategies,” “learning methods,” “learning activities,” and “interpersonal skills”
construct entail skills needed to effectively manage the SDL process. They involve utilizing
diverse strategies and methods, such as informal discussions, individual study, managing self-
instruction modules, guided study, and teamwork. The eight construct- “constructing
knowledge” considers learners' ability to direct their own “cognitive behavior and to construct
knowledge in an active and autonomous fashion, through a structured process that is based on
experience and not on the knowledge transmitted” [21, p. 1515].

B. Participants and Settings

This study was conducted at a midwestern research intensive (R1) university in the United
States. The participants were undergraduate engineering students across all academic levels,
enrolled in four engineering courses offered in the Spring 2023. The first-year level course
entailed the use of Microsoft Excel for problem solving techniques and procedures, plotting
graphics, and doing computations with MATLAB. The course for senior level students entailed
analysis, design, and investigation of engineered steel structures, while the junior and senior
level course involved application of principles of environmental engineering in the design of
water, air, and waste management systems. The fourth course was a junior and senior level
introductory course to transport of energy and mass in biological and environmental processes.
The instructors for these courses were recruited for this study by the primary researcher and



recruitment of participants was based on the instructor's interest in using structured reflection to
facilitate self-directed learning skills in their classes.

The SRSSDL instrument was administered to the participants at the start (pre- assessment) and
end (post- assessment) of the semester. The SDL assessment was not connected to a specific
course module, homework, or project. It applied to the entire course, and it was expected that
students’ perception of their experience in a course’s activities would influence their responses to
the items of the SRSSDL. Only post-assessment data was used in this study because it was
expected to contain more reliable data about students’ perception of their SDL abilities.
Nevertheless, the pre- and post-assessment data were used to provide instructors with descriptive
statistics and interpretations of trends in students’ SDL skills. This report enabled instructors to
learn about their students' use of SDL strategies in the respective courses.

111 students out of the 159 students that enrolled in all four courses were eligible for this study
(i.e., n=111, N =159). The demographics of the participants included 55 males, 53 females, 3
other students (e.g., either non-conforming or preferring to not to disclose their gender) (Table
2). The majority of the female students were first-year students (24), while the majority of the
male students were juniors (16). In line with the requirements for human subject research, the
approval of the university’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) was obtained for this study.

Table 2: Demography information of the participants of this study

Academic Level Female Male Other  Total
First year (Freshmen) 24 10 - 34
Second year (Sophomore) 3 9 - 12
Third year (Junior) 18 16 3 37
Fourth year (Senior) 7 15 - 22
Fifth year (Super senior) 1 5 - 6
Total 53 55 3 111

C. Data Collection

The SRSSDL instrument was administered to the participants via qualtrics*™ (an online survey
platform) two times during Spring 2023 as part of the course they were enrolled in. The first
round of data collection (pre-survey) was conducted within the first or second week of the
semester, while the second (post-survey) was administered during the two weeks leading up to
the semester's end. On a 5-point Likert scale of “1 = Always”, “2 = Often”, “3 = Sometime”, “4
= Seldom”, and “5 = Never”, students rated the frequency with which they demonstrated the
SDL behavior or action described by each of the 46 SRSSDL items. For the negatively structured
item, a reversed rating applied. Although there was no specific time allotted to complete the
survey, the average completion time was about five minutes. The participants’ ratings of their
SDL skills were downloaded as .csv Microsoft Excel file.

Prior to data analysis, cleanup of the raw data was conducted in .xIsx Excel file format. Based on
four exclusion criteria that entailed not consenting to participation, failure to complete the
survey, failure to select the correct quality check options, and providing the same response to 40
or more items of the SRSSDL, some data entries were removed. The resulting 111 SDL data



entries from the post-assessment were used for this study. The .xlsx Microsoft Excel document
of these SDL data was reconverted to .csv file format suitable for R-studio software computation
during data analysis.

D. Data Analysis & Results

As per the contemporary validity framework in Table 1, inferential statistics (i.e., confirmatory
factor analysis, Cronbach’s alpha computation) were used to show internal structure validity.
Descriptive statistics (i.e., mean, and standard deviation) were used to illustrate relationship with
other variables, while the procedures of the study provided evidence of content validity, response
process, and consequences.

1. Internal Structure Validity

To show evidence of the internal structure validity of the SRSSDL instrument, confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) and internal consistency reliability were conducted.

a) Confirmatory factor analysis

Confirmatory factor analysis was used to investigate the measurement invariance of the 8-factor
model proposed by Cadorin et al. [21], [60]. CFA was performed using the lavaan package of R-
studio version 2023.09.1+494. The SDL data were read into the R software as a .csv file with 46
columns (items) of the SRSSDL modeled as a composite of 8 factors (latent variables). The
resulting model fitness to the SDL data was then inspected and interpreted. For the cut-off
criteria, recommendations by Everit and Hothorn [65] and Hu and Bentler [66] were followed.
The indices for acceptable fit of the model were: comparative fit index (CFI) > 0.95, Tucker—
Lewis's index (TLI) > 0.95, root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) < 0.06, and
standardized root-mean square residual (SRMR) < 0.08.

The results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis, as shown in Table 3, revealed that both the CFI
and TLI were below 0.95. The RMSEA exceeded 0.06 and the SRMR exceeded 0.08. These
indices collectively implied that the proposed 8-factor model provided a poor fit to the SDL data.
That is, the statistical model did not adequately represent the underlying relationships between
the variables in the SDL data, thus highlighting the need for improvements to the model.

Table 3. CFA results showing goodness of fit indices of the 8-factor SRSSDL model

Goodness of fit indices 46 items

Test statistic (y?) 1636.530
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.635

P — value (p) 0.000
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 0.607

Akaike (AIC) 11403.160
Bayesian (BIC) 11852.940
Sample-size adjusted Bayesian (SABIC) 11328.350
RMSEA (90% CI) 0.08 (0.073-0.086)

SRMR 0.091




b) Internal consistency

Internal consistency was examined using Cronbach’s alpha (o) in the psych package of R-studio.
Cronbach’s a was used as the measure of the SRSSDL’s reliability. Typically, to illustrate
reliability, all items should correlate with the total reliability score from the scale [67]. As
recommended by Cronbach et al. [52], a value > 0.70 was considered acceptable for scale
reliability. Cronbach’s a was computed for the 46-item and 8-factor instrument (version 1) and
the reliability output revealed that three factors- “Learning Methods”, “Motivation,” and
“Learning Activities” fell below 0.70, thus failing to meet the acceptable criteria (Table 4). The
output also suggested that dropping items 15 and 17 could enhance the reliability of the
“Attitude” and “Motivation” constructs. Additionally, the output revealed that items 14, 32, and
33, exhibited poor correlation with the scale, as indicated by r.drop values below 0.3 [67]. These
five items were closely examined and eventually dropped before Cronbach’s a was recomputed
for the resulting 41-item and 8-factor instrument (version 2). The results revealed an improved
Cronbach’s a for “Attitude” and “Motivation,” but a decrease Cronbach’s a for “Learning
Methods” and “Learning Activities.” Other constructs remained unchanged. Notably, in this
iteration, none of the r.drop values were below 0.3. The Cronbach’s a for “Learning Methods”
and “Learning Activities” remaining below 0.70 in the second iteration is an indication of poor
reliability of these constructs.

Table 4. Reliability of SRSSDL after two iterations of Cronbach’s alpha computation

Version 1 Version 2

Constructs Items Cronbach’s a Items Cronbach’s a
Awareness 1-8 0.78 1-8 0.78
Attitude 9-16 0.71 9-13,16 0.73
Motivation 17-22 0.62* 18-22 0.72
Learning Strategies 23-28 0.74 23-28 0.74
Learning Methods 29-35 0.61* 29-31, 34 0.59*
Learning Activities 36-40 0.66%* 36-40 0.64*
Interpersonal Skills 41-44 0.71 41-44 0.71
Constructing Knowledge 45-46 0.81 45-46 0.81

* Cronbach’s a < 0.7 acceptable criteria

2. Content Validity

Content validity of the SRSSDL was investigated through experts' review. Although the focus of
this study was to provide evidence of validity of the SRSSDL without modifying its initial
design, the review process necessitated modification of the scale to reflect the engineering
context of this study. The experts who conducted the review were three professors in engineering
with five to thirty years of experience in engineering education research. One of the experts had
substantial expertise on self-regulated learning and self-directed learning; and conducted
research in these subject areas. The other two professors contributed their expertise as instructors
of engineering courses with interest in building SDL skills in their students. All the experts have
various research interests and experience with educational assessment instruments. The experts’
review entailed discussing each item with one another, rewording, and separating some items to



ensure that the items were clear and would be easily understood by the participants. The
consensus reached by the experts led to the creation of the 46-item instrument with an additional
four items included for quality assurance (Appendix A).

3. Response Process

Quality checks responses and exclusion of same responses to survey items was done to ensure
fitness of the students’ responses to the SRSSDL items and construct.

a) Quality check responses

To show evidence of validity through the response process, students were required to provide the
correct responses to four quality check items in the SRSSDL instrument. Mismatches in a
student’s response to the required selection of “Always,” “Often,” “Seldom,” and “Never” were
flagged. Such data entry was considered unreliable and was subsequently excluded from the data
analysis.

b) Exclusion of similar responses

In addition to quality check, each student’s responses were analyzed for similar ratings across all
46 items and across items within the same construct. Data entries from students that provided the
same responses to 40 or more items were earmarked for exclusion from data analysis. For the
second category, no data entry was excluded because individual review of each construct
suggested the data were reliable. These processes were done to ensure credibility of students’
responses and of the data analyzed.

4. Relationship with other Variables

Relationship with other variables was investigated by comparing the SRSSDL scores in this
study with the SDLR scores in the study by Yuan et al. [63]. In [63], out of a total score of 200, a
mean score greater than 150 indicated a high level of self-directed learning, while a low level of
SDL was indicated by a mean score less than and equal to 150. In this study, a reverse
interpretation applied i.e., high level to moderate level of self-directed learning was indicated by
a mean score between 60 and 140 while a low level of self-directed learning was indicated by a
mean score above 140. This is because the SRSSDL had a reverse SDLR scale rating.

In Yuan et al. [63], it was expected that senior students have higher SDLR scores than junior
students, indicating a maturation process of developing self-directedness. In this study, the same
outcome is hypothesized. However, upon comparison of the two results, Yuan et al.’s study [63]
revealed that fifth-year nursing students indicated the highest level of SDL, while in the current
study, third-year engineering students showed the highest level of SDL. Although a comparable
level of SDL was observed for fourth year students in both studies (Table 5), a poor correlation
between the two scales can be deduced from the results. Confounding factors (e.g., low sample
size, mixing of data from different engineering degree programs, end-of-semester representation
of students completing the survey) may be responsible for the differences observed.



Table 5. Comparison of the average SDL scores for students using different SDL scales.

Academic Level SRSSDL Score (Engineering) SDLR Score (Nursing) [63]

n=111 Mean (SD) n =485 Mean (SD)
First year 34 104.00 (19.52) 109 154.15 (14.99)
Second year 12 109.25 (18.92) 131 153.55 (14.86)
Third year 37 96.97 (17.72) 115 153.16 (14.46)
Fourth year 22 101.09 (14.93) 102 154.76 (14.88)
Fifth year 6 108.83 (10.32) 28 168.84 (13.43)

5. Consequence of Testing

To show the consequence of the SRSSDL instrument for assessment, a description of its benefits
or harm to participants of this study is provided. In all four courses involved in this study, a
completion grade with weight less than 1% of the overall course grade was assigned to students
that completed the SRSSDL instrument. As per IRB, instructors did not have access to individual
student’s SDL data, but aggregate results of students' SDL skills in each course were provided to
them in a report. The report could have helped instructors to better understand their students and
think about their instruction. Students were also made aware of how their SDL data would be
used to minimize feelings that their individual responses would have personal consequences. On
the benefit side, the instrument may have given students ideas about strategies they employed to
help improve their learning.

1V. Discussion

The purpose of this study was to gather validity evidence for SRSSDL in an engineering
education setting. The results of CFA and Cronbach’s alpha computation were evidence of
internal structure validity. The CFA results suggested that Cadorin et al.’s [21] 8-factor SRSSDL
model is a poor fit. It does not fully capture the relationships among the variables in the SDL
data for the engineering education setting. Regarding internal consistency, the Cronbach’s o
scores suggested poor instrument reliability as some constructs fell short of meeting the
reliability criteria. These results suggest that some items may not accurately represent the
construct being measured.

Factors contributing to low internal structure validity may include unclear item wording or the
overlapping of items under multiple constructs. Moreover, the inconsistencies observed in the
SRSSDL may also be an indication of weak alignment of its items or factor to SDL theory.
Furthermore, the assumption that the factors of the SRSSDL instrument are independent of one
another is a deviation from the idea of SDL as an iterative and connected process. That means
disaggregating the factors may have also contributed to the low internal structure validity of the
SRSSDL instrument.

For the response process, potential sources of bias were identified during instrument
modification, data collection, and data analysis. Some sources of bias were addressed by
removing data entries that met the exclusion criteria and by dropping items to improve the
Cronbach’s alpha (reliability) of two constructs of the SRSSDL.



The discussion so far underscored concerns expressed by Behar-Horenstein [49] that the
SRSSDL instrument “does not identify the same constructs as the original Williamson SRSSDL
or the Cadorin and colleagues’ study” [p. 286], confirming that the SRSSDL is inconsistent in a
different setting.

For evidence of relationship with other variables, scores from the SRSSDL instrument weakly
correlated with scores from the SDLR [63]. This suggests that while both instruments assess self-
directed learning, they may emphasize different aspects within a broad construct. The evidence
of the consequence of testing with the SDL instrument suggests benefits to the participants in
identifying areas of strength and weakness, allowing them to focus on strategies for improving
their learning.

V. Limitations

In this study, two major limitations were present that may have impacted the results. First, there
was minimal modification to the SRSSDL, potentially resulting in an instrument that may not
comprehensively reflect and examine SDL skills in the engineering education context. However,
the expert review process helped make the SRSSDL usable and ensured that its original design is
retained for validity evidence gathering in the engineering education setting.

Second, the participants in this study were from two departments in a university, constituting a
small sample of engineering students in the United States. Consequently, the data collected, and
the results obtained may not be an accurate depiction of SDL skills within the broader
engineering undergraduate student population.

VI. Recommendations on using SRSSDL in an Engineering Classroom

Self-directed learning skills are essential skills for engineering students. Despite the limitations
of the SRSSDL highlighted by this study, new instructors may gain valuable insights about
students’ self-directed learning through the instrument. For example, if a student responded
“Seldom” or “Never” to being able to identify their areas of strength and weakness, the instructor
might consider a one-on-one conversation with the student to learn more about the issue.
Providing the student with an opportunity to reflect on an instructor’s assessment and feedback
may help the student to transform the knowledge of their strengths and weaknesses into habits
that can lead to better academic performance.

Some other classroom approaches that could help new engineering educators foster SDL skills in
students are:

Providing clear learning objectives. Clearly articulated learning objectives or course outcomes
can help students understand course expectations. When students understand what is expected of
them in a course, they are empowered to take ownership of their learning journey and recognize
when and where they are falling behind in their learning. Through a curriculum that is aligned
with the course’s learning objectives, instructors can foster SDL skills such as autonomy, self-
reflection, and problem solving in their students [30]-[68].



Encouraging goal setting. New educators can also guide their students in setting and meeting
learning goals through the curriculum's design. This approach would guide students in breaking
down tasks or coursework into smaller and manageable parts. Thus, motivating them to build
their strengths, improve their weaknesses and follow through on their tasks to completion [30].

Facilitating reflective practices: Integrating reflection activities in engineering curriculum can
be helpful in building students’ SDL skills. Through reflection, students can notice what they did
well and what they could have done better in their homework. Reflections coupled with the
instructor’s constructive feedback can help students approach tasks in better ways [31]-[68].

Promoting collaborative learning: SDL skills can be cultivated in students by fostering a
collaborative environment. Through group activities, interpersonal skills and problem-solving
skills can be fostered among students. Engaging with peers can also help students explore things
about which they are curious and seek help towards addressing learning challenges.

VII. Conclusion

This paper reviewed scales for evaluating students’ self-directed learning skills across various
disciplines and highlighted issues with these scales. This study's purpose was to investigate the
validity of the Self-Rating Scale of Self-Directed Learning in engineering education and to report
evidence of its validity in accordance with contemporary validity framework. The evidence of
internal structure validity revealed inconsistencies that indicated that the SRSSDL constructs
tended to vary depending on the research context or education setting in which it was
implemented. Two constructs of the SRSSDL particularly exhibited low internal consistency.
This research corroborates prior research suggesting that SRSSDL exhibits instability. To this
end, this study concludes that the SRSSDL may not be suitable for engineering education
without significant modifications to enhance its utility, validity, and its alignment with the theory
of self-directed learning.

VIII. Future Work

The current research has established the groundwork for a future study to explore self-directed
learning (SDL) assessment tailored specifically for engineering education. Such work would
entail meticulous examination of literature to better define the dimensions of self-directed
learning. This future work would also entail SDL item development and an extensive expert
review process to align the items to the theory of self-directed learning. The forthcoming study
would also involve a larger and more diverse pool of participants. Through this work, the
research team aims to develop a free, valid, and reliable SDL instrument that can be used as a
tool to accurately assess SDL skills in engineering students. This tool will greatly support other
interventions and strategies to foster SDL skills development in engineering students.



Acknowledgements

This paper is based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant
Number #2235227. Any opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed in
this material are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the National
Science Foundation.

References

[1] M. S. Knowles, The Modern Practice of Adult Education; Andragogy Versus Pedagogy.
Association Press, 1970.

[2] S. Lemmetty, and K. Collin, "Self-directed learning as a practice of workplace learning:
Interpretative repertoires of self-directed learning in ICT work, " Vocations and Learn.,
vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 47-70, 2020, doi: 10.1007/s12186-019-09228-x

[3] S. B. Fellows, R. Culver, and W. C. Beston, "Keys to success: Self directed learning," in
2000 ASEE Annu. Conf. & Expo., St. Louis, M1, Jun 2000, pp. 1-15, doi: 10.18260/1-2--
8524

[4] L. Gerard, A. Bradford, and M. C. Linn, "Supporting teachers to customize curriculum
for self-directed learning," J. of Sci. Educ. and Technol., vol 31, no. 5, pp. 660-679,
2022, doi: 10.1007/s10956-022-09985-w

[5] Q. Liu, J. Sweeney, and G. Evans. (2021). Exploring self-directed learning among
engineering undergraduates in the extensive online instruction environment during the
COVID-19 pandemic. Presented at 2021 ASEE Virtual Annu. Conf. [Online]. Available:
https://peer.asee.org/37145

[6] S. Jiusto and D. DiBiasio, "Experiential learning environments: Do they prepare our
students to be self-directed, life-long learners?," J. of Eng. Educ., vol. 95, no. 3, pp. 195—
204, 2006, doi: 10.1002/j.2168-9830.2006.tb00892.x

[7] T. Litzinger, S. H. Lee, and J. Wise, "Engineering students’ readiness for self directed
learning," in 2004 ASEE Annu. Conf., Salt Lake City, UT, Jun. 2004, pp. 1-11, doi:
10.18260/1-2--13902

[8] T. A. Litzinger, J. C. Wise, & S. H. Lee, "Self-directed learning readiness among
engineering undergraduate students," J. of Eng. Educ., vol. 94, no. 2, pp. 215-221, 2005,
doi: 10.1002/j.2168-9830.2005.tb00842.x

[9] G. Altuger-Genc and I. Aydin, "Design and development of self-directed learning (SDL)
modules for foundations of computer programming course," in 122"¢ ASEE Annu. Conf.
and Expo., Seattle, WA, USA, Jun. 2015, pp. 1-13.

[10] T. Xing, S. W. Beyerlein, and J. Crepeau, "Impact of self-directed learning modules on
preparing students to take the FE exam," in 2023 ASEE Annu. Conf. & Expo., Baltimore,
MD, USA, Jun 2023.

[11] K. Bower and K. Brannan, "Implementing self directed problem based learning in a
multidisciplinary environmental engineering capstone class," in 2005 ASEE Annual
Conf., Portland, OR, Jun. 2005, pp. 1-12, doi: 10.18260/1-2--15030

[12] W. Zheng, H. Shih, H., and Y.-L Mo, "The integration of cognitive instructions and
problem/project based learning into the civil engineering curriculum to cultivate
creativity and self directed learning skills," in 2009 Annu. Conf. & Expo., Austin, TX,
USA, Jun 2009, doi: 10.18260/1-2--5219



[13] B. K. Oh,J. H. Kunimune, J. Spicher, L. Anfenson, and P. Christianson. Undergraduate
demonstration of a hall effect thruster: Self-directed learning in an advanced project
context. Presented at 2020 ASEE Virtual Annu. Conf. [Online]. Available:
https://peer.asee.org/35409

[14] A.T. Stephan, L. Whisler, E. A. Stephan, and B. Trogden, "Using exam wrappers in a
self-directed first-year learning strategies course, in 2019 ASEE Annu. Conf. & Expo.,
Tampa, FL, Jun. 2019, doi: 10.18260/1-2--33503

[15] K. C. Chen, J. D. Stolk, and R. J. Herter, "Moving from quantitative to qualitative
analysis to capture the development of self-directed learning for a cohort of engineering
students," in 2015 ASEE Annual Conf. & Expo., Seattle, WA, Jun 2015, pp. 1-15, doi:
10.18260/p.24510

[16] G. O. Grow, " Teaching learners to be self-directed," Adult Educ. Quart., vol. 41, no. 3,
pp. 125-149, doi: 10.1177/0001848191041003001

[17] R.R. Ulseth, "Development of PBL students as self-directed learners," in 2016 ASEE
Annu. Conf. & Expo., New Orleans, LA, USA, June 2016, doi: 10.18260/p.26823

[18] C.J. Lombardo, D. Faas, A. Uttamchandani, and E. L. Hu, "Self-directed summer design
experience across disciplines and the globe,' in 2015 ASEE Annu. Conf-, Seattle, WA,
Jun. 2015, pp. 1-12, doi: 10.18260/p.24699

[19] S. A. Wilkerson, S. A. Gadsden, and E. Hill. (Jun. 2020). Drones for project-based
learning (PBL) capstone design. Presented at 2020 ASEE Virtual Annu. Conf. Content
Access [Online]. Available: https://peer.asee.org/34483

[20] B. Wittig. (Jun 2020). Problem based learning opportunities through engineers without
borders. Presented at 2020 ASEE Virtual Annu. Conf. Content Access [Online].
Available: https://peer.asee.org/34483

[21] L. Cadorin, G. Bortoluzzi, and A. Palese, "The self-rating scale of self-directed learning
(SRSSDL): A factor analysis of the Italian version," Nurse Educ. Today, vol. 33, no. 12,
pp. 1511-1516, 2013, doi: 10.1016/j.nedt.2013.04.010

[22] S. B. Merriam, "Andragogy and self-directed learning: Pillars of adult learning theory,"
New Directions for Adult and Continuing Educ., vol. 2001, no. 89, pp. 3—14, 2001, doi:
10.1002/ace.3

[23] S. B. Merriam and R. S. Caffarella, Learning in adulthood a comprehensive guide, 3rd
ed. Jossey-Bass, 2012

[24] M. S. Knowles, "Self-directed learning: A guide for learners and teachers," Group &
Org. Studies, vol. 2, no. 2, pp. 256-257, 1977, doi.org: 10.1177/105960117700200220

[25] D. M Savicevic, “Modern conceptions of andragogy: A European framework,” Stud. in
the Educ. of Adults, vol. 23, no. 2, pp. 179-201, 1991,
https://doi.org/10.1080/02660830.1991.11730556

[26] W. Conaway, "Andragogy: Does one size fit all? A study to determine the applicability
of andragogical principles to adult learners of all ages," PhD. dissertation, College of
Social. Behav. Sci., Walden Univ., MN, USA, 2009. [Online]. Available:
https://scholarworks.waldenu.edu/dissertations/692

[27] K. Yoshimoto, Y. Inenaga, and H. Yamada, “Pedagogy and andragogy in higher
education - A comparison between Germany the UK and Japan,” European J. of Educ.,
vol, 42, no. 1, pp. 75-98, 2007, https://doi.org/10.1111/.1465-3435.2007.00289.x

[28] H. B. Long, Self-directed learning: Application and research. Norman, OK, USA: Univ.
of Oklahoma Press, 1992.


https://scholarworks.waldenu.edu/dissertations/692

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

R. G. Brockett, "Life satisfaction and learner self-direction: Enhancing quality of life
during the later years," Educ. Gerontology, vol. 13, no. 3, pp. 225-237, 1987, doi:
10.1080/0380127870130303

H. Diefes-Dux and A. Singh “Students’ metacognitive strategies revealed through
reflections on their learning of process engineering concepts and skills,” in 2022 ASEE
Annu. Conf., & Expo., Minneapolis, MN, USA, 2022

A. Singh and H. Diefes-Dux, “Pairing self-evaluation activities with self-reflection to
engage students deeply in multiple metacognition strategies,” in 2023 ASEE Annu. Conf.,
& Expo., Baltimore, ML, USA, Jun 2023, doi: 10.18260/1-2--43847 [32] P.J.
Guglielmino, L. M. Guglielmino, and H. B Long, “Self-directed learning readiness and
performance in the workplace: Implications for business, industry, and higher education,”
Higher Educ., vol. 16, no. 3, pp. 303-317, 1987, https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00148972

R. Durr, L. M. Guglielmino, and P. J. Guglielmino, "Self-directed learning readiness and
occupational categories," Human Resour. Develop. Quart., vol. 7, no. 4, pp. 349-358,
1996, doi: 10.1002/hrdq.3920070406

R. Alonderien¢ and N. Suchotina, "The impact of self-directed learning on work
performance of lawyers," Org. and Markets in Emerging Econ., vol. §, no. 16, pp. 165—
176, 2017.

R. L. Jennings-Arey, "Self-directedness among American sign language learners: A study
of first-semester college students," Sign Lang. Stud., vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 301-333, doi:
10.1353/51s.2020.0003

A. Klunklin, N. Viseskul, A. Sripusanapan, and S. Turale, "Readiness for self-directed
learning among nursing students in Thailand," Nursing & Health Sci., vol. 12, no. 2, pp.
177-181, 2010, doi: 10.1111/5.1442-2018.2010.00515.x

L. A. Bonham, "Guglielmino’s self-directed learning readiness scale: What does it
measure?," Adult Educ. Quart., vol. 41, no. 2, pp. 92-99, 1991 doi:
10.1177/0001848191041002003

L. Field, "An investigation into the structure, validity, and reliability of Guglielmino’s
self-directed learning readiness scale," Adult Educ. Quart., vol. 39, no. 3, pp. 125-139,
1989, doi: 10.1177/0001848189039003001

H. B. Long and S. K. Agyekum, "Guglielmino’s self-directed learning readiness scale: A
validation study," Higher Educ., vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 77-87, 1983, doi:
10.1007/BF00140273

M. Fisher, J. King, and G. Tague, "Development of a self-directed learning readiness
scale for nursing education," Nurse Educ. Today, vol. 21, no. 7, pp. 516-525, 2001,
doi.org: 10.1054/nedt.2001.0589

M. Fisher and J. King, "The self-directed learning readiness scale for nursing education
revisited: A confirmatory factor analysis," Nurse Educ. Today, vol. 30, no. 1, pp. 4448,
2010. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2009.05.020

B. Williams and T. Brown, "A confirmatory factor analysis of the self-directed learning
readiness scale," Nursing & Health Sci., vol. 15, no. 4, pp. 430436, 2013, doi;
10.1111/nhs.12046

G. D. Hendry and P. Ginns, "Readiness for self-directed learning: Validation of a new
scale with medical students," Med. Teacher, vol. 31, no. 10, pp. 918-920, 2009, doi:
10.3109/01421590802520899



[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]

[49]

[50]
[51]
[52]
[53]
[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

[59]

S.-F. Cheng, C.-L. Kuo, K.-C. Lin, and J. Lee-Hsieh, "Development and preliminary
testing of a self-rating instrument to measure self-directed learning ability of nursing
students," Int. J. of Nursing Stud., vol. 47, no. 9, pp. 1152—-1158, 2010, doi:
10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2010.02.002

L. Cadorin, N. Suter, L. Saiani, S. N. Williamson, and A. Palese, "Self-rating scale of
self-directed learning (SRSSDL): Preliminary results from the Italian validation process,"
J. of Res. in Nursing, vol. 16, no. 4, pp. 363-373, 2011. doi: 10.1177/1744987110379790
S. N. Williamson, "Development of a self-rating scale of self-directed learning," Nurse
Researcher, vol. 14, no. 2, pp. 66—83, 2007, doi: 10.7748/nr2007.01.14.2.66.c6022

L. Cadorin, L. Grassetti, E. Paoletti, A. Cara, I. Truccolo, and A. Palese, "Evaluating self-
directed learning abilities as a prerequisite of health literacy among older people:
Findings from a validation and a cross-sectional study," Int. J. of Older People Nursing,
vol. 15, no. 1, 2020, doi: 10.1111/0pn.12282

L. Cadorin, S.-F. Cheng, and A. Palese, "Concurrent validity of self-rating scale of self-
directed learning and self-directed learning instrument among Italian nursing students,"
BMC Nursing, vol. 15, no. 1, 2016, doi: 10.1186/s12912-016-0142-x

L. S. Behar-Horenstein, D. E. Beck, and Y. Su, "An initial validation study of the self-
rating scale of self-directed learning for pharmacy education," Amer. J. of
Pharmaceutical Educ., vol. 82, no. 3, pp. 280-286, 2018.

R. L. Brennan, Educational measurement, 4th ed. Westport, CT, USA: Praeger
Publishers, 2006.

M. T. Kane, "Validating the interpretations and uses of test scores," J. of Educ. Meas.,
vol. 50, no. 1, pp. 1-73, 2013, doi: 10.1111/jedm.12000

L. Cronbach, J. Lee, and P. E. Meehl, “Construct validity in psychological tests,”
Psychological Bulletin, vol. 52, no. 4, pp. 281-302, 1955, doi: 10.1037/h0040957

R. M. Guion, “Content validity-the source of my discontent,” Applied Psychological
Measurement, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 1-10, 1977, doi: 10.1177/014662167700100103.

R. T. von Mayrhauser, “The mental testing community and validity: A prehistory,” The
Amer. Psychologist, vol. 47, no. 2, pp. 244-53, 1992, doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.47.2.244.
D. A. Cook and R. Hatala, "Validation of educational assessments: A primer for
simulation and beyond," Adv. in Simul, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 31-31, 2016, doi:
10.1186/s41077-016-0033-y

S. Messick, “Validity of psychological assessment: Validation of inferences from
persons’ responses and performances as scientific inquiry into score meaning,” 7he
Amer. Psychologist, vol. 50, no. 9, pp. 741-49, 1995, doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.50.9.741.
S. M. Downing, "Validity: On the meaningful interpretation of assessment data," Medical
Educ., vol. 37, no. 9, pp. 830-837, 2003, doi: 10.1046/j.1365-2923.2003.01594.x

D. A. Cook, B. Zendejas, S. J. Hamstra, R. Hatala, and R. Brydges, “What counts as
validity evidence? Examples and prevalence in a systematic review of simulation-based
assessment,” Advances in Health Sci. Educ.: Theory and Practice, vol. 19, no. 2, pp.
233-250, 2014, doi: 10.1007/s10459-013-9458-4.

Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing, American Educational Research
Association, 2014. [Online]. Available:
https://www.apa.org/science/programs/testing/standards



[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

[68]

L. Cadorin, V. Ghezzi, M. Camillo, and A. Palese, "The self-rating scale of self-directed
learning tool: Findings from a confirmatory factor analysis," J. of Nursing Educ. and
Prac. vol. 7, no. 2, 2017, doi: 10.5430/jnep.v7n2p31

S. N. Haynes, D. C. S. Richard, and E. S.Kubany, "Content validity in psychological
assessment: A functional approach to concepts and methods," Psychol. Assessment, vol.
7, no. 3, pp. 238-247, 1995, doi: 10.1037/1040-3590.7.3.238

J. W. Creswell and T. M. Guetterman, Educational research: Planning, conducting, and
evaluating quantitative and qualitative research, 6™ ed. New York, NY, USA: Pearson,
2019.

H. B. Yuan, B. A. Williams, J. B. Fang, and D. Pang, "Chinese baccalaureate nursing
students’ readiness for self-directed learning," Nurse Educ. Today, vol. 32, no. 4, pp.
427431, 2012, doi: 10.1016/j.nedt.2011.03.005

D. A. Cook and M. Lineberry, "Consequences validity evidence: Evaluating the impact
of educational assessments," Acad. Med., vol. 91, no. 6, pp. 785-795, 2016, doi:
10.1097/ACM.0000000000001114

B. Everitt and T. Hothorn, An Introduction to Applied Multivariate Analysis with R, 1st
ed. New York, NY, USA: Springer, 2011.

L. Hu, and P. M. Bentler, “Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives,” Structural Equation Modeling, vol. 6, no.
1, pp. 1-55, 1999, doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118

A. Field, J. Miles, and Z. Field, Educational measurement, Sage Publishing. 2006.
[Online]. Available: https://uk.sagepub.com/en-gb/eur/discovering-statistics-using-
1/book236067

T. Opanuga and H. Diefes-Dux “Weekly self-rating of proficiency with course learning
objectives: Gaining insight into undergraduate students’ perception of their learning,” in
2023 ASEE Annu. Conf., & Expo., Baltimore, ML, USA, Jun. 2023



Appendix A

Table 6. Original and Modified SRSSDL instrument

Factor/Item No. Original Item Wording [21] Revised Item Wording

Awareness

1 I identify my learning needs I identify my learning needs

2 I am able to select the most suitable I am able to select the most suitable
method for my learning learning strategies to aid my learning

3 I keep up to date with the range of I keep up to date with new learning
learning resources available resources

4 I am responsible for my learning I am responsible for my learning
process process

5 I am responsible for identifying the I am responsible for identifying the
areas I need training in areas in which I need to improve my

learning

6 I am able to maintain my motivation I am able to maintain my motivation
for learning over time for learning over time

7 I am able to plan and define my I am able to define my learning goals
learning goals

8 I am able to make a plan to meet my

learning goals

Attitude

9 I maintain good interpersonal I maintain good interpersonal
relationships with others relationships with others

10 My verbal communication is effective My verbal communication is effective

11 I find it easy to work in collaboration I find it easy to work in collaboration
with others with others

12 I am able to express my ideas freely I am able to express my ideas freely

13 I find it necessary to create I find making connections between
interdisciplinary relations in order to ~ what I am learning, and other
maintain social harmony disciplines improves my learning

14 I am able to express my ideas I am able to express my ideas
effectively in writing effectively in writing

15 I appreciate any criticism as a basis I appreciate any criticism as a basis for
for improving my learning improving my learning

16 I keep an open mind to points of view I keep an open mind to points of view
different from my own different from my own

Motivation

17 New learning is challenging for me New learning is challenging for me

18 I consider problems as challenges I consider problems as challenges

19 I am motivated by other people's I am motivated by other people's

SuccCess

SucCcCess




Factor/Item No.

Original Item Wording [21]

Revised Item Wording

20

21

22

I organize my self-learning activities
in order to develop an ongoing
learning approach in my life

I make use of any opportunities that
come my way

I am internally motivated to develop
and improve my learning method

I organize my self-learning activities in
order to develop an ongoing learning
approach in my life

I explore opportunities to enhance my
learning strategies

I am internally motivated to develop
and improve my learning method

Learning strategies

23

24

25

26

27

28

I am able to identify my areas of
strength and weakness

I am able to assess my learning
progress

I am able to assess the achievement of
my learning objectives

I am able to identify my learning
strategies

I am able to define my role within a
group

I am able to identify my areas of
strength

I am able to identify my areas of
weakness

I am able to assess my learning
progress

I am able to assess the achievement of
my learning objectives

I am able to identify my learning
strategies

I am able to define my role within a
group

Learning methods
29

30

31

32

33

34

35

I make notes or summarise all my
ideas, thoughts, and new learning

I enjoy exploring information even
beyond the prescribed aims of a
course

My concentration and my attention
increase when I read a complex study
content

I go back over and revise my new
lessons

I note or summarize my ideas/thoughts
about new things I am learning

I enjoy exploring information even
beyond the prescribed aims of a course

My concentration increases when [
work on complex material

I go back over and revise my class
notes

I think that revisiting new concepts
multiple times is an effective learning
technique

I think reflection on my learning is an
effective learning technique

I think teaching my peers a concept is
an effective learning technique

Learning activities

36

37

I think simulation is an effective
didactic technique

I think case studies are an effective
didactic technique

I think simulation is an effective
learning technique
I think relating concepts to real-world

examples is an effective learning
technique




Factor/Item No.

Original Item Wording [21]

Revised Item Wording

38

39

40

I find interactive didactic sessions are
more effective than listening to
lectures

I find role play is a useful technique
for complex learning

I find interactive learning is more
effective than listening to lectures

I think project work is an effective
learning technique

I think working with peers is an
effective learning technique

Interpersonal skills

41
42

43

44

I take part in group discussions

I feel the need to share information
with others

I find the support of my peers very
effective

My interaction with others helps me
develop my programme of further
learning

I take part in group discussions

I feel the need to share information
with others

I find the support of my peers very
effective

My interaction with others helps me
develop a plan for further learning

Constructing knowledge

45

46

I think conceptual maps are an
effective didactic technique

I use the conceptual map as a useful
method for understanding a wide
range of information

I think conceptual maps are an
effective learning strategy

I use conceptual maps to understand a
wide range of information




