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Abstract

Twenty years after Georgia’s accession to the Bologna Process in 2005, it remains an open
empirical question whether and to what extent Georgian higher education institutions have
succeeded in implementing genuine SCL practices and whether these practices actually

translate into measurable career advantages for graduates.

Georgia represents a particularly interesting case. As a post-Soviet transition country
pursuing intensive European integration, it formally committed itself early to the Bologna
principles, including the paradigmatic shift from teacher-centred to student-centred
instruction. Structural reforms — the introduction of the three-cycle system, ECTS credits,
quality assurance mechanisms, and learning-outcomes orientation — have been largely
accomplished on paper. However, numerous studies and reports indicate that deep cultural
and pedagogical transformation has lagged behind formal compliance. Persistent teacher-
dominated practices, limited institutional support for innovative teaching, and a continuing
focus on knowledge reproduction rather than competence development are repeatedly
documented. At the same time, Georgian graduates frequently report significant gaps
between the competencies acquired at university and the actual demands of the labour
market. These contradictory signals raise the central question of the present dissertation:

two decades after joining the Bologna Process, to what extent has Student-Centred

Learning (SCL) become an effective reality in Georgian higher education, and does it

actually contribute to graduates’ career success?

The overarching aim of the study is to examine the nature, extent, and effectiveness of

SCL in Georgian higher education twenty years after Bologna accession and to determine
its influence on graduates’ career success through the mediating role of individual
competencies. More specifically, the dissertation pursues two objectives: (Qualitative
study) an in-depth exploration of how academic staff perceive and implement SCL in
practice; (Quantitative study) an examination of the impact of SCL practices on the

development of competencies and, ultimately, on career success.



The present dissertation, based on 12 in-depth interviews with academic staff and data from
281 employed graduates, master’s and doctoral students, employs heuristic qualitative
research as well as quantitative research conducted through confirmatory factor analysis and
structural equation modeling. It thus constitutes a comprehensive empirical study of a key
approach of the Bologna Process—student-centred learning—in the Georgian context. The
findings are expected to carry significant theoretical, policy, and practical implications not
only for Georgia but for all post-Soviet countries navigating the difficult transition from
teacher-centred Soviet traditions toward genuine student-centred higher education within the

European Higher Education Area.

The qualitative inquiry brought to light that, twenty years after Georgia’s accession to the

Bologna Process, SCL in higher education remains largely declarative and superficial. A
stark institutional divide is evident: In public universities, particularly the large, traditional
ones, SCL is predominantly cosmetic — included in syllabi and course descriptions
primarily to satisfy accreditation requirements. In private universities, especially the
newer, smaller, and more business-oriented institutions, SCL is considerably more
authentic and integrated into everyday teaching. Lecturers employ active, interactive
methods more frequently and experience clearer institutional expectations and support for
innovative pedagogy. This public—private divergence emerged as one of the most
consistent and pronounced themes across all interviews and represents the strongest
observable predictor of the actual presence of genuine student-centred practices in
contemporary Georgian higher education.

The quantitative findings revealed an unexpected pattern: SCL did not exert the anticipated
direct positive effect on individual competencies. Academic Self-Efficacy proved to be the
dominant predictor, explaining the largest share of competence development. Individual

competencies, in turn, fully mediated the relationship with career success.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the study

In today’s globalized world, introducing reforms aimed at harmonizing educational systems
and improving their efficiency becomes essential (Javakhishvili, Gelashvili, & Bakradze,
2025). One prominent example of such reform in Europe is the Bologna Process, which
aims to enhance inclusivity, accessibility, and competitiveness in higher education by
promoting cooperation and reducing barriers among countries (European Education Area,

2022).

In line with these European initiatives, Georgia, pursuing European integration, shares
Europe’s cultural heritage and actively aligns with its educational model (Malazonia,
Maglakelidze, Chiabrishvili, & Gakheladze, 2017). This alignment is reflected in
Georgia’s strong cooperation with the EU since the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement

in 1999, which deepened further with the European Neighborhood Policy in 2004
(Darchashvili, 2021).

The Bologna Declaration of 1999, building on the 1998 Sorbonne Declaration, marked the
beginning of a process that has transformed higher education across Europe. Today, this
process includes 48 countries, including Belarus (2015) (Bologna Process Implementation

Report, 2018), and was designed to boost the competitiveness of European universities,

particularly in response to the growing influence of U.S. institutions in education and

research (Joseph & Val, 2016).

In 2005, Georgia, along with four other Eastern Partnership (EaP) countries—Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Moldova, and Ukraine—formally joined the Bologna Process at the Bergen
Summit. This step aimed to align Georgia’s higher education system with European
educational standards, enhancing its credibility and recognition both across Europe and
internationally (Ministry of Education and Science of Georgia (MES), 2012). As a result,
this milestone marked the beginning of a new era in the higher education sector,

significantly influencing both internal and external stakeholders (Sikorska, 2023).

Following the Bologna Declaration guidelines, key reforms in Georgia included

restructuring tertiary education into three cycles, implementing the European Credit
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Transfer and Accumulation System (ECTS), establishing internal quality assurance
mechanisms at the institutional level, and promoting academic mobility. Together, these
changes were designed to increase international recognition of university diplomas,
enhance competitiveness, and facilitate integration into the European Higher Education

Area (EHEA) (Sikorska, 2023).

Over time, the Bologna reforms have profoundly transformed Georgia’s higher education
landscape, affecting not only the number of institutions but also their structural and
institutional organization, operational objectives, and strategic development plans (Lejava,

Amashukeli, & Chitashvili, 2022).

One of the main objectives of these reforms was the integration of Student-Centered
Learning (SCL) into the country’s higher education system (Gogsadze, 2015, S. 4). SCL
has been shown to enhance students’ critical thinking skills, problem-solving abilities, and
learning attitudes, while also contributing to increased overall attendance (Overby, 2011).
Consequently, higher education is broadly recognized as a key driver of life success by
providing greater employment prospects, financial security, and an enhanced quality of life.
In response, universities continuously evolve to meet changing social, economic, and labor

market demands (Fiilop, et al., 2022).

Reflecting the consensus expressed in the European Higher Education Ministerial
Communiqué (Bologna Process, 2009): “Student-centred learning (...) will help
students develop the competences they need in a changing labour market and will
empower them to become active and responsible citizens” it can be concluded that SCL
plays a crucial role in fostering competencies that enhance career success. In the document,
these abilities are termed transversal competences, which higher education institutions are
expected to cultivate in their students in order to enhance their prospects for career success

(Bologna Process, 2009).

In the context of fostering career success, Parvu and Ipate emphasize that higher education
institutions (HEIs) should align their structures and practices with workforce demands. This
includes cooperating with the labor market, addressing employers’ real needs to enhance
employability, diversifying teaching methods to develop practical and transferable skills,

supporting problem-solving, adaptability, resilience, and social competencies, and fostering
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a strong motivation for lifelong learning to ensure long-term career success (Parvu & Ipate,

2010).

Career success at the individual level involves material resources, influence, and personal
fulfillment (Gattiker & Larwood, 1990). Understanding this concept enables individuals to
plan and advance their professional development (Ellis & Heneman, 1990). Moreover,

individual success within organizations significantly contributes to achieving managerial
objectives and the broader goals of business development (Aryee, Chay, & Chew, 1994).
At educational institutions, the career success of graduates serves as a valuable indicator
for evaluating the relevance and effectiveness of teaching and training programs. While
career success is a critical aspect across various disciplines, there is still a limited number
of studies worldwide examining the factors that influence employees' career success (Binh

& Nguyen, 2020).

1.2 Statement of the problem

Higher education is increasingly recognized worldwide as a key driver of individual
success, economic growth, and social mobility (Billingham, 2018; Fiilop, et al., 2022). Over
the past three decades, enrollment in higher education has grown significantly across the
globe (Calderon, 2018), reflecting the expanding role of universities in preparing students

for the workforce (OECD, 2019). In line with this trend, OECD data indicate that the

primary goal of higher education is to equip students with the skills necessary to thrive in
the labor market (OECD, 2019). Consequently, higher education institutions must design
academic and educational programs that provide both theoretical knowledge and practical
skills, enabling students to become engaged members of society and competitive
professionals in the future (Fiilop, et al., 2022; Fernandez, Ryan, & Begeny, 2023; Wood &
Olivier, 2004).

Within this context, career success has emerged as a central focus in research on higher
education outcomes (Kuh, Kinzie, & Buckley, 2006). It holds importance not only for
individuals and their organizations but also provides valuable feedback for educational
institutions themselves (Schein, 1978). However, despite its significance across many
fields, research on the factors influencing career success remains limited (Binh & Nguyen,

2020).
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In line with these developments, recent trends in higher education emphasize learning
outcomes-oriented approaches, with SCL being a key direction within the EHEA (Bologna
Process, 2005) (Bologna Process, 2009). This approach encourages active student
engagement and considers individual learning needs (Attard, loio, Geven, & Santa, 2010;
Kaput, 2018). Nevertheless, Khabeishvili (2023) points out that there is still a clear lack of
encouragement for the implementation of this approach within Georgia’s higher education

system (Khabeishvili, 2023). Similarly, Bochorishvili and Peranidze (2020) note that,

despite positive reforms, the Georgian education system continues to face challenges in
producing graduates who fully meet labor market requirements (Bochorishvili &
Peranizde, 2020). Given these circumstances, investigating the challenges facing education
and reviewing the results of reforms is key to maintaining alignment with global trends and

priorities (Darchashvili, 2021).

In the Eastern Partnership (EaP) countries (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia,
Moldova, and Ukraine), deeply rooted Soviet academic traditions made higher education
reform challenging. Universities tended to resist change, and limited resources for
curriculum development, faculty training, and infrastructure hindered rapid reform.
Additionally, transitioning from Russian as the dominant academic language complicated
research networks and international collaborations. Political instability further disrupted
reform efforts. Nevertheless, EaP states have made significant strides to modernize their
higher education systems, align with European standards, and reduce Soviet-era influences

(Sikorska, 2023).

Regarding Student-Centered Learning (SCL), a key aspect of the Bologna Process, research
in Georgia remains limited. Among recent research, the empirical study by Tvaltchrelidze
& Aleksidze (2019), titled "Georgian Teachers’ Awareness of the Importance of student-
centered Classroom Management Tendencies ", stands out. This study focuses on assessing
the tendencies of student-centered management and teaching practices in Georgian schools
(Tvaltchrelidze & Aleksidze, 2019). A later study conducted in 2022 focuses on the self-
assessment of competences by university graduates. More specifically, the research
evaluates graduates’ self-perception of their competencies and reflects the structural and
content-related imbalances existing between the education received at university and the
demands of the labor market. The study shows that despite high evaluations of general
skills development, the deficiency in practical competencies significantly limits graduates'
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career success (Amashukeli, Lezhava, & Chitashvili, 2022). It should be noted that the
majority of the study participants were graduates of public universities (Amashukeli,
Lezhava, & Chitashvili, 2022). Although the study provides a significant overview of the
impact of higher education on graduates’ competencies, it does not directly investigate SCL
practices or their quality of implementation in higher education. This represents an
important distinction from the current dissertation, which focuses specifically on the study

of SCL approache and its influence on career success. SCL approache is at the center of

Guranda Khabeishvili’s (2023) research. Although the study’s findings indicate attempts to
apply these approaches, it clearly appears that SCL still does not represent an institutional
priority for universities (Khabeishvili, 2023). This situation further accentuates the
significance of the present dissertation research — its aim is not merely to assess attitudes
or rhetorical dispositions, but to conduct an in-depth analysis of the functional practices, as
well as the accessibility and effectiveness of SCL, specifically within the Georgian higher

education context.

Furthermore, the relevance of the present study is also emphasized by the fact that The
Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Ministerial Communiqué clearly states that SCL will assist
students in developing the competencies they need in a dynamic labour market (Bologna
Process, 2009). Therefore, it is relevant to understand to what extent university graduates
acquire competencies from their university education that contribute to their career success.
The relevance of the study is further intensified by the fact that, although career success
stands out as a central aspect in higher education success research (Kuh, Kinzie, & Buckley,
2006) there is still limited international research conducted on the factors influencing it

(Binh & Nguyen, 2020).

1.3 Conceptual framework

Based on the literature analysis (Chapter 2) the conceptual framework for the major part of
the study (quantitative phase) was developed (see Figure 3). The framework illustrates the
relationship between SCL, the development of individual competencies, and career success.
It highlights SCL as the central mechanism through which students acquire key competencies
that are essential for their professional growth and labor market integration. The model also
incorporates the role of academic self-efficacy in shaping individual competence

development. Individual competencies function as a mediating variable between SCL and
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career success. In other words, SCL does not influence career success directly; rather, its
effect is transmitted through the competencies that students develop during their learning

process.

At the core of the framework is SCL, which functions as the main driving mechanism for the
development of individual competencies. The framework shows that the effectiveness of

SCL depends on two key dimensions:

1. Institutional Conditions (See Chapter 2.4.1): refer to the environment and support
structures provided by higher education institutions. These include Material

resources; Library resources; Informational resources; Student counseling and
support services. These elements contribute to the degree to which universities are
able to create a supportive learning environment that enables the implementation

of SCL principles.

2. Innovative Teaching (See Chapter 2.4.2): This dimension focuses on teaching
practices that align with student-centered approaches. This includes: Collaboration
between teachers and students; Students’ involvement in educational process;
Assessment; Use of technology in the teaching and learning; Teaching methods and

strategies.

Taken together, the conceptual framework demonstrates that the successful implementation
of SCL relies not only on pedagogical practices, but also on broader institutional support
systems. When these conditions are in place, SCL contributes to the development of
individual competencies, which, in turn, mediate students’ ability to achieve career success.
This understanding positions SCL as a transformative approach that links higher education
practices to labor market outcomes. Thus, the framework provides a basis for empirically
examining how effectively Georgian universities integrate SCL principles, the extent to
which these practices foster essential competencies, and how these competencies ultimately

influence graduates’ career trajectories.
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1.4 Research objective

The main objective of the present dissertation is to examine, through quantitative research,
the impact of SCL on the career success of graduates 20 years after Georgia's accession to

the Bologna Process.

While The Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Ministerial Communiqué clearly states that SCL will
assist students in developing the competencies they need in a dynamic labour market
(Bologna Process, 2009), the question arises: to what extent do university graduates acquire

the competencies from their university education that contribute to their career success?

However, before addressing the main research aim, it is essential to understand what SCL
entails in the Georgian context and how it is perceived by higher education stakeholders.
This is particularly important given that, as Paul Gibbs et.al notes, there appears to be a
lack of consistent and unified understanding of the concept of SCL within Georgian higher
education (Gibbs, et al., 2022). Consequently, it was also necessary to conduct a qualitative
study. The primary objective of the qualitative study is to provide an in-depth analysis of

this issue.

The study adopts a two-phase design: a qualitative phase that explores academic staff's
perceptions and experiences regarding SCL, followed by a quantitative phase examining
the relationship between SCL-related competencies and career success from the

student/alumni perspective.

Both studies address different facets of the same overarching research problem, they were
designed and executed independently, with distinct research questions, participant groups,
data-collection instruments, and analytical approaches. This two-study structure
deliberately capitalises on the unique strengths of qualitative depth and contextual richness
on the one hand, and quantitative breadth, measurement precision, and statistical modelling
on the other, thereby providing a more comprehensive and nuanced understanding of SCL

in the Georgian context than either approach could achieve alone.

The dissertation thus presents the findings of the two studies sequentially: the qualitative
study first establishes the contextual realities of SCL implementation, followed by the
quantitative study that tests its measurable impact on graduate outcomes from the alumni

perspective.
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1.5 Research questions and hypothesis

The objectives that can be achieved include finding answers to the following main

questions:

e Qualitative study (Academic and Administrative Staff Focus): What are the lived
experiences of Georgian academic staff with SCL?

¢ Quantitative study (Graduates, Master’s and Doctoral Students Focus): What effect

does SCL have on career success?

In the first phase of the study, which employs a qualitative research design and uses
heuristic inquiry as its methodology, the focus is on exploring both the conceptual
understanding and the practical implementation of SCL within Georgian higher education
institutions. This stage seeks to uncover how academic and administrative staff perceive
and interpret the principles of SCL, as well as the extent to which these principles are

integrated into actual teaching and learning practices.

In the second phase of the study, which adopts a quantitative research approach, a
conceptual framework has been developed to examine the potential relationship between
competencies associated with SCL and graduates' career success (see Chapter 2). Based on
this framework, the following hypotheses have been formulated to guide the empirical
investigation:

H1: SCL — Individual Competencies

SCL have a positive effect on Individual Competencies.

H2: Academic Self-efficacy — Individual Competencies

Academic Self-efficacy positively affects Individual Competencies.

H3: Individual Competencies — Career Success

Individual Competencies positively affect Career Success.

1.6 Ethical considerations

Ethical principles and standards must be upheld throughout all phases of the research
process (Babin, Carr, Griffin, & Quinlan, 2015). These principles can be categorised into
four main areas (Bell, Bryman, & Harley, 2019; Gray, 2020):

e Ensuring that respondents are not harmed;
29



e Securing informed consent from participants;
e Protecting the privacy of respondents; and

e Refraining from employing any form of deception.

Participation in a survey must be entirely voluntary, and no one should be forced to take
part. If a respondent chooses not to participate, their decision should be fully honored.
Additionally, respondents should have the right to withdraw from the survey at any point

(Sekaran & Bougie, 2020).

It is the researcher’s responsibility to identify any potential risks to participants and to take
appropriate steps to mitigate them (Bell, Bryman, & Harley, 2019). A study may be
considered harmful if it results in participants experiencing embarrassment, ridicule,
belittlement, psychological discomfort, or any form of anxiety, stress, or negative emotional

response (Gray, 2020).

Privacy or anonymity guarantees that respondents remain unidentifiable without their
permission, while confidentiality involves maintaining the security and privacy of the

information provided (Zikmund, D’ Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017).

Respondents should receive complete information regarding the objectives and procedures
of the study (Zikmund, D’Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017), and it is essential
that informed consent is obtained from all participants (Sekaran & Bougie, 2020). Informed
consent guarantees that participants receive adequate information about the study, enabling
them to make an informed decision about their participation (Bell, Bryman, & Harley,
2019).The researcher is responsible for explaining the research procedures to respondents
before requesting their consent in the relevant section of the questionnaire. If organisations
are involved, consent must also be obtained from the organisation (Gray, 2020). Since no
organizations participated, this study required solely the informed consent of the individual
respondents. For online self-administered questionnaires, informed consent may be secured
by providing participants with an electronic checkbox to indicate their agreement

(Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019).

Overall, the process adhered to the ethical standards established by East European
University. The ethical considerations implemented in this study are discussed in detail

below.
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Prior to the start of the research, ethical approval was obtained from the Ethics Committee
of the East European University. Data collection began only after receiving this approval.
The participants in the study were provided with a Participant Information Sheet, which
included the following detailed information:

e The aim and subject of the research;

e The voluntary nature of participation and the right to withdraw at any time without

any negative consequences;

e (Guarantee of data confidentiality and participant anonymity;

e The possibility of audio recording (Qualitative part of the study);

e Assurance of data protection and compliance with ethical research standards;

e The potential benefits of the research, both for the participants themselves and for

the broader educational system.

In addition, participants in the qualitative research signed a Consent Form, thereby
indicating their agreement to take part in the study. In the case of the online survey, where
participants completed the questionnaire electronically, consent was obtained through the
appropriate checkbox selection.
Participants were made aware that taking part in the study was entirely voluntary. They
were explicitly informed that they could discontinue their involvement at any stage, without
any negative repercussions. This information was shared at the outset of the study, and
participants were encouraged to ask questions about their rights throughout the research
process.
Prior to the recordings, participants in the in-depth interviews had been informed that their
participation would be documented. Verbal consent was secured from each participant
before the recording began, ensuring that they were fully aware of and had agreed to being
recorded.
To maintain participants’ anonymity during the recordings, participants were assigned code
numbers to ensure that their identities were not disclosed during the interviews. After
transcription, all personal identifiers, including names, locations, and any other identifying
information, were removed from the transcripts.
All personal data collected during the study were securely stored in accordance with the
data protection requirements established by the Government of Georgia. All electronic files,
including audio recordings and transcripts, were kept on a password-protected computer

and backed up on an encrypted external hard drive accessible only to the researcher. Any
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printed documents were stored in a locked cabinet in a secure location, accessible only to

the principal investigator. Only authorized personnel involved in the research had access to

the data. The data were retained only for the duration necessary to complete the research

and reporting process. After the study was concluded, all personal data were permanently

deleted.

Overall, all stages of the research were guided by ethical principles, ensuring the reliability

of the data, the researcher’s professional responsibility, and the protection of participants’

dignity (Babin, Carr, Griffin, & Quinlan, 2015; Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019).
1.7 Definitions of terms

Student-Centred Learning (SCL)

A pedagogical approach that shifts the focus of instruction from the teacher to the
student, prioritizing active student participation, individualization of learning paths,
learner autonomy, and the development of competences over mere knowledge
transmission (Kaput, 2018; Wulf, 2017; Schweisfurth & Elliott, 2019).

Academic Self-Efficacy

The individual’s belief in his or her own ability to successfully organize, execute, and
achieve desired academic goals and tasks (Bandura, 1993; Bandura, 1977; Salomon,
1984)

Individual (Transversal) Competencies

Transferable competencies — including problem-solving, communication skills,
creativity, teamwork, critical thinking — that enable effective performance across
diverse professional and life contexts (Whittemore, 2018; Balcar, Janickova, &
Filipova, 2014).

Career Success

An individual’s personal evaluation of his or her career progression, encompassing
perceived achievement, job satisfaction, work—life balance, and overall professional
fulfilment (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000; Xin, Zhou, Li, & Tang, 2020; Mirvis & Hall,
1994; Dries, Pepermans, & Carlier, 2008; Judge, Cable, Boudreau, & Bretz, 1995).
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CHAPTER 2 REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
2.1 Student-Centered Learning (SCL)
2.1.1 Student-Centered Learning: Definition

The determination of the ideal educational philosophy is a contentious matter that
frequently takes the shape of a struggle between the two most common teaching
philosophies: the Teacher-Centered Approach and the Student-Centered Approach. The
primary source of knowledge, according to the first strategy, is the teacher. In order to
understand content, the student is expected to adhere to the teacher's directions and
information (Sablonniere, Taylor, & Sadykova, 2009). In a Teacher-Centered approach,
students focus exclusively on the instructor, who dominates classroom activities. Within
this model, the teacher serves as the primary — and often sole — source of knowledge,
while students take on a more passive role in the learning process (Kumar M. K., 2016).
The second strategy contends that education should be based on the needs and skills of the
student. Instead of imparting knowledge, the teacher's job is that of a facilitator in the
learning process. Students can concentrate solely on their education thanks to the SCL

(Sablonniére, Taylor, & Sadykova, 2009).

The Learner-Centered (or Student-Centered) Approach shifts the focus of teaching from
the teacher to the students, promoting autonomy and independence. In this model, learning

is active: students must engage in discussion, write, connect new knowledge to prior
understanding, and apply it in daily life, integrating learning with their own experiences
(Kumar M. K., 2016). Fundamentally, SCL moves away from a standardized approach
toward a more individualized, student-centered model. Although there is no universal
definition or rigid program for its implementation, the approach emphasizes tailoring
instruction to each student’s specific needs, goals, and interests, often incorporating their

input (Kaput, 2018).

In today’s knowledge-based society, where expert information rapidly becomes outdated,
it is increasingly important for universities to equip students with skills for independent
learning and navigating uncertainty. This shift highlights the need to prioritize the
development of key competencies over the mere transmission of content. Teaching
strategies that foster a SCL culture, such as inquiry-based learning, are particularly effective

in cultivating essential skills like self-directed learning (Wulf, 2017).
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Understanding SCL requires a fundamental understanding of the constructivist approach.
According to constructivist theories of effectiveness, learning is more effective when
students are actively involved and in charge of what and how they learn. (Schweisfurth &
Elliott, 2019). It can be said that SCL cultures are based on constructivist findings, taking
into account the activity of learners in the process of knowledge acquisition; emphasizing
self-regulated and autonomous learning processes that occur in social interaction; taking
into account social, emotional, and motivational aspects of the learning process in addition
to cognitive factors; responsive to varying prior knowledge and experiences; and involving

an active participation of students (Wulf, 2017).

The role of the instructor alters when instruction is learner-centered. Teachers that put their
students first are no longer the top performers. They are educators who also create learning
experiences (Weimer, 2002). In traditional teaching, educators primarily introduce new
material, guide students, and monitor their progress, keeping learners in a relatively passive
role. In contrast, a Student-Centered Learning environment gives students an active role,
encouraging them to take responsibility for their own learning and development within a
community of learners and educators, emphasizing independent and self-directed learning

(Walf, 2017).

Lea et.al (2003), in their review of research on SCL, identify several core principles that

characterize this approach (Lea, Stephenson, & Troy, 2003): These include an emphasis on
active rather than passive learning, a focus on in-depth knowledge and understanding,
increased student accountability and responsibility, greater learner autonomy,
interdependence between instructors and students, and mutual respect between students and

teachers.

2.1.2 What impact does SCL have on learning outcomes?

Although various SCL methods, such as goal-setting and project-based learning, have been
studied, comprehensive research on the approach remains limited. Nevertheless, the

existing studies have produced promising results (Kaput, 2018).

In this chapter, some studies are briefly presented whose results show that SCL strategies
have a positive impact on student achievement. But first it is interesting to see what students
think about this approach. University students' opinions regarding SCL were examined by
Lea and colleagues (2003). The complimentary techniques of collecting and analyzing
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qualitative and quantitative data were used in two investigations. Focus groups were used
in the first study while an online survey was used in the second (Lea, Stephenson, & Troy,

2003).

The investigations showed that, generally speaking, pupils had a favorable opinion of SCL.
Even though most students in the focus group study said they didn't understand the notion,
they spoke extensively about what they thought it might represent. Students described a
continuum of learning and teaching as well as essential components of the process.
Students' views about the goal and efficiency of such an approach, as well as support for
the definitions of SCL developed in the focus groups, were subsequently examined more
broadly in the quantitative study. A student-centered strategy was proven to have
advantageous effects on learning in this situation as well. Students' worries about educators
striking a balance between an approach that was too teacher-driven on the one hand and
unduly student-centered on the other were one of the key difficulties that emerged from the
research. Students believed more student-centered methods of instruction to be more
effective and motivating than traditional didactic models. However, they raised concern
about a strategy that, in the name of being student-centered, lacked direction, structure, and

support (Lea, Stephenson, & Troy, 2003).

In 2008, a notable study on SCL was conducted in Turkey, which illustrates the
effectiveness of the approach. The goal of the study was to ascertain how student
achievement was affected by student-centered training methods (Gelisli, 2009). In this
research, an experimental design with a "pretest — post-test control group" was used. There
were students in the test group (n=30) and control group (n=30) who were determined out
of the groups randomly (Gelisli, 2009). Individual presentations, group exercises that made
the students participate, discussions, and PowerPoint presentations helped to enhance the
student-centered course. In the comparison group, courses involved teacher presentations.
It was discovered that when student-centered strategies were used, student engagement in
learning and teaching processes was much higher than it was in the teacher-centered group

(Gelisli, 2009).

Also, the results of recent studies indicate the effectiveness of SCL. For example, Kassem

(2019) demonstrated the impact of student-centered instruction on students’ knowledge

levels. According to the researcher, switching to student-centered instruction can boost
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performance. Shaqra University's two English classrooms took part in the study. Over the
course of a school year, the treatment class was instructed using student-centered methods.
The identical courses were given to the control group using traditional teacher-centered
methods. In all affective variables, the treated class outperformed the control class,
according to analysis of the independent sample t-test (Kassem, 2019). According to
Kassem, student-centered instruction improved students' integrative motivation, attitudes,
self-efficacy, autonomy, and beliefs about (language) learning, according to the study's
findings. Additionally, it eased pupils' anxiousness. It makes sense that independent
learners would exhibit greater motivation, better attitudes, and higher levels of self-efficacy
than those who rely solely on their teachers. When they actively participate in various
learning activity formats, such as in pairs, small groups, and individually, students with
debilitating anxiety can eventually overcome their fear and increase their self-efficacy.
Students who succeed in their academic endeavors feel less anxious and have better self-
efficacious beliefs in their talents (Kassem, 2019).

Also, the results of the study by Gordon et.al clearly showed how active learning methods
increase student engagement (Gordon, Bolwell, Raney, & Zepke, 2022). The 103 fourth-
year veterinary students at Massey University were divided into two groups at random,
each consisting of 51 and 52 individuals. During a one-hour lecture period, the group of 51
students received a conventional didactic teacher-centered lecture. Using the student-
centered active learning method, the teacher presented the same subject to the group of 52
students for a second hour of lectures (Gordon, Bolwell, Raney, & Zepke, 2022). The
problem-solving and communication skills of the students in the active learning class were
said to have improved as a result of the learning activity. They contributed actively to the
learning process (Gordon, Bolwell, Raney, & Zepke, 2022). The students that participated
in the active learning episode seemed to value the group work since they noted that their
peers frequently assisted them in understanding complex ideas through group discussion.
These students claimed that there would not have been as much chance for student-to-
student interaction if they had merely been passive listeners in the regular lecture (Gordon,
Bolwell, Raney, & Zepke, 2022). However, it was heartening to see that many students felt
more confident after the active learning session and that they found the group exercise to
be less daunting than having to respond to questions in front of the entire class (Gordon,

Bolwell, Raney, & Zepke, 2022).

36



2.1.3 Challenges of a Student-Centered Learning culture

In his study, Kumar (2016) focused on the challenges of implementing student-centered
strategies in classrooms. Lack of interest and confidence, lack of instructor and student
interest, class size, and pupils' unease when working with others were the problems.
Additionally, it was discovered from the analysis of teachers' interviews that pupils struggle
with discipline while using different student-centered teaching strategies and lack the

ability to convey their ideas clearly in English (Kumar M. K., 2016).

In conclusion, he claims that school administrators should encourage student-centered
management and give their teachers training and skills so that both teachers and their pupils
can achieve better results. Teachers must utilize tailored, student-centered classroom
management strategies since classrooms are diverse and contain students with a wide range
of learning needs and learning styles. The needs of individual students cannot be met by
teacher-centered classroom management techniques like deploying classroom-wide

behavior management systems or adhering to programmed teachings (Kumar M. K., 2016).

Learner-centered education has generally been criticized as a "Western" pedagogy unsuited
for cultural contexts where cultural relationships norms and epistemological beliefs about
what should be learned and how do not line up with its democratic foundations and
constructivist understandings of the nature of knowledge (Schweisfurth & Elliott, 2019)..
Teachers and students in Western nations have been exposed to both the teacher-centered
and student-centered approaches through public discussions as well as practical classroom
experiences. For instance, the United States, Canada, and the European Union invest a
sizable amount of money in promoting a student-centered approach at all educational
levels. The term student-centered approach refers to a broad range of methodologies that
have been created. cooperative learning, student-centered instruction, and hands-on

learning are some of these (Sablonniére, Taylor, & Sadykova, 2009).

In Central Asia, the discussion about whether education should be teacher-centered or
student-centered differs significantly from that in Western contexts. This is largely because
the student-centered model is relatively new to the region, and teachers and students have
only recently begun to engage with the contrast between the two approaches (Sablonnicre,
Taylor, & Sadykova, 2009). These debates are occurring against a backdrop of rapid
political, economic, and social transformation that has profoundly affected educational
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systems in the region. As a result, questions concerning what should be taught and how it
should be taught become particularly significant. In societies undergoing such rapid
change, the choice between teacher-centered and student-centered approaches is not merely
a pedagogical matter, but one that carries broader implications for long-term cultural and

societal development (Sablonniére, Taylor, & Sadykova, 2009).

During the Soviet era, Central Asia adopted an educational model that was predominantly
teacher-centered. Today, this traditional Soviet-based system is being challenged due to
increased exposure to Western educational ideas and the growing promotion of student-
centered approaches. The expansion of non-governmental organizations (NGOs), along
with the involvement of foreign educators and institutions in the region, has prompted
discussions about the potential benefits of shifting from a teacher-centered to a more

student-centered model (Sablonni¢re, Taylor, & Sadykova, 2009).

Numerous research point to a good impact in terms of fostering in-depth learning strategies,
self-motivation, and student diversity. However, in recent years, SCL strategies have come
under scrutiny because it appears that not all students would benefit equally from them,
they place heavy demands on teachers and structural elements, and the research on the

expected benefits is inconsistent (Wulf, 2017).

Clearly defining the goals of autonomy and self-directed learning is essential in supporting
students’ roles within a student-centered model. Because SCL formats are often perceived
as more complex, the aims and didactic structure of this shift must be communicated
transparently in order to avoid negative attitudes that may hinder deep learning (Wulf,
2017). To address differences in prior knowledge, optional supplementary courses linked
to specific modules and learning outcomes may still be required. Furthermore, expectations
for independent study should be explained at the beginning of the course; otherwise,
students may engage in only minimal self-study, which limits deeper understanding and
encourages surface-level learning strategies (Wulf, 2017). Regarding educators, fostering
a shift in learning culture demands strong engagement in teaching, a consistent student-
centered approach, and advanced pedagogical and technical skills. Student-centered
learning requires significantly more preparation and supervision, while involving less
direct classroom time, and this must be considered when determining teaching workloads.

Current workload calculation models, which are based on the number of courses taught,
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reflect a teacher-centered paradigm and do not account for the varying levels of effort

required by different learning formats or by an SCL culture more broadly (Wulf, 2017).

2.1.4 Conclusion

In this chapter, a more comprehensive examination of the SCL approach has been
presented. SCL represents a significant shift in educational philosophy, moving away from
traditional teacher-centered methods toward approaches that prioritize learner autonomy,
engagement, and active participation. The research reviewed in this chapter demonstrates
that SCL can positively influence academic achievement, motivation, self-efficacy, and
critical thinking skills, particularly when students are actively involved in collaborative and
reflective learning activities. Empirical studies from various contexts indicate that SCL
enhances student engagement, fosters deeper learning, and supports the development of

essential 21st-century competencies.

Despite its benefits, the implementation of SCL is not without challenges. Cultural and
institutional contexts—such as those in Central Asia—can influence how effectively SCL
strategies are adopted. This highlights the importance of tailoring SCL approaches to local
conditions.

While not universally applicable, SCL provides an effective framework for promoting
meaningful, student-centered learning. Its successful implementation requires careful
planning, clear communication of learning goals, and ongoing support for both students
and educators. When applied thoughtfully, SCL has the potential to enhance learning
outcomes, promote independent and self-directed learning, and prepare students to navigate

the complexities of knowledge-based societies.

2.2. Theoretical framework

2.2.1 Constructivism approach

One significant limitation of education is that students must actively develop knowledge in
their own brains, professors cannot simply transmit knowledge to them. In other words,
they gather and modify information, compare new and old data, and update rules when they
are no longer applicable. The learner is viewed as an active agent in the process of acquiring
knowledge in the constructivist perspective on education (Bada & Olusegun, 2015). As a
result, understanding SCL requires a fundamental knowledge of the constructivist

approach. As mentioned above, Constructivist theories suggest that learning becomes more
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effective when students take an active role in the process and have control over both the
content and the methods of their learning (Schweisfurth & Elliott, 2019).

Education in mathematics and science is dominated by constructivism, which has been
variously described as a philosophy, an epistemology, a cognitive perspective, or a
pedagogical approach. Its fundamental tenet is that all knowledge is created/ constructed;
it does not come from passive reception. This foundational idea is shared by all
constructivist schools and forms, as well as by cognitive psychology. Today, few academics
would disagree that people actively create their own knowledge (Noddings, 1998 ).
Constructivism is one of the key concepts in education. It has huge effects on how educators
educate students and train new instructors. Constructivism, as already mentioned, is a
learning theory that can also be found in psychology, that describes how individuals may
learn and acquire knowledge. As a result, it directly relates to education. According to the

thesis, people derive knowledge and meaning from their experiences (Bada & Olusegun,

2015).

The straightforward concept of produced knowledge is surrounded by two significant ideas.
The first is that students build new understandings on top of what they currently
comprehend. There is no blank slate upon which new information can be inscribed. Instead,
prior information influences the new or modified knowledge that learners will generate
from new learning experiences (Phillips, 1995). The second idea is that learning is not
passive but active. The new learning environment forces learners to challenge their
understanding in light of what they find there. If what students experience conflicts with
what they already know, their understanding may adapt to take into account the new
information. Students remain engaged throughout this process by applying their current
understandings, noting pertinent details in new learning situations, evaluating the
consistency of prior knowledge and newly acquired knowledge, and making modifications
to their knowledge depending on their evaluation (Phillips, 1995).

Bada and Olusegun (2015) describe benefits of Constructivism (Bada & Olusegun, 2015):
Bada and Olusegun (2015) describe benefits of Constructivism (Bada & Olusegun, 2015):
Constructivist learning encourages students to actively participate in the learning process
rather than passively receive information. It promotes critical thinking and deeper
understanding instead of simple memorization, allowing knowledge to be applied across
different contexts. Students gain ownership over their learning through questioning,

exploration, and involvement in assessment, which fosters motivation, creativity, and
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stronger retention. Additionally, constructivism supports the development of
communication and collaboration skills, as learners work together, share ideas, and

negotiate meaning—preparing them to engage effectively in real-world situations (Bada &

Olusegun, 2015).

A significant portion of the literature on the definitions of "constructivist teachers" is
summarized by Brooks and Brooks (1993). A constructivist teacher, in their minds, is
someone who will support and accept student initiative and autonomy, encourage students
to communicate with one another and the teacher, allow pupils to build relationships and
develop metaphors (Brooks & Brooks, 1993).

In conclusion, it can be claimed that the constructivist framework for learning theory
encompasses a variety of viewpoints. Each of these viewpoints is based on the idea that
people actively create knowledge from their experiences. As a result, information cannot
simply be transferred from one learner to another; rather, it must be created by each learner
on their own. Reflective practice, self-directed learning, and experiential learning are a few
examples of constructivist learning. These instructional techniques clearly demonstrate that
the emphasis is entirely on the student's development of knowledge within a social

environment (McLeod, 2003).

2.2.2 Historical roots of Constructivism

John Dewey
Constructivism learning theory is grounded in both philosophy and psychology and offers

a new way of understanding education. Some trace its roots back to Socrates, whose
questioning method exemplifies constructivist teaching. Later, Kant’s work also reflected
constructivist ideas, arguing that individuals do not access the external world directly;
instead, they interpret and construct knowledge through internal cognitive structures (Jia,
2010). In perspective of psychology, the first who contribute a lot to the development of
constructivism thought and apply it to education and students' growth and learning are
John Dewey, Jean Piaget, and Lev Vygotsky (Jia, 2010).

John Dewey had a profound and lasting impact on American education, particularly on
progressive education. He also influenced later developmental theorists such as Jean Piaget
and Lev Vygotsky. Although each of them had different perspectives, they shared Dewey’s
core belief that education should nurture children’s natural development and potential,

rather than impose knowledge passively (Matthew, 2003).
41



Constructivism and Dewey's view of knowing share many similarities (Noddings, 1998 ).
His models in this area contributed to the pedagogical revolution of the previous century.
Students are characterized as active learners by John Dewey. His view of students as
engaged champions of their own objectives is still relevant today and widely acknowledged
(Noddings, 1998 ). Dewey criticized authoritarian organizations and, as a result,
conventional teaching strategies in schools because of his steadfast commitment to
democracy and his confidence in the power of civil societies and education. Most
importantly, Dewey thought that the kid was at the center of all of academia and that his
educational philosophy and reforms were largely focused on the child. He believed in
progressive education and campaigned for changes in pedagogical components of teaching
and school curricula (Sikandar, 2015).
There are three areas where this excellent educator's educational thought has contributed
(Sikandar, 2015):

¢ Education philosophies of Dewey

e Dewey's view of learning and experience

e The student's and teacher's roles

Dewey makes it abundantly obvious in Democracy and Education (1916) that the goal of
teaching follows from the teaching style. Due to the pedagogical nature of teaching and
learning, the topic matter should be planned wisely. The teacher should arrange and link
the subject matter to the pupils, bearing in mind their needs, wants, interests, and cognitive
growth, as he demonstrates in "How We Think." The subject matter alone is not a guarantee

of learning and development (Sikandar, 2015).

We can perceive a strong connection between a child's life and his experiences as a
continuous process in Dewey's theory of education, which he views as the purpose of
education. In this approach, education has the potential to give a kid social skills. Education
is pointless unless this connection is created. According to Dewey, interactivity and

consistency of experiences are strongly correlated (Sikandar, 2015).

Dewey thought that an educational experience needs to be based on or connected to past
experiences in order to be beneficial. There must be a continuity between experiences
(Noddings, 1998 ). Teachers give meaning and purpose to these experience (Sikandar,

2015). They must therefore be aware of their students' earlier learning experiences in order
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to create new learning activities that are based on them, as well as their current learning
activities in order to prepare activities that will help students get a more sophisticated
understanding of the subject (Noddings, 1998 ). Dewey argued that learning should be both
continuous and meaningful for students in the present. He stressed the importance of active
interaction between students and the subject matter. When such interaction is missing,
students lose interest and confidence, and learning becomes mechanical—focused only on
giving correct answers for teacher approval. This undermines the belief that education
should help individuals create personal meaning. Because of his emphasis on student
involvement and activity, Dewey’s approach became known as child-centered education

(Noddings, 1998 ).

Dewey was more concerned with a child's ability to establish their uniqueness. As
curriculum, subject matter, and concepts were imposed on him in school, the child's voice
was completely ignored. Dewey believed that children are the most susceptible members
of society because they are directly impacted by the behaviors and viewpoints of
academics, who set rules on him and exert control over him (Sikandar, 2015). According
to Dewey, there is no single method of teaching that fits all learners. Learning should be
planned based on students’ abilities and experiences, and teachers should provide freedom
for students to explore and connect ideas across different subjects. He promoted
interdisciplinary learning and student choice in how they move through knowledge.
Although his approach faced practical challenges—such as how to organize curriculum and
assess growth—Dewey remains a major influence in modern education, shaping ongoing

discussions on progressive, student-centered learning (Sikandar, 2015).
Jean Piaget and Lev Vygotsky

As mentioned above, Dewey, Piaget, and Vygotsky are the first thinkers who made
significant contributions to the development of constructivism philosophy and applied it to
education and students' growth (Jia, 2010). According to Matthew (2003), Constructivism
as it relates to education is a relatively new phenomena that essentially stems from the work
of Swiss developmental psychologist Jean Piaget (1973) and Russian psychologist Lev
Vigotsky (1978) (Matthew, 2003). Piaget's research focused on the cognitive nature of
constructive learning while Vygotsky focused on its social nature. Since their initial study,
a wide range of related learning theories and pedagogical approaches have developed,

including the Social Learning Theory, Situated Learning, Anchored Instruction, Authentic
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Learning, Collaborative Learning, and Inquiry- and Project-based Learning (Cholewinski,

2009).

Piaget’s constructivism, influenced by Kant, emphasizes that knowledge is built through
interaction between the mind and the world. Unlike Kant, Piaget saw the mind’s structure
as developing gradually rather than being static from the start (Noddings, 1998 ). Piaget’s
cognitive constructivism emphasizes active learning. It has two key parts: a theory of
development explaining how children gain cognitive skills, and stages predicting what they
can understand at different ages. Learning occurs by resolving imbalance—adapting
existing knowledge to incorporate new information (Amineh & Asl, 2015). Piaget’s
constructivism views learning as discovery. Children gradually build understanding
through active participation, absorbing and sometimes revising concepts, rather than

passively receiving knowledge (Amineh & Asl, 2015).

Piaget’s epistemology links the growth of knowledge with individual development. It is
constructivist, asserting that all knowledge is actively constructed, not innate or imagined

(Noddings, 1998 ).

Does the environment of people impact learning? Is it feasible for someone to develop
understanding without coming into direct contact with the environment around them while
they are learning? (Liu, 2010). Challenges to Piaget's constructivism were raised both
within and outside the constructivist camp. Many constructivist educators criticize Piaget's
work for focusing too much on the interaction of individual children with objects. These
educators point out that most of us learn more from each other than from manipulating

objects directly (Noddings, 1998 ).

What has an immediate impact on students? Teachers? Participants? Friends?
Administrators? In many situations, the aforementioned factors can also have a direct
impact on learning. Anyone who directly interacts with the learner when they are in a
learning environment might be considered in the learner's social sphere. Social
constructivism was consequently introduced and Lev Vygotsky was the father of social
constructivism (Liu, 2010). Vygotsky’s constructivism emphasizes that learning is shaped
by social interaction and culture. Children first perform tasks with social support, and over

time, these functions become internalized, allowing independent use (Noddings, 1998 ).
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Piaget's contribution to constructivism is criticized in a significant portion of Vygotsky's
work. Piaget thought that learning came before development, but Vygotsky thought the
contrary (Amineh & Asl, 2015). Vygotsky critiqued Piaget for focusing too much on
internal processes. He argued that cognitive development arises from external factors—
culture, history, and social interaction—and highlighted language as the most important
psychological tool for regulating behavior (Amineh & Asl, 2015). Understanding where his
ideas came from is not difficult. He was a Russian revolutionary growing up, and he thought
socialism could save his nation. For his nation, the revolutionary social upheaval was
essential. It might enhance many people's lives in a variety of ways, including their material

circumstances, social connections, and educational chances (Liu, 2010).

Overall, constructivist teaching and learning approaches, primarily shaped by Piaget and
Vygotsky, form the foundation of cognitive and social constructivism (Liu, 2010).
Understanding these forms helps educators apply constructivist principles effectively, even
if they do not fully identify as constructivists. Moreover, teachers can adopt selected
strategies from constructivist theories without implementing every recommended method

(Noddings, 1998 ).
2.2.3 Conclusion

As mentioned at the beginning of the chapter, the topic of the proposed dissertation SCL
has its historical roots in the theory of constructivism. The idea of focusing on the needs of
the student comes from constructivist thinking. As shown in the chapter, the learner is not
a passive recipient of knowledge but an active subject who shapes the process of receiving
knowledge himself. But it is not the case that teachers play a subordinate role in this
process. On the contrary, they are instructors and guides, they motivate students and give

them the right direction on the path of knowledge acquisition.

Because constructivist thinking forms the core of SCL approach, this chapter has
explored the theory of constructivism in greater detail. Given the strong connections
between John Dewey’s work and constructivist principles, his key ideas were examined
more closely. Additionally, both Jean Piaget’s individualist perspective and Lev
Vygotsky’s social perspective are central to constructivist theory, which is why these

two thinkers were highlighted in this chapter.
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2.3 The dynamics of higher education in Georgia

2.3.1 Georgia's higher education system before Bologna Process

Prior to gaining independence, Georgia’s higher education system operated under the
Soviet model, characterized by uniform structures and content. The organization and
functioning of its institutions closely mirrored those found across other Soviet republics
(Sharvashidze, 2005). Prior to the collapse of the Soviet Union, education at all levels was
provided free of charge and was designed to promote communist ideology. Admission to
the limited number of university seats was determined through institution-specific written
and oral entrance exams (Ganzeboom & Nieuwbeerta, 1999). All higher education
institutions were state-owned and fully funded by the government in pursuit of the ideal of
universal equality. Throughout this period, the number of HEIs in the country remained

relatively stable (Chakhaia & Bregvadze, 2018).

Until the early 1990s, Georgia had only one higher education institution officially
designated as a university—Tbilisi State University—which was the country’s oldest and

most prestigious institution offering broad academic programmes (Chakhaia & Bregvadze,
2018). During the Soviet era, HEIs were primarily differentiated by their academic focus:

while universities offered diverse academic disciplines, institutes were limited to training
specialists in specific professional fields. Additionally, the geographical distribution of
institutions served as another classification criterion, as the Soviet government promoted
the establishment of institutes across different regions to enhance access to higher
education (Chakhaia & Bregvadze, 2018). Since gaining independence in 1991, Georgia
has undergone a political, economic, and social transformation, shifting from a centrally

planned socialist system to a market-oriented economy (Chankseliani, 2013).

Following the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Georgia has experienced cycles of reform,
periods of stagnation, and significant transformations across various policy sectors,
including the field of education (Jibladze & Glonti, 2020). The evolution of Georgia’s
education system—especially higher education—can be characterized by two distinct
stages: an initial period of post-Soviet stagnation between 1991 and 2003, followed by a
phase of significant institutional reform beginning in 2003 (Jibladze & Glonti, 2020). After
independence, Georgia’s higher education system began reforming. Most HEIs, previously

narrow-focused institutes, rebranded as universities to signal broader academic offerings,
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such as the Polytechnic Institute becoming the Technical University of Georgia and Tbilisi
Medical Institute becoming Thbilisi Medical University. However, this change was largely
symbolic, as no official distinction between universities and institutes existed at the time

(Sharvashidze, 2005) (Pachuashvili, 2009).

The shift from a socialist to a capitalist system opened the door for private actors to enter
sectors that had previously been entirely state-owned, including higher education
(Chankseliani, 2013). One of the most notable shifts in Georgian higher education during
the 1990s was its privatisation. In addition to the establishment of private institutions
operating alongside state universities, privatisation was also reflected in the introduction of
tuition fees at public HEIs—a policy officially permitted by the government in 1993
(Chakhaia & Bregvadze, 2018). The growth of private higher education institutions was
significant, rising from none in 1991 to 162 by the year 2000, and representing more than
30% of total student enrollment (Sharvashidze, 2005). Nevertheless, many of these
institutions were short-lived, closing within one or two years. Since Georgia lacked prior
experience in managing a private higher education sector, there were no established
regulatory procedures for the authorization or accreditation of these new HEIs (Chakhaia

& Bregvadze, 2018).

From 1996, universities shifted to a two-tier Anglo-Saxon model—four-year bachelor's and
two-year master's programs—to align with Bologna standards. Initially, this change was
mostly formal, simply splitting the old five-year program without altering the curriculum
(Lorentzen, 2000). In 2004, extensive higher education reforms were initiated following
significant changes in the Government of Georgia after the 2003 revolution. The new pro-
Western administration embarked on comprehensive reforms aimed at transforming the
country into a liberal democracy and fostering integration with Europe (UNDP, 2004;
Westerheijden, 2008).

2.3.2 Georgia's higher education system after Bologna Process

A key step toward aligning higher education with European standards was Georgia’s
decision to join the Bologna Process, which was formally completed at the ministerial
conference in Bergen in May 2005 (Ministry of Education and Science of Georgia (MES),
2012). This milestone triggered a transformation of the higher education system in line with
Bologna guidelines. Specifically, the system was restructured into three cycles. The

European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System (ECTS) was implemented, and degree
47



programs were revised based on ECTS standards. Accordingly, the educational levels were
organized as follows: undergraduate programs (bakalavriati) require a minimum of 240
ECTS credits, graduate programs (magistratura) comprise 120 ECTS credits, and doctoral
programs (doktorantura) consist of 180 ECTS credits (EACEA, 2016).

Following Georgia’s accession to the Bologna Process, policymakers seized the
opportunity to transfer doctoral education and training from the Academies of Science to
universities. This move marked an initial effort to integrate research activities with

academic teaching (Bakradze, 2013).

Quality assurance (QA) mechanisms were established as part of the reforms inspired by the
Bologna Process. In 2006, the National Education Accreditation Centre (NEAC) was
founded as a quasi-governmental body tasked with developing and implementing
institutional accreditation for both public and private higher education institutions. At the
same time, internal QA units were set up within these institutions. The introduction of
external QA mechanisms quickly produced significant results, reducing the number of HEIs
from 196 to 42. In 2010, the National Centre for Educational Quality Enhancement
(NCEQE) was established to succeed NEAC, consolidating external quality assurance
across the entire education system—including higher, vocational, and general education—
under one agency (Jibladze & Glonti, 2020). The NCEQE is responsible for developing
external quality assurance systems and managing the processes of authorization and
accreditation. It gathers essential data about higher education institutions, such as
information on students, academic staff, degree programs, and more. Additionally, the
centre oversees the development of the National Qualifications Framework (NQF)

(Jibladze & Glonti, 2020).

In line with the Bologna Process, Georgia developed a National Qualifications Framework
(NQF) in 2010. The NQF, adopted by the Ministry of Education and Science under Decree
N120/N on December 10, 2010, is aligned with the European Qualifications Framework
for Lifelong Learning (LLL) and integrates qualifications across all levels of the education
system. It specifies the knowledge, skills, and values that individuals must acquire to earn
a certification at each educational level. To facilitate the recognition of degrees, the
National Academic Recognition Information Centre (NARIC) was established within the

NCEQE (Jibladze & Glonti, 2020).
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Before the reforms, university entrance examinations were seen as the main source of
corruption. To address this, the Unified National Admission Examinations (UNE) were
introduced as a key anti-corruption measure. Previously, individual HEIs decided on
student admissions, but in 2004, a semi-autonomous agency—the National Assessment and
Examination Centre (NAEC)—was established to develop and administer the exams
(Jibladze, 2016). The Unified National Examinations take place annually to identify the top
candidates for higher education. In this system, applicants are admitted solely based on
their test scores, which serve as the exclusive criterion for entry into a limited number of
university spots. The government tightly regulates the number of available seats each year
through institutional accreditation rules (Chankseliani, 2013). Using the results from three
examinations, the NAEC assesses the performance of prospective students and issues
student vouchers based on achievement levels of 100%, 70%, or 50%. Students who meet
these criteria then compete for admission to both public and private higher education

institutions (EACEA, 2016).

Overall, Georgia has made significant progress in reforming its higher education system
over the past two decades, yet several challenges remain (Jibladze & Glonti, 2020).
Bachelor’s degrees often do not serve as terminal qualifications, as most graduates continue
to master’s programs. Holding a master’s degree improves employment prospects by 70%

compared to having only a bachelor’s degree (EACEA, 2016). While doctoral degrees are

prestigious, pursuing an academic career is not the primary path for most graduates
(Jibladze & Glonti, 2020). Additionally, academic staff represents two generations with
contrasting scholarly traditions: the older, Soviet-trained generation maintained a strict
separation between universities and the Academy of Sciences, whereas the younger, largely
internationally educated generation emphasizes research-informed teaching and the
development of research universities. Collaboration between these groups has gradually
improved, yet the interplay between them continues to shape university dynamics (Jibladze

& Glonti, 2020).

2.4. Conceptual Framework

2.4.1 Institutional conditions for SCL

2.4.1.1 Institutional environment necessary for SCL

Although the SCL approach is mainly a pedagogical task for individual instructors to

implement within their classrooms, adopting SCL across the entire institution demands
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structured coordination, steady efforts, and clear communication (Attard, loio, Geven, &
Santa, 2010). Therefore, as highlighted by Kember (2009) in his study on advancing SCL
across universities, fostering a cultural shift towards the SCL approach must occur at every
level and sector within a higher education institution (Kember, 2009).

The National Center for Educational Quality Enhancement of Georgia highlights the
importance of sufficient material and informational resources for creating a student-
centered learning environment. Universities must have adequate facilities, equipment, and
modern information resources that support educational needs and ensure achievement of
program learning outcomes (National Center for Educational Quality Enhancement

(NCEQE), 2018; National Center for Educational Quality Enhancement (NCEQE), 2022).

The role of the institutional setting is crucial in promoting SCL, as it guarantees that
essential resources and services are both available and efficiently utilized. According to
Arko-Cobbah (2004), it is important to create an environment that supports learners and
aids them in building their own knowledge (Arko-Cobbah, 2004). This setting includes a
range of media types such as digital, printed, and multimedia resources (Arko-Cobbah,
2004). He also highlights the crucial role of Information and Communication Technology
(ICT) as a key element in the educational process, especially within the framework of SCL.
Technology is essential both in and out of the classroom, helping educators design
interactive learning experiences and supporting students' educational development. It
enables learners to obtain information and fosters critical thinking at a pace and time that
suits them (Arko-Cobbah, 2004). In the literature, the emphasis on technology’s role in
enhancing SCL primarily concerns its application in out-of-classroom settings. While SCL
can manifest in various practical ways within the classroom—both with and without
modern technologies—the consistent and sustained implementation of SCL beyond the
classroom largely depends on the integration of these technologies (Attard, Ioio, Geven, &
Santa, 2010). In their 2019 study, Muianga et.al. (2019) examined whether professional
development participation affects the incorporation of ICT in SCL. Educators using ICT
believe it plays a crucial role in improving student outcomes and the quality of educational
offerings. They also recognize that ICT significantly affects the daily lives of both
instructors and students and appreciate its importance in delivering their subject matter

(Muianga, Barbutiu, & Hansson, 2019).
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To improve the impact of teachers' professional development, it is vital to integrate three
main knowledge areas: Content, Pedagogy, and Technology. Particularly, pedagogical and
technological knowledge play a critical role in creating training programs that harness the
transformative capabilities of information and communication technologies (ICT) for the
shift toward SCL. The combined understanding of Technological Pedagogical Content
Knowledge (TPACK) is essential for educators to comprehend the teaching implications
and to realize the benefits of applying ICT and SCL in their classrooms (Muianga, Barbutiu,
& Hansson, 2019). More broadly, it is essential that educators, librarians, and all personnel
involved in students' learning environments effectively utilize and harness modern
technologies. This involves developing varied learning contexts and opportunities that
enhance information accessibility and promote active student interaction (Attard, loio,
Geven, & Santa, 2010). Stoffle and Cuillier (2010) found that integrating the use of
technology into the overall SCL framework leads to higher student retention rates at the
university. This suggests that students view the SCL approach as more meaningful and

beneficial (Stoffle & Cuillier, 2010).

The points outlined above underscore the crucial role that libraries play in supporting SCL,
acting as central hubs for the storage, retrieval, and dissemination of information. In this
context, much of the reviewed literature challenges the traditional perception of libraries as
places where students can only access physical materials on-site (Attard, loio, Geven, &
Santa, 2010). Arko-Cobbah outlines the essential functions of libraries and librarians,
highlighting their pivotal role in supporting SCL through four key domains (Arko-Cobbah,
2004): Delivering Access to Information Resources: In this context, the traditional
functions of libraries—such as selecting, organizing, storing, and retrieving information—
become increasingly significant, especially as there is a growing demand to provide access
to these resources beyond the physical campus (Arko-Cobbah, 2004, S. 268). The shifting
dynamics of higher education, the rise of student-centered approaches, and the integration
of innovative teaching and learning methods have made it essential to rethink and redefine
the roles and functions of librarians (Virkus & Metsar, 2004). This aligns closely with Arko-
Cobbah’s discussion on Fostering Partnerships and Collaboration, identified as a second
critical area. He emphasizes the need for librarians to build strong working relationships
across different units within a higher education institution (HEI). This includes
collaboration with faculty involved in curriculum development and with IT staff who

manage technological infrastructure. Librarians are expected to support educators by
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helping them integrate technology into their teaching in creative and effective ways,
advising on appropriate digital tools, and working collectively with the academic
community to create, implement, and refine a technology strategy grounded in SCL
principles (Arko-Cobbah, 2004). The third key area involves enhancing students’
information literacy in collaboration with teaching staff. To prepare students to effectively
recognize their information needs, locate relevant sources for problem-solving, and
critically assess, organize, and apply information, librarians must be adept at supporting
diverse learner needs and proficient in using technology. Such expertise is crucial to
ensuring equal and inclusive access to information for all students (Arko-Cobbah, 2004).
The fourth key area, Developing Outreach Programmes, focuses on addressing the varied
needs of both students and faculty by creating channels for accessing information outside
the traditional library space. This approach ensures that resources are easily accessible and

responsive to different academic and learning needs (Arko-Cobbah, 2004).

While Arko-Cobbah’s research is not recent, its findings remain highly relevant. They
underscore the critical role that libraries continue to play in SCL, functioning as central
platforms for the storage, access, and dissemination of information (Attard, loio, Geven, &

Santa, 2010).

2.4.1.2 The Role of student services in the success of SCL

In addition to the aspects described above, which include material, informational, and
library resources, it is important to also consider the presence of student advisory and
support services when discussing the institutional conditions necessary for SCL. Since
these services are crucial for creating a student-centered environment, separate standards
are dedicated to them within the authorization and accreditation frameworks — in the
authorization standards, this corresponds to the fifth standard, while in the accreditation
standards, it is the third standard (National Center for Educational Quality Enhancement

(NCEQE), 2022; National Center for Educational Quality Enhancement (NCEQE), 2018).

The standards require that students receive appropriate consultation regarding study
planning, improvement of academic achievements, and employment, as well as support for
career development. University staff, including those involved in the program and/or
structural units of the institution, are obligated to provide students with information about

the available consultation services and support opportunities within the university. The
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standards also require the university to ensure the integration of both local and international
students into the internal university environment. Within the program, students should have
the opportunity to actively participate in local and international projects, events, performing
and creative activities, conferences, and research appropriate to their level of study, as well
as to take advantage of international mobility opportunities. Students must be fully
informed about various local and international projects and activities that correspond to
their educational and research goals. The standards require academic, scientific, invited,
administrative, and other personnel to provide consultations to students regarding both the
study process and various activities planned within the program (National Center for
Educational Quality Enhancement (NCEQE), 2022; National Center for Educational
Quality Enhancement (NCEQE), 2018). In authorization and accreditation processes,

student employment is also viewed as one of the key elements of university quality

assurance. Universities must establish effective mechanisms to enhance students’
employability through cooperation with employers, internships, and practical training.
They are also expected to organize career events and monitor employment outcomes to
align education with labor market needs, thereby improving students’ professional
development and competitiveness (National Center for Educational Quality Enhancement

(NCEQE), 2022; National Center for Educational Quality Enhancement (NCEQE), 2018).

Rott (2006) outlined key points regarding student services that are essential for effectively
supporting a SCL approach. According to him, these services should cover a broad range
of student needs (Rott, 2006), and include the following main areas: Universities should
develop comprehensive support services that address students’ educational, psychological,
and career development needs by effectively using internal and external resources.
Dedicated staff should be assigned to assist students in personal, academic, and career
planning, ensuring effective coordination across faculties. Mechanisms for collecting
feedback and involving students in service improvement should be established to
strengthen quality assurance. Counselling and advisory staff must uphold high professional
standards, actively contributing to an inclusive and supportive academic environment (Rott,

2006).

2.4.1.3 Conclusion

In conclusion, the analysis of the institutional conditions necessary for implementing SCL

clearly indicates that creating an enabling environment is crucial for the effectiveness of
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this pedagogical approach. As the literature consistently highlights, the core institutional
components of a truly student-centered environment include adequate material
infrastructure, informational and library resources, as well as comprehensive student

support and counselling services.

These four pillars serve not merely as supplementary elements, but as fundamental enablers
of SCL. Without access to modern learning facilities, diverse information sources, and
continuous academic, psychological, and career-related guidance, students are less likely
to engage actively and take ownership of their learning process — a key tenet of SCL. All

of this is visually presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Institutional Conditions necessary for SCL
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2.4.2 Innovative teaching

2.4.2.1 The role of teachers in SCL

Recently, teaching has shifted from a teacher-centered to a student-centered approach.
Student-centered pedagogy, based on constructivist and democratic principles, emphasizes
learning through students’ experiences, promoting reflection, critical thinking, and
responsibility. In contrast, teacher-centered instruction, grounded in behaviorism, positions
the teacher as the main authority and source of knowledge, with students playing a passive
role and having limited opportunities for independent thinking and problem-solving (Serin,
2018). In SCL, the responsibilities of students and teachers are deeply linked. According to
Abel et al. (2009), as the approach shifts away from being teacher-focused, educators take
on a role similar to that of a "coach," guiding learners through their educational journey
and encouraging a spirit of teamwork and partnership. In this model, teachers reduce

reliance on formal lectures and engage more actively with students, creating a collaborative
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environment where responsibility for learning is shared (Abel & Campbell, 2009). Abel et
al. (2009) emphasize the importance of an assessment process that embodies the
collaborative nature of the teacher-student relationship and promotes shared learning. They
suggest that students tend to focus their efforts on what they expect to be assessed, making
their involvement in the evaluation process crucial for increasing their engagement and
responsibility in learning. By actively participating and understanding the evaluation
criteria, students gain a stronger sense of ownership and control over their educational
progress (Abel & Campbell, 2009). In this context, motivation plays a key role in adopting
and sustaining new learning methods. Both teachers and students must stay committed,
while teachers’ active engagement with students significantly enhances and maintains

learners’ motivation (Attard, Ioio, Geven, & Santa, 2010).

Maclellan (2008) offers an in-depth analysis of student motivation from a psychological
perspective, highlighting the need to include elements like goal orientation, willpower,
interest, and causal explanations in educational methods. Maclellan argues that to
successfully foster advanced cognitive skills through SCL, these motivational components
must be thoughtfully integrated into both teaching and learning activities (Maclellan,
2008). According to Maclellan, excessive explanation or overuse of examples by teachers
can reduce students’ motivation for independent and critical thinking. Conversely,
providing too little guidance or unclear evaluation criteria leaves students uncertain about
what and how to learn, making the approach ineffective and unsatisfactory for formal
higher education (Maclellan, 2008). Maclellan’s research emphasizes that effective student
engagement depends on tutors’ active involvement—asking challenging questions, guiding
students to express their reasoning, and encouraging reflection on difficulties. At the same
time, tutors should remain sensitive, confident in allowing students to manage their own
motivation, and adept at resolving misunderstandings. Without this balance, support may
fail to meet students’ expectations, leading to negative reactions and interactions in the
learning process (Maclellan, 2008). This demonstrates that the teacher’s role in SCL is both
crucial and challenging. It requires ongoing dedication to creating a classroom atmosphere
grounded in trust, promoting collaborative learning, enabling genuine learning experiences,
and applying assessments that meaningfully emphasize the learning journey (Attard, loio,

Geven, & Santa, 2010).
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SCL is a teaching approach that emphasizes students’ active involvement while keeping
teachers engaged. Teachers design lessons considering students’ needs, create supportive
learning environments, incorporate feedback, and encourage learners to take responsibility
for their own progress (Thamraksa, 2003). In a student-centered approach, the teacher acts
as a facilitator, mentor, and guide, moving beyond the traditional role of just delivering
information (Weimer, 2002). The core of SCL is the teacher’s role in fostering an
environment where students feel welcomed, appreciate the learning journey, and take
ownership of their education. This approach 1is collaborative and supportive,
acknowledging the vital contributions of both students and teachers in creating an effective
learning experience (Thamraksa, 2003). In a student-centered classroom, students don’t
develop their understanding entirely independently; instead, teachers actively assist them

in constructing their knowledge (Serin, 2018).

A student-centered classroom does not mean giving students complete control over their
learning. Instead, it emphasizes both shared and individual student needs and promotes
active participation. The teacher acts as a facilitator, guiding, supporting, and mentoring
students, organizing learning tasks, and helping them take responsibility for their own
educational progress (Jones, 2007, S. 2). Being a teacher means supporting individuals in
their learning endeavors, and in a student-centered classroom, the teacher becomes a
member of the class, actively participating in the learning process alongside the students.
During a whole-class activity, there is a dynamic interaction between students and the
teacher, where students acknowledge and respect the authority of the teacher as their
supervisor or leader (Jones, 2007). In his book The Student-Centered Classroom (2007),
Leo Jones sums up the role of teachers well: "Students can't be “taught” — they can only
be helped to learn. In a student-centered classroom, our role is to help and encourage
students to develop their skills, but without relinquishing our more traditional role as a

source of information, advice, and knowledge” (Jones, 2007).

Although student-centered approaches are increasingly popular, teachers remain essential
for effective learning. They create environments that foster engagement and support
academic success. While this approach promotes collaboration, problem-solving, decision-

making, and critical thinking, the teacher’s role is not eliminated (Serin, 2018).

In Learner-Centered Teaching (2002), Maryellen Weimer explains that learner-centered

teachers guide students to take ownership of their learning. They increase student-led tasks
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such as summarizing and analyzing material, reduce direct instruction while asking
thought-provoking questions, and design in-class activities that develop cognitive skills.
Teachers model expert thinking by sharing their own learning processes, promote
collaborative learning among students, collaborate with them to create supportive learning
environments, and use evaluation methods, including peer feedback, to enhance learning

(Weimer, 2002).

2.4.2.2. The role of the student in SCL

In his article Teaching Learners To Be Self-Directed describes Grow (1991) four
developmental stages that young adults undergo as they progress towards achieving
independence. According to him, students' capacity to engage effectively in learner-
centered teaching can be observed through these four distinct stages (Grow, 1991): In Stage
1, students are dependent, relying on explicit instructions and coaching from teachers to
know what to do, how, and when. In Stage 2, students show moderate self-direction and
interest; teachers inspire them with enthusiasm and motivation, helping them set goals and
discover intrinsic motivation. Stage 3 involves active engagement and intermediate self-
direction, where students take part in their learning, adapt strategies to their needs,
collaborate with peers, and gradually gain autonomy as teachers act as facilitators. In Stage
4, students achieve full self-direction, setting their own goals and standards. Teachers act
as consultants, offering guidance only when needed and empowering students to tackle

challenges independently (Grow, 1991).

Grow's stages offer a valuable conceptual framework that aids in developing a broad
comprehension of how students evolve and mature in their learning journey (Weimer,

2002). The effectiveness of students' engagement in SCL can be discerned as they progress

through these four distinct stages (Grow, 1991).

In a student-centered classroom, students are not constantly reliant on their teacher for
instructions, validation, corrections, guidance, or praise. Instead, they actively engage with
one another, valuing each other's input, collaborating, learning from each other, and
providing support (Jones, 2007). They cultivate a sense of interdependence, working
together in pairs, groups, and as a whole class. While they may seek assistance or advice
from the teacher when faced with challenges or uncertainty, they first attempt to solve

problems independently or through peer collaboration. The teacher plays a supportive role
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in helping students develop their skills (Jones, 2007). Students are given a far more active
role in a SCL atmosphere. Students actively contribute to the development of their learning
process and take responsibility for their own academic growth as members of a community
of learners and educators (Wulf, 2017). It means, that the students are encouraged to take
on leadership roles and become active participants in their own learning. The Role of

student is the responsibility for learning (Saulnier, 2009).

2.4.2.3 Use of technology in teaching and learning

In early 2000s, Butzin (2001) and Cooper & Brna (2002) found that integrating technology
into the curriculum led to significantly increased student engagement over extended
periods, enhanced academic performance, and a noticeable reduction in behavioral issues
within the classroom (Butzin, 2001; Cooper & Brna, 2002). Research indicates that
integrating technology into student-centered classrooms can enhance academic outcomes,
foster learner autonomy, and develop key 21st-century skills such as creativity, digital
literacy, innovation, and communication. These benefits boost student motivation and self-
confidence. However, challenges exist, including limited access to resources, gaps in digital

skills, and resistance from both teachers and students (Singh, 2011).

Information technologies support effective student-centered learning by fostering
intellectual engagement and higher-order thinking skills. They enable students to explore
concepts, ask questions, share knowledge, and collaborate with peers, promoting flexibility
and personal growth. When integrated thoughtfully, technology enhances creativity,
teamwork, and critical thinking, while also supporting teachers’ professional development,
efficiency, and communication (Samaranayake, 2022). The advantages of integrating
technology into classroom instruction have been also highlighted by NCREL (2003).
Technology facilitates the shift from traditional teacher-led instruction to student-centered
learning by giving students more control over content, promoting collaboration, and
providing diverse ways to access information. Interactive software and digital tools engage
students cognitively and physically through problem-based tasks, deepening
understanding, developing higher-order thinking, and connecting learning to real-life
contexts. For example, digital books transform reading into an interactive, motivating
experience. Online technologies support experiential and self-directed learning, allowing
students to experiment, receive feedback, refine thinking, construct knowledge, and

reflect—key processes for meaningful learning (NCREL, 2003).
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According to Singh (2011), various technological tools can enhance student-centered
learning. Online platforms enable report sharing, discussions, and database access,
promoting engagement and collaboration. Electronic archives and talking books support
diverse learning styles and individualized learning. Interactive whiteboards and digital
coursework allow real-time content interaction, making lessons more dynamic.
Collaborative and independent projects using email, videoconferencing, websites, and
digital media develop research, creativity, and teamwork skills. Tools like Voice Recording
Systems support reflection, verbal practice, and self-assessment, while project-based and
game-based learning offer meaningful, enjoyable, and real-world-aligned learning

experiences (Singh, 2011).

The integration of information and communication technologies (ICT) into higher
education is regarded as both a teaching-related challenge and a valuable opportunity to
enhance the learning process (Carr, 2010). Technology-enriched settings foster both
personal reflection and shared knowledge construction, making them essential in
transforming educational methods and instructional strategies (Hékkinen & Hémdildinen,
2012; Roschelle, 2013). Research shows that teacher-centered educators typically rely on
traditional content-delivery methods, whereas learner-centered teachers favor interactive
strategies that promote student ownership, collaborative knowledge building, and active
engagement (Meirink, Meijer, Verloop, & Bergen, 2009; Norton, Richardson, Hartley,
Newstead, & Mayes, 2005).

The use of ICT is becoming increasingly relevant. According to Smith (2014), pre- and
post-tests demonstrated that students acquired content knowledge through working in
virtual environments. Furthermore, data from both students and teachers indicate that the
virtual environment is highly engaging for learners. Additionally, working within a virtual
environment fosters deliberate practice of essential 21st-century competencies among
students (Smith, 2014). Also, the recent research by Kalyani (2024) explores the pivotal
influence of technology on education, focusing on its impact on learning goals and the
development of essential 21st-century skills. This analysis demonstrates that integrating
technology in education has transformed traditional teaching and empowered learners in a
digital society. Technology drives educational innovation, enabling student-centered
approaches that accommodate diverse learning needs. Digital tools, multimedia, and

interactive platforms enhance engagement, critical thinking, and problem-solving, while
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internet access expands learning beyond the classroom, promoting autonomy and lifelong
learning. Moreover, technology cultivates essential 2I1st-century skills, including
communication, collaboration, and digital literacy, preparing students to navigate and

evaluate information effectively in today’s workforce (Kalyani, 2024).

2.4.2.4 Innovative teaching methods and strategies

SCL is defined by its innovative teaching approaches and has been widely advocated to
address the needs of the rapidly evolving educational landscape (Al- Humaidi, 2015).
Innovative teaching is a fundamental element frequently recognized in the literature as a
key characteristic of SCL (Attard, Ioio, Geven, & Santa, 2010). Its one of the main goals is
to improve students' critical thinking skills (Tsui, 2002). As highlighted by Hermans and
colleagues, student-centered e-learning involves the use of interactive teaching methods
such as assignments, case studies, group discussions, and presentations, which actively

engage students in the learning process (Hermans, Kalz, & Koper, 2013).

In practice, innovative teaching can manifest in various forms (Attard, loio, Geven, &
Santa, 2010). One of the main forms is 7eam Learning, also known as cooperative learning.
This is one of several approaches designed to promote students’ responsibility for their own
learning. It allows them to engage with their peers, exchange ideas, and mutually support
each other throughout the learning process (Felder & Brent, 1996). Problem-Based
Learning also plays a significant role in contemporary teaching methods. Celebrated as a
teaching method that enhances students’ learning effectiveness, this approach is founded
on the idea that when students apply the knowledge they acquire early in their learning
journey (rather than only during exams), they are better prepared for real-world situations

and develop greater adaptability (Attard, Ioio, Geven, & Santa, 2010).

When discussing modern teaching methods, the literature places particular emphasis on
Student Self-Regulated Learning. This approach guarantees that students actively take
initiative in their learning while also managing their own monitoring, motivation, and
feedback processes both during and after the learning experience (Van Eekelen, Boshuizen,
& Vermunt, 2005). Zimmerman (2002) identifies eight key skills for self-regulated
learning: setting personal goals, using effective strategies, monitoring performance,
adapting the learning environment, managing time, evaluating learning methods,

attributing outcomes, and adjusting future approaches (Zimmerman, 2002).
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Many of the elements mentioned above fall under active learning, which essentially
encompasses all activities beyond passively listening to a teacher. It is important to
emphasize, however, that advocating for active learning does not eliminate the value of
lectures. Instead, it creates opportunities for students to reflect on, assess, synthesize, and
communicate about the information delivered during those lectures (Maclellan & Soden,

2007; Fink, 2003).

Also, Al-Humaidi (2015) suggests various SCL methods, including lectures with
discussions, online discussions, case studies, discovery learning, simulations, and role-
plays. Student projects can involve papers, reports, individual or group work, research,
responding to open-ended questions, and event organization. Notably, Student-Centered
Learning differs significantly from Teacher-Centered Learning approaches (Al- Humaidi,

2015).

When discussing modern teaching methods, it is essential to highlight the importance of
assessment and its transparency. This is especially significant given that accreditation
standards explicitly emphasize this aspect. Substandard 2.4 specifically focuses on the
assessment of students (National Center for Educational Quality Enhancement (NCEQE),
2022). Student assessment must be fair, transparent, and legally compliant, aligning with
course objectives and learning outcomes. Students should receive feedback and
opportunities to improve. In master’s programs, thesis defenses must be collegial,
transparent, public, and include external experts, upholding academic ethics and plagiarism
standards. Students should have a clear right to appeal, and assessment results should
inform teaching quality improvements (National Center for Educational Quality

Enhancement (NCEQE), 2022).
2.4.2.5 Conclusion

As explored throughout this chapter, contemporary teaching methods fundamentally rely
on the active collaboration and partnership between teachers and students, fostering an
environment where learners are fully engaged in the educational process. The strategic
integration of technology plays a crucial role in enriching the learning experience,
providing diverse tools and resources that enhance interaction, creativity, and critical
thinking. Additionally, the emphasis on transparent and fair assessment practices ensures
that students’ achievements are evaluated objectively, promoting trust and motivation. The

wide range of teaching methods and pedagogical strategies discussed in this chapter
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collectively create a supportive and dynamic learning atmosphere, which encourages

student autonomy and deeper intellectual involvement.

Based on these insights, it becomes evident that innovative teaching is not limited merely
to specific instructional methods; rather, it encompasses the holistic integration of
collaboration, engagement, technology use, assessment transparency, and diverse
pedagogical strategies. Together, these elements form a comprehensive approach that
effectively supports and advances SCL, ultimately contributing to a more meaningful and

successful educational experience (See Figure 2).

Figure 2: Innovative Teaching
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2.4.3 Developing individual competences necessary for career success

2.4.3.1 Career success: Definition

Since the dissertation focuses on the impact of SCL on career success, this chapter reviews
the literature on career success. Understanding career success begins with examining
individuals’ expectations of success, defined as their overall belief in the likelihood of
achieving positive outcomes in a given task, activity, or area (Putwain, Nicholson, Pekrun,
Becker, & Symes, 2019). In educational settings, expectations of success affect various
outcomes, notably including the decisions students make about their careers (Dyke &
Murphy, 2006; Sturges, 1999), the drive or inner desire to achieve goals and overcome
challenges successfully (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000) and Positive feelings and satisfaction

derived from one’s work and career development (Xin, Zhou, Li, & Tang, 2020).
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Nonetheless, studies focusing specifically on defining success are relatively limited
(Weatherton & Schussler, 2021). Success is commonly understood as achieving one’s
objectives, completing a task, or more generally, when an individual attains positive,
desirable, or favorable outcomes (Seltzer, 2021). While this definition is applicable to
various contexts, research on success definitions has primarily concentrated on (a) career
success, which refers to accomplishments related to an individual’s work experience
(Borna, Afrasiabi, Kalateh, & Gifford, 2022; Cho, et al., 2017; Guealio & Seidmann, 2014)
and (b) personal success, which is connected to an individual’s career (Collins-Dodd,

Gordon, & Smart, 2005).

A widely accepted definition of career success in current literature is the experience of
achieving goals that hold personal significance for the individual, rather than goals imposed
by parents, peers, organizations, or society (Mirvis & Hall, 1994). Based on this definition,
individuals across all professions have careers, each of which can be considered successful
in its own unique way (Dries N. , 2011). Judge et al. (1995) define career success as the
accumulation of accomplishments, whether actual or perceived, that result from one’s work

experiences (Judge, Cable, Boudreau, & Bretz, 1995).

Career success is often divided into two categories: objective career success (also known
as extrinsic success) and subjective career success (also referred to as intrinsic success)
(Nabi, 2001). Objective career success is defined as achieving higher levels of material
rewards and occupational status (Blickle, Schiitte, & Wihler, 2018) whereas subjective
career success pertains to an individual’s personal evaluation of their own success, based
on their perceptions of career achievements and future opportunities (Dries, Pepermans, &
Carlier, 2008). Subjective career success reflects an individual’s personal evaluation of
their own career accomplishments (Ng, Eby, Sorensen, & Feldman, 2005). Nabi (1999)
emphasizes the significance of examining both objective and subjective success in career
studies, noting that these concepts differ fundamentally and do not necessarily align with

each other (Nabi, 2001).

Success can be evaluated through objective criteria, such as social or group standards, as
well as subjective criteria, which involve an individual’s personal evaluation (Duckworth,
Weir, Tsukayama, & Kwok, 2012)). While objective and subjective aspects of success may
be connected, (Abele, Spurk, & Volmer, 2011), the majority of research has primarily
focused on the "objective" measures of success (Nystrom, Jackson, & Salminen, 2018;
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Kim, 2004). For example, in higher education research, student success has been defined
by factors such as degree completion (Ewell & Wellman, 2007), post-graduation earnings,
employment outcomes, quality of life, and engagement in lifelong learning (Kuh, Kinzie,

& Buckley, 2006).

These diverse definitions align with students’ personal perceptions of success, which
include acquiring leadership skills, achieving financial stability, and building professional
networks (Weatherton & Schussler, 2021; Audibert, Amorim, Andrade De, & de Oliveira,
2022). However, both school and university students also perceive career success
subjectively, emphasizing feelings of happiness, gaining recognition from others, and
demonstrating professionalism (Audibert, Amorim, Andrade De, & de Oliveira, 2022;
Hamdan, Supriatna, & Yudha, 2022). Therefore, career success stands out as a central

aspect in higher education success research (Kuh, Kinzie, & Buckley, 2006).

According to Abele, Spurk, and Volmer (2011), success is a concept constructed through
individuals’ experiences (Abele, Spurk, & Volmer, 2011), which are both subjective and
diverse (Fernandez, Ryan, & Begeny, 2023). Career success is often tied to group-based
experiences, but its meaning varies individually based on group affiliations and intersecting
identities. It is therefore a dynamic concept. For example, women’s definitions of career
success may reflect prevailing gender norms, while for Arabic women, achieving career
success can serve as a form of resistance against these norms and stereotypes (Tlaiss, 2019).
Historically, gender and ethnicity have shaped varying perceptions of career success for
women. For example, white women have often been associated with professional roles,
while women of color have been stereotypically linked to positions in the service sector

(Damaske, 2011).

Not only gender, but also socioeconomic background has been shown to affect both
individuals’ levels of career success and how they personally define career success
(Fernandez, Ryan, & Begeny, 2023). However, individuals’ identities do not exist in
isolation; they are shaped by their interactions with others and the broader social context
(Reicher, 2004). Indeed, social identities are a potentially key factor influencing how

individuals define career success (Peters, Ryan, Haslam, & Fernandes, 2012).

Given the significance of identity, the social identity approach offers a valuable theoretical

framework for exploring and understanding career success (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). The
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social identity approach posits that individuals form their social identity through belonging
to specific groups. People categorize themselves and others into groups, which shapes
behavior, and they also evaluate and compare their own groups with others through social
comparison (Turner, 1975). According to this model, students’ social group identification
shapes their perceptions of career success. Those from less privileged backgrounds, such
as women or students with low social status, often define success in terms of financial
stability and upward mobility, focusing on what they lack. In contrast, students from more
privileged groups, like men or those with high social status, may prioritize personal growth
and happiness, viewing financial and social mobility as already attainable. Students from
lower-status backgrounds also tend to pursue careers perceived as less ambitious
(Nieuwenhuis, Manstead, & Easterbrook, 2019), However, this can be partly explained by
the fact that students tend to choose universities where they believe success is attainable
and where their own definitions of success feel realistic and achievable (Fernandez, Ryan,

& Begeny, 2023).

2.4.3.2 SCL as a key driver of career-boosting competences

The 2009 Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué, a key milestone in the Bologna
Process, brought together representatives from 46 countries to set strategic goals for the
EHEA. It emphasizes that “Student-centred learning (...) will help students develop
the competences they need in a changing labour market and will empower them to
become active and responsible citizens” (Bologna Process, 2009), highlighting SCL as a
crucial driver in developing career-boosting competencies. In the document, these skills are
referred to as transversal competences, which higher education institutions are expected to
develop in their students in order to prepare them for successful participation in the labor

market (Bologna Process, 2009).

Transversal competences are anticipated to serve as critical enablers in the evolving
landscape of future employment, equipping individuals with the adaptability and versatility
needed to navigate complex and dynamic work environments (Cushen & Durkin, 2022).
These transversal competencies—often labeled as skills, attributes, meta-competencies, or
future skills—are widely recognized as foundational elements for an individual's personal
growth and long-term development (ESCO, 2021). Competencies are key to productivity,
enabling individuals to apply knowledge effectively across various contexts. They support
employability and enhance organizational performance. According to the OECD,
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competencies go beyond knowledge and skills, involving the integration of attitudes and

behaviors to address complex challenges in specific situations (OECD, 2005).

The concept of “competencies” was first introduced in the 1960s, primarily through the
work of American psychologist David McClelland. He conceptualized competencies as a
combination of knowledge, skills, and aptitudes that collectively enable an individual to
perform their job duties and responsibilities effectively. In essence, being competent
implies possessing the necessary attributes to succeed in a given role (McClelland, 1973).
The European Commission defines competence as the ability to effectively apply
knowledge, skills, and personal, social, or methodological abilities across contexts,
characterized by responsibility and autonomy. While skills refer to using specific methods
or tools, competence involves the broader, proactive application of knowledge and skills in
new or unexpected situations (Council of the European Union, 2018). Balcar, Janickova,
and Filipova (2014) classify competences into two main groups: professional competences,
which refer to the ability to apply previously acquired knowledge efficiently and effectively
to address specific tasks within a particular profession; and transversal competences, which
relate to values and attitudes that extend beyond a single discipline or study program and

possess a transdisciplinary character (Balcar, Janickova, & Filipova, 2014).

An examination of various international and transnational policy documents highlights a
growing agreement on essential core competencies such as problem-solving,
communication skills, creativity, teamwork and critical thinking (Whittemore, 2018;
Balcar, Janickova, & Filipova, 2014). Higher education institutions (HEIs) are increasingly
expected to prepare students with the knowledge and understanding of these fundamental
transversal competencies, which are vital for both individuals and organizations to
effectively manage the complex challenges and opportunities presented by the digital era,
both now and moving forward (Whittemore, 2018). highlights education’s key role in
developing competencies, especially transversal ones essential for managing future roles.
He argues that adopting a constructivist approach in higher education fosters these
competencies through systematic teaching that supports cognitive learning and practical
application. This approach emphasizes students as active participants, uses methods
promoting independent learning, engages students with real-world problems, integrates
multidisciplinary knowledge, and relies on teachers who organize, inspire, and motivate

within this framework (Tsankov, 2017).
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The literature also discusses teaching approaches that support the acquisition and
enhancement of transversal competences. Examples of such methods include project-based
learning, and case- or problem-based projects, all of which contribute to strengthening both
students’ technical-scientific skills and their transversal competences (S& & Serpa, 2018).
Project-based learning enhances students’ understanding of knowledge across disciplines
and develops transversal competencies such as teamwork, problem-solving, openness, and
critical thinking. Active teaching methods also increase teacher-student engagement,
allowing for personalized assessment of progress and early identification of challenges,

reducing the risk of academic failure (Herrero & Antequera, 2012).

2.4.3.3 Academic self-efficacy as a factor affecting development of individual competences

As highlighted in the previous section, SCL is a key factor influencing the development of
individual competencies (Bologna Process, 2009). This section focuses on another key

factor that contributes to the development of these competencies: academic self-efficacy

(Bouffard-Bouchard, Parent, & Larivee, 1991).

Self-efficacy is defined as the belief in one’s ability to activate motivation, cognitive
resources, and necessary actions to successfully handle specific situational demands (Wood
& Bandura, 1989). When confronted with obstacles, setbacks, or failures, individuals who
lack confidence in their abilities tend to reduce their efforts, give up too soon, or accept less
effective solutions. In contrast, those with strong self-belief intensify their efforts to
overcome the challenges and achieve mastery (Bandura, 2023). Academic self-efficacy
refers to a student’s belief in their own ability to successfully accomplish a particular
academic task or achieve a specific educational goal (Pajares, 1996). Academic self-
efficacy plays a crucial role in cognitive development and functioning. Students' confidence
in their ability to manage their own learning and successfully complete academic tasks
influences their goals, motivation levels, and overall academic performance (Bandura,

1993).

A central empirical question revolves around how accurately academic self-efficacy beliefs
can predict students' motivation. Bandura (1977) proposed that these beliefs affect the
amount of effort students put forth, their perseverance, and the activities they choose to
engage in (Bandura, 1977). Bandura (1977) also theorized that students with strong self-

efficacy are more likely to willingly engage in challenging and demanding tasks, while
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those who lack confidence in their abilities tend to shy away from such tasks. Moreover,
self-efficacy is positively correlated with the mental effort students report and their

achievement when learning from text materials perceived as difficult (Salomon, 1984).

Efficacy beliefs have also been examined concerning students' persistence and academic
success in their chosen college majors. Lent, Brown, and Larkin (1984) studied self-
efficacy related to attaining 15 different scientific and technical careers. In a one-year
follow-up, students who held strong confidence in their abilities demonstrated greater
persistence and earned significantly higher grades in science and engineering courses
compared to those with lower self-confidence. Additionally, perceived efficacy showed a
positive correlation with objective indicators such as mathematics aptitude and high school

academic performance (Lent, Brown, & Larkin, 1984).

In summary, students with a strong sense of academic self-efficacy are better equipped to
focus attentively, organize information effectively, and elaborate on content successfully,
thanks to their enhanced cognitive capabilities (Heslin & Klehe, 2006). Academic self-
efficacy, defined as the belief in one’s abilities and capacity to perform and learn effectively,
is a crucial factor contributing to the success of university students (Hill, 2002). Students
who have confidence in their ability to learn or complete a task are more likely to develop
strong academic self-efficacy, put in greater effort, persist longer when encountering
difficulties, and achieve higher levels of success compared to those who doubt their
capabilities. (Schunk & Pajares, 2002). Moreover, a strong sense of self-efficacy among
students fosters the development of competencies, enhances capacity building, and
strengthens resilience by encouraging motivation and dedication to tasks, a diligent work
ethic, sustained perseverance, and the ability to overcome challenges, particularly in

difficult situations (Vermeiren, Duchatelet, & Gijbel, 2022).
2.4.3.4 Conclusion

The topics covered in Chapter 2 address the development of individual competencies,

which are necessary for career success, and the factors influencing them. Based on the
literature analysis, it was identified that the primary factor affecting the development of
individual competencies is SCL, which encompasses two main dimensions: institutional
conditions (see Section 2.4.1) and innovative teaching (see Section 2.4.2). Furthermore,
academic self-efficacy also impacts individual competencies (see Section 2.4.3.3). A visual

representation of this entire framework is provided in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Conceptual Framework
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CHAPTER 3 Qualitative study

3.1. Research aim and research question

In the Georgian context, it is crucial to examine the challenges facing the education system
and to understand the outcomes of past reforms (Darchashvili, 2021). Recent trends in
higher education highlight learning outcomes-oriented approaches, with SCL representing
a key direction within the EHEA (Bologna Process, 2005; Bologna Process, 2009).
Consequently, investigating the adoption of SCL in Georgia is of particular importance.
This study is essential for evaluating how effectively these international approaches have
been integrated into the Georgian higher education system and for identifying areas with

potential for further enhancement.
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The SCL approach emphasizes active student engagement in the learning process while
addressing individual learners’ needs (Attard, Ioio, Geven, & Santa, 2010; Kaput, 2018).
The central principle of SCL is the shift from a standardized approach to one that is student-
focused and individualized, although no wuniversal definition or standardized
implementation framework exists (Kaput, 2018) . This implies that instruction is
customized to each student’s individual needs, goals, and interests, and is designed with
their active input (Kaput, 2018; Lea, Stephenson, & Troy, 2003). However, Khabeishvili
(2023) emphasizes that sufficient encouragement for the implementation of this approach
remains lacking within Georgia’s higher education system (Khabeishvili, 2023). Moreover,
Paul Gibbs et al. highlight that there seems to be an absence of a consistent and unified

understanding of the concept of SCL within Georgian higher education (Gibbs, et al., 2022).

Taken together, these points highlight the importance of closely examining the ways SCL
is applied in Georgia. Gaining a solid understanding of how it is perceived and put into
practice is key to improving teaching and learning approaches. This knowledge can foster
an environment that genuinely prioritizes students’ needs, encourages engagement, and

contributes to the long-term success of higher education reforms.

This qualitative part of the study investigates how academic staff in Georgian higher
education understand and implement SCL, focusing on their perceptions of its principles
and the degree to which these principles are reflected in teaching and learning practices. It
examines educators’ theoretical understanding of SCL, alongside their personal attitudes
and the values they attribute to this approach. The research also explores the strategies,
methods, and tools instructors employ to foster SCL-oriented learning environments. By
emphasizing academic staff’s lived experiences and reflections, the study provides insight
into the challenges of implementing SCL in Georgian higher education, while critically

considering its perceived benefits and potential limitations from the educators’ perspective.

By generating a comprehensive and contextually grounded account of these dynamics, the
qualitative component will provide a rich and nuanced understanding of how SCL is
currently conceptualized and practiced in Georgia. Through the analysis of these findings,
the study will shed light on how SCL is currently interpreted and practiced in Georgia,
while also identifying the critical factors that support its effective integration into higher
education.

Accordingly, the study is guided by the following central research question:
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e What are the lived experiences of Georgian academic staff with SCL?

3.2. Methodology
3.2.1 Heuristic Inquiry

This study employs Heuristic Inquiry, a phenomenological approach emphasizing the
researcher’s personal experiences and insights. It explores questions such as: “What is my
experience of this phenomenon and the essential experience of others who also experience
this phenomenon intensely?” (Patton, 2002). Introduced by Clark Moustakas in his 1961
book Loneliness (Moustakas, 1961), heuristic methodology derives from the Greek word
heuriskein, meaning “to discover or to find” (Moustakas, 1990). It seeks to understand the
essence and meaning of a phenomenon through self-reflection, exploration, and

clarification of internal experiences (Douglass & Moustakas, 1984).

Heuristic inquiry is a unique research method that emphasizes personal human experiences
rather than numerical data, relying on implicit knowledge and promoting a highly
subjective and creative interaction between the researcher and the phenomenon (Sela-
Smith, 2002). By taking a compassionate approach, the researcher fosters open dialogue
with co-researchers, ensuring the inquiry remains both emotionally engaged and

scientifically rigorous (Anderson, 2000).

Heuristic inquiry incorporates the researcher’s experiences alongside those of co-
researchers, rather than separating the researcher from the study. Direct engagement with
the phenomenon is essential for uncovering its true essence and meaning (Moustakas,
1990). Thus, heuristic inquiry emphasizes understanding meaning over measurement,
essence over appearance, quality over quantity, and experience over behavior (Douglass &
Moustakas, 1984). However, heuristic inquiry maintains structure, requiring the researcher
to conduct a disciplined exploration of the fundamental meanings of significant human
experiences. Balancing passion with methodological rigor is essential to ensure the study’s

trustworthiness (Djuraskovic & Arthur, 2010).

Heuristic research differs from other methods by positioning the researcher as an active
participant, fully engaging with the intensity of the phenomenon. Through self-directed,
reflective learning, researchers explore its intrinsic meaning while remaining open to
spontaneous changes in focus and direction (Douglass & Moustakas, 1984). In heuristic

research, the researcher creates a narrative that captures the deep meanings and essence of
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unique human experiences. This personal approach allows participants’ stories to be
understood and their voices recognized. Participants are viewed not just as subjects but as

active co-researchers contributing to the heuristic process (Moustakas, 1990).

In heuristic inquiry, within the phenomenological framework, two key elements are central:
the researcher’s personal experience and deep engagement with the phenomenon, and the
involvement of co-researchers who share similarly intense experiences (Douglass &
Moustakas, 1984). As Douglass and Moustakas (1985) note, heuristic inquiry focuses on
meanings over measurements, essence over appearance, quality over quantity, and
experience over behavior (Douglass & Moustakas, 1984). The rigor of heuristic inquiry
stems from systematic self-observation, reflective dialogue, and in-depth interviews with

co-researchers (Lewis-Beck, Bryman, & Liao, 2003).

Heuristic inquiry, though grounded in phenomenology, differs in key ways (Douglass &
Moustakas, 1984): First, it emphasizes connectedness and relationships, unlike
phenomenology’s analytic detachment. Second, it seeks essential meanings through
personal significance, whereas phenomenology focuses on structured descriptions. Third,
heuristics incorporates the researcher’s intuition and tacit knowledge, in contrast to
phenomenology’s emphasis on distilled structures. Finally, while phenomenology
concludes with the essence of experience, heuristics preserves the essence of the person

within the experience.
3.2.2 Six phases of Heuristic Research

The heuristic inquiry process progresses through systematic steps—Initial Engagement,
Immersion, Incubation, Illumination, Explication, and Creative Synthesis—each aiding in

uncovering the experiential essence (Moustakas, 1990).

Initial engagement, the first stage of heuristic inquiry, involves identifying a topic that
genuinely interests the researcher, aligns with their personal experiences, and holds broader

social significance (Moustakas, 1990; Djuraskovic & Arthur, 2010).

Immersion, the second stage, involves the researcher fully engaging with the topic and
guiding question. As Moustakas (1990) explains, the researcher “lives the question,”
allowing it to shape daily life, thoughts, and experiences. This phase includes ongoing self-
dialogue, deep reflection, intuitive exploration, and openness to emerging insights, all of

which deepen the connection with the phenomenon (Moustakas, 1990).
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Incubation, the third phase of heuristic inquiry, involves stepping back from intense
immersion to create distance from the research question. During this stage, unconscious
processes, tacit knowledge, and intuition operate in the background, gradually deepening
understanding beyond immediate awareness (Moustakas, 1990). Insights often emerge
naturally as the researcher allows space for reflection and internal processing (Polanyi,

1964).

Illumination, the fourth phase of heuristic inquiry, occurs when the researcher becomes
receptive to intuitive insights and tacit knowledge. New themes and meanings naturally
emerge, providing clarity on the phenomenon. This phase blends reflection with inner
awareness, allowing previous understandings to be revised and new perspectives to be
discovered, culminating in a more complete and integrated grasp of the research question

(Moustakas, 1990).

Explication, he fifth phase of heuristic inquiry, entails a systematic examination of the
insights and themes that emerged during illumination (Djuraskovic & Arthur, 2010). The
researcher engages in deep reflection, recognizing the uniqueness and complexity of
experiences. This process allows the phenomenon to take shape as a whole, revealing new
perspectives and patterns, considering alternative explanations, and refining findings to

develop a comprehensive understanding (Moustakas, 1990).

Creative synthesis, the final stage of heuristic inquiry, integrates the themes, qualities, and
insights developed during explication (Moustakas, 1990). It goes beyond summarizing
findings to present a holistic portrayal of human experience, often through narratives,
stories, or artistic representations (Djuraskovic & Arthur, 2010). In the context of this study,
the creative synthesis illustrates how academic staff navigate and engage with SCL.
Although the researcher plays a central role in shaping the synthesis, the voices of co-
researchers were carefully included through their feedback, ensuring that their lived

experiences were authentically reflected in the final representation.

3.2.3 Limitations of Heuristic Methodology

While heuristic inquiry has notable strengths, it also has limitations. Its minimal structure
and flexible procedures, though fostering creative freedom, can pose risks. As Frick (1990)
notes, this openness may lead to reduced rigor, researcher irresponsibility, or insufficiently

developed studies (Frick, 1990). Heuristic methodology requires the researcher to have a
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solid grasp of its philosophical foundations, which can be challenging for those

inexperienced with this approach (Creswell J. W., 1998).

Another limitation of heuristic methodology is its emphasis on the researcher’s subjective
experience, which can introduce bias. The interpretation of the phenomenon relies largely
on the researcher’s perspective, and direct engagement with the phenomenon may shape
the study, including the selection of co-researchers, potentially favoring those with

experiences similar to the researcher’s own (Djuraskovic & Arthur, 2010).

Third, the small sample size (n=12) limits the generalizability of the findings (Djuraskovic
& Arthur, 2010); however, it was intentionally selected to capture the deep and subjective

experiences of co-researchers regarding SCL.

Fourth, quantitative measures of validity do not apply to heuristic methodology, as it is a
qualitative approach and cannot be evaluated through statistics or correlations (Moustakas,
1990). Instead, validity is assessed in terms of meaning, with the researcher serving as the
primary judge, repeatedly revisiting the data to ensure that co-researchers’ experiences are

accurately represented (Djuraskovic & Arthur, 2010).

The validation process makes heuristic methodology highly demanding, requiring
extensive and sometimes exhausting engagement from the researcher. Inexperienced
researchers may find it challenging to accurately represent co-researchers’ experiences and
capture their essential meanings. Despite its subjectivity, heuristic inquiry is structured, and
with proper preparation, these challenges can be effectively managed (Djuraskovic &

Arthur, 2010).

3.3 Sample

Guest et al. (2006) found that in homogeneous studies using purposive sampling, typical of
many qualitative designs, data saturation is often achieved after about twelve interviews
(Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006). However, it is important to note that this study’s sample
was professionally diverse, including individuals in academic and administrative roles, as
well as experts in authorization and accreditation at the Georgian National Center for
Educational Quality Enhancement. Given this heterogeneity and the rich insights from

participants with multifaceted responsibilities, it is reasonable to conclude that data

74



saturation was likely achieved. The varied perspectives provided a comprehensive

understanding of the phenomenon, reinforcing the robustness of the qualitative findings.

In general, researchers should carefully plan their sampling strategy and define the study
method in advance. Sampling techniques are typically divided into probability and non-
probability approaches. In probability sampling, every unit in the population has a known,
non-zero chance of selection, ensuring a representative sample and allowing findings to be
generalized with greater confidence (Naderifar, Goli, & Ghaljaie, 2017). In contrast, non-
probability sampling selects participants based on accessibility or the researcher’s
judgment, meaning not all individuals have an equal chance of inclusion, and the sample
composition cannot be predicted. Consequently, generalizing findings to the broader
population is limited, and sampling error cannot be calculated. Typically, quantitative
research uses probability sampling, while qualitative research relies on non-probability
methods (Abedsaeidi & Amiraliakbari, 2015). The primary goal of qualitative research is
to gain a deeper understanding of a phenomenon, rather than to generalize findings to a

wider population (Naderifar, Goli, & Ghaljaie, 2017).

Participants for this study are selected using non-probability snowball sampling, a type of
convenience sampling useful for hard-to-reach populations. In this approach, initial

participants help identify and recruit others who meet the study criteria, and the process
continues until data saturation is achieved, meaning no new themes or insights emerge
(Burns & Grove, 1993). In snowball sampling, the researcher begins by identifying a small
number of initial participants—typically chosen through convenience sampling—and asks
them to refer others with similar characteristics, experiences, or perspectives relevant to the
study. This method is time-efficient and fosters stronger communication and trust, as
subsequent participants are often acquaintances of the initial ones and thus indirectly
connected to the researcher (Polit & Beck, 2012). This networking approach is particularly
valuable for reaching individuals who prefer to remain anonymous or are reluctant to

disclose their identities (Hejazi, 2006).

Snowball sampling is a widely used technique in social science research, especially in
education. It is effective for accessing hard-to-reach groups, such as students, teachers, and
parents, and is valued for its flexibility and ability to gather data from populations that are

hidden, difficult to access, or socially sensitive (Pasikowski, 2023).
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For this study, snowball sampling was chosen for its effectiveness in reaching populations
difficult to access through conventional methods. It facilitated the identification and
recruitment of academic staff well-connected within their professional networks, ensuring
a diverse range of perspectives and experiences. Overall, this approach was a deliberate
strategy to enhance recruitment efficiency while maintaining adequate representation of

key stakeholders.

3.4 Data Collection

Qualitative research allows for an in-depth exploration of a phenomenon using flexible data
collection methods and generating rich, detailed descriptions. It relies on non-numerical
data, such as narratives and observations, to present findings in a descriptive and
interpretive way (Polit & Beck, 2010). Qualitative research is well-suited for studying
complex, context-dependent concepts like SCL in Georgia. This approach allows for a
nuanced exploration of how academic staff interpret and implement SCL within the unique
cultural and institutional contexts of Georgian higher education. It facilitates the
examination of subjective experiences, identification of challenges, and highlighting of
effective practices, capturing diverse academic perspectives and providing insights into
SCL’s benefits, the competencies it fosters in students, and its broader relevance to career

development and employability.

Data can be collected through various methods, including interviews, observations, focus
groups, narratives, field notes, and reports. The selection of techniques depends on the
research questions, topic sensitivity, participant characteristics, and available resources

(Speziale, Streubert, & Carpenter, 2011).

In this study, data were collected using in-depth interviews, specifically informal
conversational interviews. This approach enables a natural flow of information, allowing
co-researchers to share their experiences openly and authentically (Djuraskovic & Arthur,
2010). It aligns with the rhythm of heuristic inquiry, supporting the exploration and
discovery of meaning (Moustakas, 1990).

Although informal conversations have traditionally been associated with ethnography and
participant observation (Merriam, 1998; Kawulich, 2005; Bernard, 2011), Swain and King
(2022) argue that they can be applied more broadly in qualitative research. They are suitable

for studies conducted in natural, everyday settings, including action research, case studies,
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ethnomethodology, narrative inquiry, phenomenology, and social anthropology. Informal
conversations promote smoother communication and often produce more natural and
authentic data compared to structured interviews (Swain & King, 2022; Davis & Brown,

2024).

Informal conversations are described using terms such as “informal interviewing” or
“natural conversations,” and are sometimes viewed as equivalent to “unstructured”
interviews (Zhang & Wildemuth, 2009; Bernard, 2017; Gray, 2021). Despite their informal
nature, these dialogues are still considered valid interviews (Hammersley & Atkinson,

2007; Swain & Spire, 2020).

Research from the 2010s shows that informal conversations have been increasingly used
across various fields (Davis & Brown, 2024). For example, Kate Thomson highlights their
significance in educational research, although her data collection involved semi-structured
interviews in which university academics discussed how informal staff exchanges could
enhance teaching practices (Thomson K. , 2015; Thomson & Trigwell, 2018). Swain and
Spire (2020) argue that informal conversations add context and authenticity to data,
uncovering insights that might otherwise be missed (Swain & Spire, 2020). Similarly,
Swain and King (2022) describe this method as underutilized, noting that it facilitates easier
communication and often produces more naturalistic data, highlighting its potential for

broader application (Swain & King, 2022).

The participants in this study primarily hold administrative roles while also serving as
experts in authorization and accreditation at the Georgian National Center for Educational
Quality Enhancement. Their academic careers span from five to over thirty years, offering
a wide range of professional experience. This diversity provides a solid foundation for
exploring SCL in Georgian higher education. Moreover, nearly all participants have
experience in both public and private universities, allowing for a nuanced examination of

the distinct characteristics of each sector.

All interview participants’ identities were kept strictly confidential and known only to the
researcher. To protect anonymity, identifying information was excluded from field notes,
which were securely destroyed after key themes were analyzed. At the start of each
interview, participants were informed about ethical considerations, including

confidentiality and their right to withdraw at any time. Interviews, lasting about forty
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minutes on average, were audio-recorded with consent and transcribed verbatim to ensure
accuracy. Conducting interviews in Georgian allowed participants to express themselves

fully and comfortably, preserving the richness and authenticity of the data.

3.5 Results

Definition of SCL

The interviews reveal that SCL is a multifaceted and dynamic process. However, all
respondents agree that SCL is a teaching approach that places the student at the center and
1s tailored to their needs, interests, and abilities.

According to the interviews, the core principles of SCL have been identified (see figure 4)

as follows:
e Personalized and individualized approach

The majority of respondents emphasize that the teaching process should align with each
student's abilities, interests, and needs. This can only be achieved if lecturers actively
interact with students, explore their strengths and weaknesses, observe their engagement in
the learning process, and possess information about their individual needs. This process
involves regular dialogue with the student, through which their values, interests, and
learning styles can be better understood. Such communication not only helps the lecturer
assess the student's abilities accurately but also enables them to tailor the learning process

to meet the individual needs of each student.

In addition, the respondents emphasize the importance of considering the student's prior
knowledge. According to them, it is crucial for lecturers to first determine what knowledge
and experience students bring to a particular course to avoid unnecessary repetition or,

conversely, the unclear delivery of complex material.
"There should be a lively discussion, and moreover, more closeness between each other."

"For me, student-centered learning means planning the teaching in a way that is centered
around the student, taking into account their prior knowledge, and planning based on their

resources, both intellectual and material.”

"Student-centered learning means that the teaching is tailored to the students, taking into

account their interests. In student-centered learning, the student is the leader. Therefore,
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we must approach from the student's perspective and adapt our curricula, study plans,

textbooks, and topics to their interests."”
e Active learning and student engagement

Interviews show that one of the key characteristics of SCL is the active role of the student

in the learning process.

In terms of active learning and student engagement, the respondents identified various
methods such as problem-based learning (PBL), project-based learning, case studies,
teamwork, and discussions. They note that, unlike traditional passive learning, where the
student is merely a listener during lectures, the modern approach involves the student’s
engagement at every stage of the learning process. The active role of students is expressed

in several ways:

e The use of interactive teaching methods — Teaching should not be limited to just
listening to lectures. It is necessary to incorporate methods that encourage active
participation from students. For example, discussions, group projects, case analysis,
and practical assignments are particularly effective.

e Student control over the learning process — According to the respondents, it is
important to give students the opportunity to determine their own learning pace,
select topics that are most relevant to them, and choose approaches that help them
in their studies. This can be achieved by offering a variety of learning materials,
implementing a system of optional assignments, and regularly gathering feedback
from students.

e Collaborative learning — Some respondents note that an active student role is
supported by creating a collaborative environment where students work not only
with the lecturer but also with their peers. Group assignments, projects, and
discussions help students learn from one another, further enhancing their individual

participation.

"Student-centered learning is when we build knowledge together. This is the cornerstone.
Its expressions are creating an educational experience together that allows different

students to fully reveal their potential.”

"Every student should be actively involved in the teaching-learning process."
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e Focus on practical knowledge and the development of skills required for the

labor market

The focus on practical knowledge and the development of skills required for the labor
market is a crucial aspect of SCL. The interview analysis reveals that this approach goes
beyond just transmitting theoretical knowledge. Lecturers emphasize that effective
teaching should integrate theory with practice, ensuring that students not only absorb
academic content but also develop the skills to apply it in real-world work environments

and everyday life situations.

While theoretical knowledge is essential, lecturers highlight that it is not sufficient on its
own. Traditional teaching often concentrates primarily on transmitting conceptual
knowledge, with little emphasis on how that knowledge is applied outside the classroom.
In contrast, a student-centered approach uses teaching methods that promote the practical
use of knowledge, fostering critical thinking and problem-solving skills. This approach
ensures that students are not just passive recipients of information but active participants,
ready to tackle challenges in the labor market and in their broader personal and professional

lives.

"You should explain to the student why they are doing what they are doing, why they are
studying. Also, you should introduce them to the market demands. It's not only about subject

knowledge, but also other skills that the market requires, such as basic digital technology

skills.”
"The student should have theoretical knowledge, that's fine, but the rest should be skills."

"Education is not just about transferring knowledge, but also about developing skills. For

me, student-centered learning is an approach focused on personal growth."

e The role of the lecturer: "Facilitator" rather than just "knowledge

transmitter"

The role of the lecturer has significantly changed in the context of SCL, as revealed through
the analysis of the interviews. In modern higher education, lecturers are no longer simply
individuals focused on delivering information. They now play a crucial role as mentors,
motivators, and specialists in managing the learning process effectively. All respondents

unanimously agree that their role involves not only providing knowledge but also
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developing students’ competencies and skills, which will help them succeed in real-life

situations in the future.

Thus, lecturers are transitioning from being mere conveyors of knowledge to becoming
experienced leaders, coaches, and mentors. Their insights greatly help students to unlock

their potential and assist them on their educational journey.

"For example, most of the lecturers I had made me feel that the lecturer was at the center

of the process, and in fact, they conducted the lecture like a solo performance.”

"The lecturer is one of the participants in this discussion, so to speak, a facilitator, whose
main purpose is not to tell the student that this is how it is, but to present a perspective and
say, 'Here's my viewpoint, now lets critique it, so that many ideas can emerge around it

and your mind can be opened as much as possible.""
e The university's material-technical environment

The analysis of the interviews shows that the vast majority of respondents unanimously
acknowledge that the physical and technological infrastructure of the learning environment
is directly linked to the quality of teaching. Implementing SCL in modern universities
requires more than just changes in pedagogical approaches—it is crucial for the learning

environment to be comfortable, flexible, and technologically equipped.

The physical setup of the university and its arrangement indicate whether the institution is
student-centered. The arrangement of desks, the design of the space, and the availability of
technological resources determine the extent to which interactive and student-centered
teaching is possible. For a student-centered approach, it is essential to have learning spaces
that allow for group work, discussions, and the promotion of critical thinking. Modern
classrooms should be comfortable, technologically equipped, and adaptable to interactive

learning.

"Student-centered learning starts from the classroom, the environment, what kind of
environment you enter, and the elementary things like how the desks are arranged. So, when
we talk about the environment of the institution and how the university is organized, it's
already clear whether it's a student-centered university or one that focuses on classical

teaching methods, or if it has a mix of both."
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"Therefore, one aspect is the environment in which the lecturer is placed, where they will
have the opportunity to conduct teaching with the necessary material-technical
infrastructure in a student-centered way. Even in this case, technology and equipment play
a very significant role. Otherwise, you won't be able to implement or use these innovative
methods and approaches, which are more student-centered than traditional methods,

because innovative methods require technology."

Material-technical resources include digital libraries and access to scientific databases as
an integral part. Modern education largely relies on research and international data, which
means that students and lecturers can use global information sources to enhance the
learning process and support research. Therefore, digital libraries and scientific databases

must be an essential component of the educational and scientific processes.

In addition, the quality and stability of the internet are important because the learning and
teaching processes are often dependent on internet-accessible resources. Respondents
highlighted this issue as significant, as the smooth execution of the learning process is only
possible when the internet is uninterrupted, fast, and secure. High-quality internet is crucial
not only for accessing and exchanging learning materials but also for online learning,

conducting distance lectures, and enabling students to use various technological tools.

Regarding technical support, respondents mentioned that universities must provide
effective technical assistance to ensure that both students and lecturers do not encounter
problems during the teaching process. To prevent technical issues during the learning
process, it is important for the educational environment to always have specialists who can

respond quickly and resolve any technical issues in a timely manner.

They also pointed out that when a university ensures both a high-quality technological
environment and appropriate technical support, it significantly improves working
conditions for both students and lecturers and allows them to enhance the quality and

effectiveness of teaching.
e The use of technology in the teaching-learning process

The analysis of the interviews shows that technology is an integral part of SCL, and its
effective use significantly improves the quality of teaching, enhances interactivity, and

facilitates the transfer of knowledge. The integration of technology into the modern
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learning process not only activates the process but also significantly increases student

engagement and boosts their motivation.

For example, respondents highlight the necessity of using technologies such as Learning
Management Systems (LMS) to increase classroom interactivity. They also discuss the
importance of online platforms like Zoom, Microsoft Teams, and Google Meet, which

allow students to work in real-time, regardless of their location.

The use of technology is also crucial for providing students with access to digital resources,
such as digital libraries, scientific databases, and e-books, which enable more efficient
information searches, allow them to study the latest research, and familiarize themselves

with various sources.

Therefore, respondents believe that the implementation of technology into the learning
process not only helps make the learning environment more engaging and flexible but also
significantly improves the management of the learning process, enhances interactivity, and

creates deeper student involvement.

Figure 4: Core Principles of Student-Centered Learning (SCL)

Focus on practical knowledge
and the development of skills
required for the labor market

Personalized and Active learning and
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Source: Author
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Implementation of SCL in Georgia

“On ascale of 10, I'd give it a 4 or 5. It might exist in some places, but generally it doesn 1.
Colleagues have so many lectures to deliver that they often don t have time for this. It s the
same in both public and private universities—lecturers are constantly running around, paid

>

by the hour, and lack a stable income.’

According to the respondents, the overall context for the implementation of student-
centered learning in Georgia is weak. However, evaluations of SCL reveal clear differences
between public and private universities: In public universities, scores typically hover
around 4 to 5 out of 10, reflecting several systemic challenges. By contrast, private
universities generally achieve higher ratings—around 6 to 8 out of 10—thanks to more
flexible structures and better resource allocation. Smaller class sizes allow instructors to
engage directly with each student, tailoring assignments and discussions to their interests
and abilities. Private institutions are also more likely to invest in professional development
opportunities, such as workshops on innovative pedagogies and technology integration,
which equip faculty to implement student-centered approaches effectively. In many cases,
private universities have the budget to maintain up-to-date facilities, from interactive
classrooms to digital learning platforms, further supporting a learning environment that

prioritizes student engagement and skill development.

In private universities, student-centered approaches are used more actively, although they
are often driven by commercial interests. Nevertheless, high competition among private
institutions positively influences the adoption of modern teaching methods and the delivery
of high-quality student services. Additionally, respondents believe that in smaller

universities the teaching process is more flexible and personalized .

“In private universities, the score is high because they operate as profit-oriented

businesses. They strive to be student-centered and to promote student well-being.”

“Student-centered practices are likely more prevalent in private universities than in public
ones. In private institutions, there is a stronger push to cater to students’interests and keep

pace with today s competitive environment.”

“For example, in private universities I personally find much better material and technical
resources than in public ones. In state universities, there is often not even the basic

equipment to project something on screen or give a simple presentation—which today is
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considered standard, not innovative. Unless I bring my own laptop and reserve the room

ahead of time, I physically can't demonstrate anything visually in that lecture hall.”

According to respondents, two main factors hinder the large-scale implementation of SCL
in public universities. First, bureaucratic challenges—particularly the dysfunction of
student services such as course registration—consume significant time and energy. Second,
the lack of capacity for individualized approaches in large, overburdened lecture halls:
student numbers are so high that instructors have neither the time nor the resources to
address each student’s needs. Respondents believe that improving the situation requires
modernizing administrative processes and balancing lecturers’ workloads so that time and

resources can be allocated fairly toward student personalization.

"In public universities, the problem is so big—though I probably shouldn t be saying this—
that in some places, students face serious issues during course registration. They often can t
register for the courses they actually want, because the system just isn't student-oriented.
Even the administrative staff sometimes don t fully understand it. You basically have to wait

until midnight and try to register then—it's a terrible situation and definitely not student-

friendly."”

In addition to the differences between public and private universities, some respondents
also highlight variations between academic programs. They note that student-centered
approaches are implemented more effectively in certain programs, while in others they are

less evident.

“There are also differences at the program level. What we 're seeing are isolated, ‘island-
like’ experiences. Across the whole country, I can name maybe twenty programs where 1
can confidently say that student-centered teaching is actually taking place — mostly in

private universities.”

SCL in Georgia is still in the process of development and formation. The research reveals
that, despite the values and policies declared at the national level, the large-scale and
consistent implementation of this approach remains limited. Private universities appear to
be more flexible and responsive to modern educational trends; however, some respondents
note that this is often driven by commercial motives—where concern for student well-being

is, in some cases, seen as a strategy for maintaining competitiveness in the market.

85



On the other hand, the advancement of SCL in public universities is hindered by several
significant factors. One major challenge is bureaucratic obstacles, such as inefficient
administrative services and inflexible registration systems. Another is the persistence of a
traditional academic culture and mindset that often favors teacher-centered approaches. In
addition, the high number of students and the heavy workload of lecturers greatly limit the

possibilities for individualized approaches.
Integration of SCL into Daily Practice

In this case, it is necessary to distinguish between the academic and administrative

directions (See figure 5).

From the perspective of the administrative direction, several key points are mentioned by

the respondents, including:

e Smart student services, which include providing information that corresponds to
their individual needs on any given issue; individual approach, including

personalized payment plans for semester fees; informing parents when necessary.

"From an administrative perspective, once the semester starts and before the student is

enrolled, the focus on the student begins."”

"Student services should be adapted in such a way that the student experiences maximum
comfort in terms of time and service, providing the most concise and accurate information.
This generation prefers short and specific information when pointed out, as they often don't

like lengthy explanations."

"We try to offer all services in such a way that they are supportive and as tailored to their

needs as possible."

e C(Creating an inclusive environment for all students, including those with disabilities

and international students.

"One of the important factors of student-centered learning is also the integration of
international students. They are often stressed because they are far from their home
countries, are in an intense study environment, and require extracurricular activities. I help
them integrate properly into the university environment and ensure that they feel as

comfortable and well-supported as possible."”
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e Regular feedback from students (confidential surveys, formal or informal meetings,

interviews, continuous analysis of student needs).

"Communication with students, both formal and informal. This includes, for example,
conducting surveys and meeting with students in an informal setting, involving both

lecturers and faculty members, as well as higher-level staff."

"Also, regular surveys. A survey at the end of each semester for students. It must be
confidential. Additionally, interviews and group meetings. What do you like, what don't you

like, what methods the lecturer uses, if the lecture times are convenient for you, etc."

e Academic process flexibility (discussion of changes at program meetings, making

changes to the syllabus, implementing new approaches).

"First of all, when we have program meetings, we present ideas, and everyone is required

to suggest ideas."

e Diversity of the course: inviting guest speakers, field lectures, integrating the

lecturer's own articles and research into the syllabus.

"That means, out of the 15 weeks, one is dedicated to either a guest speaker or we take the
students somewhere. We might take them to a company, or a representative from the
company could come to us, depending on how we organize it. The key is that students should
have some exposure to professionals in the field so they can understand the practical

aspects."

"We recommended that they include their own articles and research in the syllabus, so that

the work the lecturer has done in the field reaches the students."”

e (Connection with employers (career days, organization of internships, involvement

of employers in the educational process).

"We hold career days, employment forums, to provide additional information about labor

market demands and directly connect them with employers."

As for the academic perspective, it is primarily focused on the use of modern teaching
methods. Based on the analysis of the data, it appears that the methods used in the learning

process include the following methods:

e Project-based learning
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"My main goal is for the student to create something. For me, it's unacceptable for a student
to just write something or follow instructions throughout the semester and that's it. What's

important to me is that the student works on a project or carries out some kind of activity.”

e Teamwork — Students often work in teams, which helps develop their collaboration

and communication skills.

"[ try to encourage them to motivate each other and achieve success together. It's rare to

have a course without a group presentation.”

e Practice-based learning — practical assignments are actively used, helping students

develop analytical and critical thinking skills.

"[ teach a practical subject and conduct interactive lectures. I always try to incorporate
practical elements. Student engagement is essential, and I prefer less traditional lectures.

My approach emphasizes interactive learning and the involvement of every student.”

e C(Case-based learning — Discussing real-life cases helps students apply theoretical
knowledge in practice

e Visual presentations

“They like it more and concentrate better when you re explaining and showing something
visually at the same time. Their visual memory works better, and they tend to remember

things more effectively.”
¢ Individual mentoring — informal communication with students.

"I often hold additional online meetings, especially for introductory courses, to provide

guidance and orientation."

"[ give students the opportunity to come here, have some tea, talk, go somewhere together,

plan something, and carry it out as a group."
e Maximizing the engagement of all students in the learning process.

"I try to ensure the engagement of all students during my lecture, encouraging interactivity

and critical thinking, which I believe is crucial."

"When I see that a student is not being active or is shy during the lecture, I try to encourage

them and provide motivation. Some students feel uncomfortable expressing their opinions
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publicly. We need to try to open up such students as much as possible, so they feel

comfortable and their motivation to attend lectures and learn increases."”

e Differentiated teaching methods (considering individual student needs, providing
choices in the learning process): learning materials, tasks tailored to students'
abilities, and the opportunity for free choice (however, this experience is quite

limited and often causes confusion among students).

"One example is that during classroom activities, I provide information on the same topic
in different forms. The assignments are also differentiated. I also give them choices, they
have the right to choose. Should we discuss this today or not? Should we do it this way or

that way?"

"This experience is limited. Such offers are new for many students, and now they are unsure
of what to do, how to choose, what to pick, they get confused. This indicates that this culture

is not yet established.”

Figure 5. Integrating Student-Centered Learning (SCL) into Daily Practice

Administrative Direction Academic Direction
(AD) (AC)
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Smart student services Project-based learning
An inclusive environment for all students Teamwork

Regular feedback from students Practice-based learning
Academic process flexibility Case-based learning
Diverse Learning Experiences Visual presentations
Connection with employers Individual mentoring

Promoting Active Learning
Learner-Centered Differentiation

Source: Author
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Advantages and Limitations

During the interviews, the positive and negative aspects of SCL were discussed.

According to the results, the following main advantage of SCL was identified (see figure

6):

1.

Personal Development: This primarily refers to the ability of self-expression —
the university becomes a space where students grow not only professionally but
also personally. In addition to acquiring professional knowledge, they develop the
ability to express themselves clearly and present themselves with confidence and

dignity, which in turn supports their career development.

“You may be very good, even excellent, but still unable to present yourself properly. At

the same time, you shouldnt overdo it either. That'’s why it’s important to know how to

present yourself — and you also need to have some knowledge about how to do it

effectively.”

2. Increased Motivation — Not only for students but also for lecturers: The

enthusiasm and interactive approaches of lecturers enhance student motivation and
engagement. Lecturers also note that this approach boosts their own motivation, as
teaching becomes less of a monologue and more of a dynamic discussion where
students are involved in decision-making processes.

Development of transferable skills — This teaching method fosters the
enhancement of students’ analytical, creative, and research skills. In addition, it
helps them learn how to think logically, construct arguments, and conduct in-depth

analysis of various issues.

According to the majority of respondents, SCL does not have any significant drawbacks.

However, two important aspects were identified that must be taken into account when

implementing SCL:

1. Exaggerated expectations of students — students must understand the limits of

their rights and responsibilities. It is important for students to realize that SCL does
not imply limitless customization to suit their needs; rather, it provides them with
opportunities to express themselves and actively participate. For all of this to work,

there must be proper boundaries and responsibilities on the part of the students.
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Some students may have excessively high demands, which could pose a risk of

disrupting the internal processes of the university.

"Unfortunately, they often misunderstand this concept. The term spread among students,
and for them, student-centered learning means that if they call me at 3 a.m., I am obligated

to answer and provide consultation and assistance for as long as needed, 24/7."

"For example, there is an exam scheduled for a specific date, and student-centered learning
would mean that I adjust the schedule and plan according to your interests. Let's say I have
planned it this way. Then, one student out of a hundred says, 'This time doesn't work for
me.' The response is, 'l simply don't want it, and you're obligated to accommodate me.' This

is how many students misunderstand it; not a few, but quite a few."

2. Decrease in academic literacy - This refers to the imbalance between freedom and
responsibility. Sometimes students limit themselves to the information received in
lectures and no longer seek additional material. While they engage in discussions,
the opinions they express are often based on their own simple reasoning and are not
supported by academic materials or professional knowledge. In this way, they try

to succeed with less effort and study.

"Often, when we tell students to express their opinions and engage in discussions, it ends
up with them no longer reading the book, and when they talk about a topic, they speak in

their own words, which leads to the other extreme."”

"There is a need to maintain balance here. We tell them, yes, we give you the opportunity
to express your opinion, and so on. But if I stop someone in the street, they will say the
same thing you're saying. This risk is always present. When they feel freedom, they try to

get by in class with what they heard, and not read the book. Balance is needed here."”
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Figure 6: Advantages and Limitations of Student-Centered Learning (SCL)
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Source: Author

Skills Fostered by a Student-Centered Approach: Pathways to Labor Market Success

Indeed, during the analysis of the positive aspects of SCL, the development of universal
skills emerged as one of the key points. During the interviews, the following universal skills

were identified as contributing to students' career success:

- Critical thinking and analytical skills: The interviews revealed that critical
thinking is one of the most important skills students acquire. Students learn how to

analyze events, assess alternatives, and draw conclusions.

"Analytical skills, critical comparison of what is good and what is bad, and understanding

what has been read."”

"It is important when students embrace critical thinking and begin to reflect on it, applying
it to their activities and environment in a critical way. In my opinion, this is the most
important thing, because knowledge can be varied, and what we call knowledge is the

volume of information."

- Communication skills (oral and written): According to the interviews, one of the
most significant challenges is the lack of communication skills. Through SCL,
students develop both oral and written communication skills, which include
presentation skills, business correspondence, and negotiation skills. Employers

especially value students' ability to effectively present their knowledge and ideas.
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"I would highlight communication skills, which I believe are very important, and I try to

develop this skill in my students."”

"Communication is difficult for our students. It's a fact. Because, mostly, they take exams
in writing, they write exams, and for some, all their activities are written. When are they
supposed to learn to speak, articulate, and present? In organizations, every employer

demands communication skills.”

"They also struggle with this, which includes both written and verbal communication. In
terms of verbal communication, it's about presenting oneself, showcasing the best side,
managing relationships with others, and in written communication, it involves business

correspondence, which they have developed quite weakly."

- Teamwork and collegiality: In the process of SCL, students learn how to delegate
tasks, manage conflicts, and maintain team motivation. Employers often note that
this skill is less developed among students today, which is especially problematic

in corporate environments.

"First and foremost, I would highlight teamwork, the ability to work in a team, and a proper

understanding of the concept of collegiality.”

"Teamwork comes first because, as a rule, students struggle with working in teams, which
involves task delegation, motivating team members, meeting deadlines, and managing

conflicts within the team. This part is very important."

- Logical and well-reasoned argumentation — The ability to form clear, logical, and
evidence-based arguments is considered one of the most essential skills for students.
Within the framework of SCL, students are given the opportunity to explore and
apply principles of logical thinking, helping them articulate their ideas clearly and
convincingly. This skill is particularly valued in contexts such as debates, academic
writing, presentations, and professional communication. Strong argumentation and
logical reasoning foster students’ critical and independent thinking, ultimately
enhancing their competitiveness both in academic environments and in the job

market.

"Communication skills and logical reasoning skills are very important. A person might talk,

but talk nonsense.”
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- Creative thinking and innovativeness are among the most essential skills that are
particularly strengthened through SCL. This approach encourages students to think
beyond conventional methods and to explore non-traditional, original approaches,
which helps them generate new ideas and view existing problems from different
perspectives. SCL provides space for experimentation, idea exchange, and free
thinking, which ultimately fosters the ability to analyze problems from multiple

angles and to find effective—often unique—solutions.

In conclusion, it can be said that as a result of SCL, students acquire critical thinking,
communication skills, teamwork, logical reasoning, and creativity. All of these help them
become competitive candidates in the job market. However, the majority of respondents
agree that there is still a noticeable lack of universal skills among students today: “Despite
some progress, students still lack the practical skills that would meet the current demands

of the labor market.”
Challenges to Implementation

As revealed in the interviews, SCL in Georgia is more advanced in private universities
compared to public ones. However, the majority of respondents believe that this approach
is not sufficiently developed nationwide. This raises the question: what are the main

obstacles hindering this process, and what challenges need to be addressed?

While several obstacles were discussed earlier in the analysis, this section provides a
summary of the main challenges identified during the interview process. The following key

issues emerged:

- Weak collaboration between the business sector and universities: This was
identified as the main challenge and was the most frequently mentioned issue during
the interviews. Despite existing formal relationships, the implementation of

practical cooperation remains a significant challenge.

"As long as there is such a large gap between the business and academic sectors, student-

centered learning remains somewhat superficial."

"Exactly, as long as this is not the case, how can we be student-centered if we don't equip

students with the skills that the labor market demands? The ultimate result is that the
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student enters the labor market, has to work, and become a successful professional. If we

can't ensure this, student-centered learning will no longer be effective.”

"The university is no longer what it was in the Middle Ages, when they taught philosophy
and mathematics and you became a thinker. This is not the purpose of higher education
today. We are not focused on shaping elite thinkers, but rather on employers and employees.
They need to know how to hire and how to be hired, they need to be knowledgeable about

specific issues. Everything is heading in this direction."

- Academic culture and traditional approaches: Several respondents emphasized
that traditional, lecturer-centered approaches continue to dominate within Georgian
universities. Although some universities have begun to prioritize student-centered
learning, the conventional teaching model remains deeply rooted, hindering the
adoption of innovative practices. This issue is especially evident in state institutions,
where established academic traditions and rigid organizational structures often
resist change. As a result, the transition toward more dynamic, interactive, and
student-oriented teaching methods is progressing slowly, revealing a persistent gap
between modern educational principles and existing pedagogical practices.

- Lack of infrastructure and resources, especially in public universities: The lack
of technological equipment remains a significant challenge in many universities.
This problem is particularly noticeable in public universities. The majority of
respondents believe that the infrastructure of classrooms in universities does not
always meet modern educational demands. Notably, issues such as inadequate
classroom equipment and outdated technology are frequently highlighted as barriers
to effective teaching and learning.

- Student passivity and lack of motivation: Respondents noted that not all students
are ready for active learning. Some students prefer a simpler, less demanding
learning process, with the primary goal being to eventually obtain a diploma.

- Differences in students' preparation levels: The knowledge acquired in school
often does not meet the university's requirements, and many students come to
university with insufficient knowledge and skills. The majority of respondents agree
that "until prepared students come from school, we will not have the opportunity to

fully implement student-centered learning."
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Lecturer overload and lack of retraining: The shortage of time and resources for
academic staff is a key issue, as most lecturers work at multiple universities
simultaneously, leaving them with limited time for self-development activities.
Additionally, universities rarely offer training sessions or courses to address this

need.

3.5 Limitations and Delimitations

Delimitations:

The study intentionally included only 12 academic and administrative staff from
Georgian higher education institutions. This relatively small number was chosen
to allow in-depth, phenomenological exploration of lived experiences and
institutional realities rather than broad generalisation.

Participants were limited to mid- and senior-level academic staff who have direct
involvement in curriculum design, teaching, or quality assurance processes. Junior
lecturers without syllabus responsibility were excluded.

The sample was restricted to institutions in Tbilisi and two regional centres,
deliberately excluding smaller regional universities and colleges in order to focus
on the institutions that educate the majority of the country’s students and set

national pedagogical trends.

Limitations:

Small sample size and potential selection bias: Although theoretical saturation was
reached and a balanced public/private mix was achieved, the voices of particularly
innovative public-university lecturers may be under-represented.

Social desirability and institutional pressure: Some interviewees may have felt
pressure to present their institution in a more positive light, potentially softening
criticism of superficial SCL implementation.

Researcher positionality: The researcher is a former lecturer and current doctoral
candidate within the Georgian higher education system. Insider status may have
influenced both access to participants and the interpretation of responses.

Lack of direct classroom observation: Conclusions about actual teaching practices

rely exclusively on participants’ self-reported accounts rather than independent
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observation of classroom reality. This raises the possibility that the reported
public—private divide is partially exaggerated.

e Single-interview format: Each participant was interviewed only once. Follow-up
interviews or focus groups could have provided deeper exploration of emerging

contradictions and increased trustworthiness.

3.6 Conclusion

The qualitative findings paint a nuanced yet sobering picture of SCL in Georgian higher
education twenty years after the country’s accession to the Bologna Process. While all
interviewees unequivocally endorse SCL as a desirable and necessary pedagogical shift, its

everyday reality remains fragmented and heavily institution-dependent.

The most consistent and striking theme emerging from the participants’ lived experiences
is the sharp public—private divide. In private universities — particularly newer, market-
oriented ones — SCL is considerably more authentic, routine, and supported by smaller
classes, flexible curricula, better infrastructure, and stronger faculty development. In
contrast, most public institutions continue to treat SCL as a largely declarative obligation,
rather than genuine pedagogical conviction. Large enrolments, bureaucratic inertia,
outdated facilities, and extreme lecturer workload leave little room for meaningful

individualisation or interactive teaching.

Academic staff overwhelmingly agree on the core principles of SCL: personalisation,
active student engagement, practical skill development, the lecturer’s role as facilitator, and
the crucial importance of modern infrastructure and technology. Yet the translation of these
principles into daily practice varies dramatically across institutional type. Where conditions
are favourable, SCL is experienced as motivating for both students and lecturers, fostering
transferable skills and personal growth. Where systemic barriers dominate, it risks

becoming yet another box-ticking exercise.

These findings carry clear implications for policy and institutional reform. Authentic SCL
cannot be mandated through syllabi and learning outcomes alone; it requires concrete
changes in class sizes, lecturer workload, professional development opportunities,
administrative efficiency, and material resources — changes that are currently far more

feasible in the private sector. Until public universities receive comparable structural
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support, the rhetorical commitment to student-centredness will continue to outpace

classroom reality.

Ultimately, the participants’ voices reveal that SCL in Georgia is not rejected — it is simply
waiting for the institutional conditions that would allow lecturers to practise what they
sincerely believe in. Bridging the public—private gap and creating those conditions

represents the key challenge for the next stage of Bologna reform in the Georgian context.

CHAPTER 4 Quantitative study
4.1. Methodology

4.1.1 Introduction

This chapter offers an in-depth account of the methodological framework adopted for the
study. It presents the research design, methodological foundations, measurement processes,
sampling methods, data collection strategies, and analytical techniques applied throughout
the investigation. The chapter further elaborates on the specific stages of the empirical
research and provides justification for the chosen analytical methods. Additionally, it
describes the measures taken to ensure the reliability and validity of the findings. In

essence, this chapter outlines the full process of conducting the primary research.

4.1.2 Research objectives

4.1.2.1 Primary research objective

The main purpose of the quantitative study is to examine the impact of SCL on the career

success of graduates 20 years after Georgia's accession to the Bologna Process.

4.1.2.2 Secondary research objective

The secondary research objective is to empirically test the conceptual framework developed

on the basis of the literature review.

This study’s purpose is established through its primary and secondary research objectives.
Establishing these objectives represents the initial step in the research process, as they
provide the targets to be achieved throughout the study (Zikmund, Babin, Carr, & Griffin,
2013). The subsequent sections explain the research process employed to accomplish these

objectives.
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Based on the conceptual framework, three hypotheses were formulated corresponding to
the proposed relationships among the variables.

H1: SCL — Individual Competencies

SCL have a positive effect on Individual Competencies.

H2: Academic Self-efficacy — Individual Competencies

Academic Self-efficacy positively affects Individual Competencies.

H3: Individual Competencies — Career Success

Individual Competencies positively affect Career Success.

4.1.3 Research process

Research must be guided by a clear purpose. Accordingly, the research problem addressed
in this study was introduced in Chapter 1. The research process involves a sequence of
clearly defined steps that guide the conduct of a study (Cooper & Schindler, 2014).
Although these steps are typically presented in a linear order, some may overlap, and certain
steps may need to be revisited multiple times. Each time a step is revisited, the researcher

reflects on the issue at hand and may refine or redefine the approach (Saunders, Lewis, &

Thornhill, 2019).

Figure 7 illustrates the research process followed in this study.
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Figure 7: The research process

Defining the Core Concepts and Variables

Step 1 Discovery and Definition of the Research Problem —
Step 2 Literature Review
Operationalisation

Conceptualisation

Measurement Procedures for Concepts
and Variables in This Study

Step 3 Research problem, questions or hypothesis
4 . .
Step Choice of Research Approach and Sampling
Step 5 Data collection
Step 6 Data processing
Step 7 Statistical Procedures and Presentation of Findings
Step 8 Develop and refine the model
Step 9 Present final model and draw conclusions

<
<

Source: Adapted from (Babbie, 2016; Zikmund, D’Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin,

2017; Van Huyssteen, 2022). The steps illustrated in the figure above are described in detail

below.

Figure 7 outlines the research process, consisting of the steps listed below:

e In Step 1, the research process began with problem identification and definition, as

described in Chapter 1. During this step, the researcher highlighted the gap in

knowledge regarding the implementation of SCL and its impact on graduates’ career

success. While higher education is increasingly recognized as a key factor in

individual success, economic growth, and social mobility (Billingham, 2018;

Fiilop, et al., 2022), research indicates that the Georgian higher education system

still struggles to fully prepare graduates with the competencies required for the

dynamic labor market (Bochorishvili & Peranizde, 2020; Amashukeli, Lezhava, &

Chitashvili, 2022). This research problem is further emphasized by limited
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empirical evidence on SCL practices in Georgia. Although studies have examined
graduates’ competencies and self-perceptions (Amashukeli, Lezhava, &
Chitashvili, 2022) and identified attempts to apply SCL approaches (Khabeishvili,
2023), there remains a lack of in-depth understanding regarding functional SCL
practices and their effectiveness in enhancing career-related competencies. Drawing
from the research problem, the primary and secondary research objectives were
developed and clearly articulated. Addressing the problem contributes to
understanding the effectiveness of SCL in higher education and provides insights
for improving graduate preparedness and employability.

Step 2 involved a critical review of the relevant literature, as presented in Chapter
3. The literature review offers a structured argument in support of the research topic,
grounded in credible evidence from prior studies.. In this study, the literature review
also encompassed two key aspects: conceptualization and operationalization
(Babbie, 2021). During this step, the researcher critically examined existing
academic studies and reports to build a robust argument supporting the investigation
of SCL and its impact on graduates’ career success in Georgian higher education.
Conceptualization was achieved by exploring core concepts such as SCL
approaches, individual competencies, and career success. The operationalisation
process involved constructing a conceptual model that illustrates the
interrelationships between the variables and defines their measurement within the
study.

Step 3 involved refining the research problem, selecting a specific research
problem, question or hypotheses (see Section 1.5). Although the research problem
identified during Step 1 laid a sound foundation, it was subsequently sharpened and
refined based on insights gained from the comprehensive literature review. As the
nature of the research problem dictates the methodological approach, the study
required statistical analysis to test the conceptual model. Consequently, a
quantitative survey was selected as the most suitable method for data collection and
analysis.

In Step 4, the research design was planned and selected. This step involved the
selection of research methods, identification of the target population, and
determination of the sampling techniques to be applied. For the purposes of this
study, a quantitative survey method was selected to examine the relationship
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between SCL implementation and graduates’ career success. The target population
consisted of individuals who had completed any level of higher education
(Bachelor’s, Master’s, or Doctoral) from 2010 onwards, as well as those currently
enrolled as Master’s or Doctoral students in Georgian higher education institutions.
The snowball sampling method was applied to reach respondents through referrals.
Primary data were collected using an online self-administered questionnaire,
allowing efficient and broad data collection from the selected population. Given
that the National Centre for Educational Quality Enhancement (NCEQE) was
established in 2010 to consolidate external quality assurance across all levels of
education in Georgia (Jibladze & Glonti, 2020), it was deemed appropriate to focus
the survey on graduates from 2010 onwards. This ensures that the respondents
experienced higher education under the current quality assurance framework,
making their insights relevant for evaluating the implementation of Student-
Centered Learning and its impact on career success.

Step 5 involves the process of data collection (see Section 4.1.9).

Step 6 involves data processing (see Section 4.1.10).

Step 7 involves the statistical data analysis and presentation of results (see
Section 4.2 and 4.3).

Step 8 pertains to the model development process, including its refinement, with
the approach used to establish the final model (see Section 4.2 and 4.3).

Step 9 represents the final stage of the research process, which involves presenting
the completed model and drawing conclusions based on the study’s findings (see
Chapter 4). This step consolidates the results obtained from data collection,
analysis, and model refinement, providing a comprehensive overview of the
relationships examined and the implications for SCL implementation and graduates’

carcer Success.

Following this, the research design employed in the current study is discussed in detail.

4.1.4 Research design

The research design of a study serves as a structured plan outlining how the research

objectives will be achieved. It defines the methods and procedures for data collection and

analysis (Zikmund, D’ Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017) and includes the strategy
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for accessing information, the units of analysis, and the variables and measurements used
to address the research questions and objectives (Ang, 2021). In essence, a research design
acts as a blueprint for systematically collecting, measuring, and analyzing data (Cooper &
Schindler, 2014).

The research design can be described as follows (Van Huyssteen, 2022):

e A structured plan of action with a defined timeline.

e A plan grounded in the research question(s) and objectives.

e A strategy for accessing relevant sources and types of information.

e A framework for specifying the relationships among the study variables.

e A procedural outline detailing each step of the primary research activities.

In addition to the core elements, a research design should also reflect the methodological

decisions made throughout the study. This includes considerations such as:

e How causal relationships between variables are expressed and whether the findings
can be generalized to a larger or different population;

e How specific behaviours are to be explained and interpreted;

e How the interconnections and dynamics of social phenomena are understood and

analyzed (Bryman, 2016).

The research design fulfils two essential purposes: it maps out the procedures and steps
taken to conduct the research, and it assures that these procedures are rigorous enough to
provide reliable and valid answers to the research questions (Kumar R. , 2019). It can be
argued that there is no single optimal research design, as each study is unique.
Consequently, every research study requires a design tailored to employ the most
appropriate methods and procedures for collecting the specific data needed (Zikmund,
D’ Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017). A well-developed research design is crucial
for establishing criteria to evaluate the study (Martenssona, Fors, Wallinc, Zander, &
Nilsson, 2016) and ensures that the researcher can reach valid findings, make accurate

comparisons, and draw reliable conclusions (Kumar R. , 2019).

The research design encompasses several core elements, including the chosen
methodology, methods of data collection, techniques for data analysis, and the development
of measurement instruments (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma,

2019). The components of the research design are illustrated in Figure 8.
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Figure 8: The Research Design: Core Components

Strategic Elements of the Research Design

¥ ¥

Design of Data
Collection

Sampling design

¥

Intrument development
and pilot testing

Source: Adapted from (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019;
Van Huyssteen, 2022).

4.1.5 Research terminology

This section provides a concise overview of the key terminology related to the research

process employed in the present study and throughout this thesis.
4.1.5.1 Research paradigm

The term paradigm originates from the Greek word paradigma, meaning “pattern” (Killam,
2013). A paradigm represents a perspective or worldview, shaped by specific philosophical
assumptions that guide a researcher’s thinking and actions (Mertens, 2019). The three core
philosophical assumptions that define a research paradigm are ontology, epistemology, and
axiology (Chilisa, 2019). Ontology addresses the nature of social reality, explaining how
individuals relate to each other within societies and make sense of the world around them
(Edelheim, 2015; Raghvan, 2021). Epistemology, the study of knowledge, concerns the
ways in which individuals determine what is considered true or valid (Saunders, Lewis, &
Thornhill, 2019). Axiology relates to values and ethics, highlighting the importance of
ethical considerations in the planning and execution of research (Mertens, 2019).
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In summary, a research paradigm provides a framework for understanding a worldview
informed by these three philosophical assumptions—ontology, epistemology, and

axiology—which are further discussed in Section 4.1.6.1.
4.1.5.2 Deduction and induction

Two primary research approaches can be adopted in a study: deduction and induction. The
deductive approach involves formulating hypotheses based on existing theory and
designing a research strategy to test them (Wilson, 2014). Essentially, deduction focuses
on verifying or testing a theory rather than developing a new one (Babbie, The practice of
social research. 14th ed., 2016). The key steps in a deductive approach include: drawing on
existing theoretical knowledge to develop hypotheses, collecting data on the concepts or
variables within the hypotheses, and confirming or rejecting the hypotheses based on
empirical findings (Bryman, 2016). Surveys are commonly associated with the deductive
approach, which aligns with quantitative research (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019;
Bryman, 2016). In this approach, the researcher moves from theory to data. In contrast, the
inductive approach works from data to theory, generating conclusions that explain observed

facts (Wilson, 2014; Cooper & Schindler, 2014). Induction is typically linked to qualitative
research (Wilson, 2014; Bryman, 2016). Considering the objectives of this study, a

deductive approach was adopted.

4.1.5.3 Primary and secondary data in the empirical research design

The term empirical research refers to conducting systematic observations to gather
evidence (Patten, 2017). More specifically, it involves the collection and analysis of

primary data, typically to test a hypothesis (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Patten, 2017).

Empirical research is also used to examine causal relationships, with findings often
expressed as generalisations, laws, or propositions (Rosenberg, 2018). In general, empirical
research entails collecting and analysing primary and/or secondary data to investigate
effects, causes, or hypotheses (Van Huyssteen, 2022). In the present study, empirical
research was conducted using primary data. Primary data refer to information collected for
the first time by the researcher to address specific research objectives (Cooper & Schindler,

2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019).
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Often described as “fresh data” (Bradley, 2013; Xian & Meng-Lewis, 2018), primary data
can be qualitative or quantitative (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma,
2019). This study involved the collection of primary quantitative data, which are presented
and analyzed in the following sections. Secondary data are data collected by others for
purposes other than the current research (Zikmund, D’ Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin,
2017). This data may be quantitative or qualitative (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019)
and involves at least one level of interpretation between the original collection and its
recording in a study (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019). In

the present study, secondary data were not collected.
4.1.5.4 Variables

A variable can be defined as an element or factor under investigation (Williamson &
Johanson, 2018). More comprehensively, a variable is “a symbol of an act, trait,
characteristic, or attribute that can be measured and assigned a value (Cooper & Schindler,
2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019). In other words, to test a hypothesis or a

conceptual model, it is essential to identify the specific variables that will be measured or

examined (Stokes & Wall, 2014).

In research, it is common to distinguish between different types of variables, particularly

those included in survey questionnaires (Van Huyssteen, 2022):

e Dichotomous variables have only two possible values and typically indicate the
presence or absence of a characteristic. They can be nominal or ordinal. Examples
include yes/no questions or gender when only two options are available.

e Continuous variables are measured on a scale and may include decimal values.
Examples include age and income.

e Nominal variables cannot be expressed numerically or ranked. Examples include
gender, geographic location, and occupation.

e Ordinal variables are those that can be ranked or ordered according to magnitude,
although the differences between values are not necessarily equal. A common
example is a five-point Likert scale.

e Interval variables consist of categories or values that have equal distances between
them. For instance, Celsius temperature is an interval variable because zero degrees

does not indicate the absence of temperature, but rather represents a value like any
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other on the scale. For example, the difference between 13°C and 0°C is the same
as between 25°C and 12°C.

e Ratio variables also have equal intervals, but unlike interval variables, they possess
an absolute zero point. For example, if a company earns R50,000 one year and
R100,000 the next, profits have doubled. If profits remain at R50,000, the absolute
zero indicates no increase (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Bryman, 2016; Saunders,

Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019).

Variables can also be classified as dependent and independent (Zikmund, D’Allesandro,
Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017). A dependent variable is the outcome or phenomenon that
the researcher aims to explain or predict and represents the primary focus of the study
(Sekaran & Bougie, 2020). Independent variables, on the other hand, are measurable
characteristics that can theoretically influence the dependent variable, either positively or
negatively. Empirically, they may help explain variations without implying direct causation
(Babbie, 2021). Dependent variables respond to changes in independent variables, whereas
independent variables generally cause changes in dependent variables (Saunders, Lewis, &

Thornhill, 2019). The specific variables applied in this study are detailed in Table 2,

presented later in this chapter.

4.1.6 Research design overview

Various descriptors can be employed to define the specific research design of a study by
considering its different design dimensions (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler,
& Sharma, 2019). The eight key dimensions of the research design are presented in Table

1.

Table 1: Key Features of the Research Design

Category Options

Research paradigm Post-positivism
Constructivism
Pragmatism
Realism

Postmodernism
Level of Development of the Research | Exploratory research questions

Question Descriptive research questions
Causal research questions
The method of data collection Monitoring

Communication study
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Extent of Researcher Manipulation / Control of
Variables

Experimental
Ex Post Facto Design

Research Purpose

Reporting
Descriptive study
Causal
Explanatory
Predictive

The time dimension

Cross-sectional study
Longitudinal

Research Scope

Case study
Statistical study

The research environment

Field setting
Laboratory setting
Simulation

Source: Adapted from (Cooper & Schindler,

detail in the following sections.

2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019;
Sekaran & Bougie, 2016; Van Huyssteen, 2022). Each of these descriptors is discussed in
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4.1.6.1 Identification of a research paradigm

This topic was briefly introduced above. The foundation of the research design begins with
the identification of a research paradigm (Collis & Hussey, 2021). Research is shaped by
the interrelationship between the research paradigm, research design, and research method,
as illustrated in Figure 9. In this section, only the research paradigm (also referred to as the
philosophical worldview) is discussed, while the remaining elements are addressed later in

the chapter.

Figure 9: Connection Between Research Paradigm, Design, and Methods

Philosophical worldviews Research designs
*  Post-positivism Research approaches *  Quantitative (e.g.
survey)
e Constructivism A
O Qe e  Qualitative (e.g.

e  Pragmatism e  Quantitative Ethnographies)
e Realism S et el ek e  Mixed Methods

) (e.g. Explanatory
e Postmodernism Sequential)

Research methods
e Questions

e Data Collection
e Data analysis

e  Validation

Source: Adapted from (Creswell J. , 2014; Creswell & Creswell, 2017; Saunders, Lewis, &
Thornhill, 2019; Van Huyssteen, 2022).

The term paradigm refers to a set of assumptions or a shared belief system within a
scientific community (Cooper D. , 2018). A research paradigm serves as a framework
guiding how research should be conducted, shaped by the researcher’s philosophical
assumptions about the nature of reality and knowledge (Collis & Hussey, 2021). It can also
be described as a fundamental model or reference framework that researchers use to

structure observations and reasoning (Babbie, The practice of social research. 14th ed.,
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2016). Essentially, a paradigm functions as the lens through which research is perceived
and executed (Leavy, 2017). In other words, it reflects the researcher’s worldview, often

referred to as a philosophical worldview (Creswell J. , 2014; Creswell & Creswell, 2017).

The primary research paradigms are briefly outlined below.
Post-positivism

The post-positivism/positivism philosophical paradigm has its roots in the natural sciences
and emphasizes an objective, structured, and measurable reality (Leavy, 2017). Post-
positivists adopt a deterministic perspective, assuming that specific causes lead to
predictable outcomes (Creswell J. , 2014) (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). The current study
adopts a post-positivist paradigm, as it aims to identify and evaluate the factors that
influence outcomes through testing a conceptual model. This paradigm is commonly

associated with quantitative research (Creswell J. , 2014; Collis & Hussey, 2021).

The positivist approach is guided by several key principles. According to Bell, Bryman,
and Harley (2019), only phenomena that can be observed through the senses are regarded
as valid sources of knowledge. The main function of theory within this framework is to
generate hypotheses that can be empirically tested, meaning that quantitative research
typically begins with theory testing. Knowledge is gained through the collection of factual
evidence, which then serves as the foundation for formulating generalizable propositions.
Furthermore, scientific inquiry should be conducted in a value-free manner to ensure that
research methods and conclusions remain unbiased. Finally, a clear distinction must be
made between scientific and normative statements, as normative claims cannot be verified
through sensory observation; therefore, only scientifically verifiable statements should be
formulated (Bell, Bryman, & Harley, 2019). Finally, according to the positivist paradigm,
the primary purpose of research is to establish and validate theories through empirical
testing. In line with this, the current study employed a positivist approach to test a

conceptual model (theory) (Van Huyssteen, 2022).
Constructivism

The constructivist/interpretivist approach is predominantly applied in qualitative research
(Creswell J. , 2014; Gray, 2020). This paradigm posits that individuals create multiple

realities that emerge within the context of social interactions and are shaped by subjective

meanings (Roller & Lavrakas, 2015). Constructivism emphasises understanding the
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“worldview of experiences as lived and interpreted by social actors” (Klenke, 2016).
Researchers adopting a constructivist approach generally acknowledge that the perspective
should not be taken to an absolute extreme; instead, they often explore whether an
underlying truth exists within social interactions (Pasian, 2015). Constructivism posits that
social beliefs and categories are not only created through interaction but are continually
reshaped over time (Bryman, 2016). Research conducted from a constructivist perspective
typically employs open-ended interviews, observations, and narrative sources such as
diaries, in contrast to post-positivist studies that rely on structured interviews and

questionnaires (Gliner, Morgan, & Leech, 2017).
Pragmatism

The pragmatism paradigm involves integrating methods, techniques, and procedures from
both quantitative and qualitative research, providing a practical and applied approach
oriented toward action (Gray, 2020; Klenke, 2016). Researchers operating within this
paradigm usually direct their attention to investigating the ‘what’ (the nature/content) and
‘how’ (the processes/mechanisms) of the research problem (Creswell J. , 2014; Creswell &
Creswell, 2017). Pragmatism accepts that no single approach is sufficient for studying and
understanding the social world; therefore, it emphasizes the importance of adopting a

variety of research methods (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019).
Realism

Realism is based on the idea that reality exists independently of human perception, meaning
that objects have an existence separate from the mind (Sekaran & Bougie, 2020). Research
subjects, such as culture, organizations, and corporate planning, exist and operate
independently of the observer. Consequently, researchers adopting this approach can

systematically study these phenomena as if they were natural occurrences (Gray, 2020).

The realist paradigm encompasses two fundamental types: empirical realism (frequently
referred to as direct realism) and critical realism (Bryman, 2016). Empirical realism posits
that reality can be accurately perceived and understood through appropriate research
methods (Bell, Bryman, & Harley, 2019). In other words, direct realists trust that their
sensory experiences provide a true representation of the world (Saunders, Lewis, &

Thornhill, 2019). Critical realism, in contrast, posits that what researchers perceive are
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merely sensations or representations of real-world objects, not the objects themselves

(Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019).
Postmodernism

Postmodernism emphasizes the social, historical, and political contexts in which
knowledge, individuals, and social relationships are constructed (Mora, Gelman,
Steenkamp, & Raisinghani, 2012).This approach is predominantly used in the arts and
social sciences. It is founded on a broad coalition of intellectual perspectives that
collectively challenge and critique fundamental assumptions in scientific research
(INtgrty., 2016). Research conducted from a postmodernist perspective typically employs
deconstructive methods, focusing on in-depth analyses of anomalies, silences, and gaps.
The data collected in such studies are usually qualitative (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill,

2019).

4.1.6.2 Clarity and structure of the research questions

Research questions are the central queries that a study seeks to answer and typically form
the foundation for the research objectives (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019). Research
questions can generally be classified into three main types: exploratory, descriptive, and

causal (Sekaran & Bougie, 2020).

Exploratory research questions, which are most commonly employed in qualitative studies
aim to gain a deeper understanding of a phenomenon and often serve to generate initial
hypotheses or raise further questions to guide future research (Sekaran & Bougie, 2020).
This type of research is generally unstructured and seeks to identify future research
directions (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019). Additionally,
exploratory research helps clarify ambiguous situations or uncover ideas that may represent
potential business opportunities (Babin & Zikmund, 2016; Zikmund, D’ Allesandro, Lowe,
Winzar, & Babin, 2017).

The two more highly structured categories of research questions are those that are
descriptive in nature and those that are causal. Studies typically begin with clearly defined

hypotheses or research questions and specify detailed procedures along with data sources

(Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019).
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Descriptive research questions focus on gathering data that highlight characteristics and
can employ either quantitative or qualitative methods (Sekaran & Bougie, 2020). This form

of research seeks to describe objects, individuals, groups, organisations, or environments,
and it is frequently applied in identifying and defining market segments (Babin & Zikmund,
2016; Zikmund, D’ Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017). Causal research questions,

on the other hand, aim to identify factors that contribute to or directly cause a particular

issue (Sekaran & Bougie, 2020).

In the context of the present quantitative study, the research questions are descriptive in
nature, as the objective is to gain an understanding of how SCL influences career success.
More specifically, the study seeks to identify how different dimensions of SCL shape
students’ skills, employability, and long-term career outcomes. The subsequent section

presents the data-collection method selected for this research

4.1.6.3 Data collection method

Data can be collected either through monitoring or communication. Monitoring refers to
obtaining data through direct observation, while communication involves asking
respondents questions and recording their answers (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Cooper,

Schindler, & Sharma, 2019). This study addressed its research questions and objectives
through a communicative approach, entailing direct engagement with participants for
the collection and recording of their responses. More specifically, an online survey was
utilized, with participants invited to fill out a self-administered electronic questionnaire
(see Appendix). This approach was deemed the most suitable for capturing participants'
views on Student-Centered Learning (SCL) and its influence on career success. The
researcher's degree of control over the study variables is addressed in the subsequent

section.

4.1.6.4 Degree of researcher control in the study

The extent to which a researcher can manipulate variables is determined by the type of
research design adopted — specifically, whether it is experimental or ex post facto in nature

(Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019). Experimental research

designs are built around testable predictions (hypotheses) instead of general research

questions (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019), where the researcher attempts to control
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or manipulate variables to examine causal effects (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Cooper,
Schindler, & Sharma, 2019). In contrast, the ex post facto design does not involve
manipulation, as the researcher has no control over the variables (Sekaran & Bougie, 2020).
In this approach, the researcher can only report on observed relationships and patterns as

they exist (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019).

In the current study, no attempt was made to manipulate or control the variables. Instead,
the researcher reported on the existing relationship between SCL and career success, based
on participants’ perceptions and experiences. Consequently, an ex post facto research
design was adopted, reinforced by rigorous statistical analysis of the results and carefully

implemented sampling techniques to reduce the risk of bias.

The next section discusses the purpose of the study.
4.1.6.5 The purpose of the study

Any study should have a clear purpose, and the purpose can differ according to whether it
is reporting, descriptive, causal-explanatory, or causal-predictive in nature (Cooper &
Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019). A reporting study aims to summarize
data in order to provide a better understanding or enable statistical comparisons. A
descriptive study focuses on identifying who, what, where, when, or how much. Causal-
explanatory studies, in turn, seek to determine how one variable influences changes in
another, while causal-predictive studies attempt to forecast the effect of one variable on
another by manipulating conditions and holding other factors constant (Cooper &

Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019).

In the present study, the purpose is primarily causal-explanatory, as it aims to investigate
how SCL affects career success. By examining respondents’ perceptions and experiences,

the study seeks to identify whether and how SCL contributes to enhancing career outcomes.
4.1.6.6 The dimension of time
The time dimension of a study depends on whether it is cross-sectional or longitudinal in

nature (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019). A cross-sectional

study collects data once during a defined period, such as days, weeks, or months (Sekaran

& Bougie, 2020). By contrast, a longitudinal study involves collecting data two or more
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times over an extended period, allowing for the observation of changes and developments

(Zikmund, D’ Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017).

The present study adopted a cross-sectional design, as data were collected only once to

examine how SCL affects career success.

The following section discusses the topical scope of this study.

4.1.6.7 The topical scope

The scope of a study can be statistical in nature, and even within a case study design,
researchers may employ statistical analysis. A statistical study aims to identify the
characteristics of a population and to draw conclusions based on a representative sample.
Moreover, hypotheses are subjected to empirical testing, and generalisations are made from
the findings, contingent upon the degree of sample representativeness and the robustness
of the research design’s validity (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma,
2019). Case study approaches, on the other hand, focus on gathering in-depth data about a

specific object, phenomenon, or activity (Sekaran & Bougie, 2020). Although case studies
are often more qualitative in nature, this is not always the case, as they aim to identify key

themes and patterns (Zikmund, D’ Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017).

The present study is delimited in topical scope to a statistical investigation, with the primary
aim of examining the features and relationships between SCL practices and career success

outcomes among university graduates.

The following section addresses the research environment in which the study was

conducted.

4.1.6.8 The research environment

Research can be conducted either in contrived (artificial) or non-contrived (natural)
settings. A study carried out in a non-contrived setting is typically referred to as a field
study, as the researcher collects data within the natural environment in which respondents
normally function (Sekaran & Bougie, 2020). In contrast, research conducted in a
laboratory setting is usually artificial or staged, with manipulated conditions. Similarly,
simulations may also be employed to replicate the dynamics of a system or process (Cooper

& Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019).
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This research was conducted in a real-world field environment, without any artificial
manipulation or simulation of variables or conditions. The next section presents the

research approach adopted in this study.

4.1.7 Research approach: Quantitative research

As previously discussed, the research paradigm, design, and methods collectively
determine the overall research approach. The research approach outlines the plan and
procedures of a study, specifying the steps as well as the detailed methods of data collection,
analysis, and interpretation (Creswell J. , 2014; Creswell & Creswell, 2017). In general,
three main approaches can be applied: qualitative, quantitative, or a mixed methods

approach. Each approach differs in terms of its underlying assumptions, techniques, and

objectives.

Table 2: Key Characteristics and Interrelationships of the Three Main Research Approaches

Approaches

Qualitative

Quantitative

Mixed method

Philosophy

Constructivist
perspective on
knowledge

Post-positivist
perspective on
knowledge

Pragmatic or critical
realist perspective on
knowledge

Methodological

« Inductive reasoning

* Open-ended questions
* Flexible and evolving
procedures

* Deductive reasoning
* Closed-ended
questions

* Pre-planned and
structured procedures
» Numerical data

* Combination of
inductive and deductive
reasoning

* Mix of open- and
closed-ended questions
*» Blend of flexible and

« Common examples
include: action
research, case study
research, ethnography,
grounded theory, and
narrative inquiry

experimental research
and survey research
(using questionnaires,
structured interviews, or
structured observation)

Features . structured procedures
* Textual or visual data | sources .
. « Collection of both
sources * Probability or non- S
. . - qualitative and
* Mainly non- probability sampling o
. . . quantitative data
probability sampling possible o
X - * Probability or non-
techniques * Statistical methods for . .
. probability sampling
data analysis .
possible
* Collects both
qualitative and
* Wide variety of . guantitative data
. . * Focuses on exploring .
strategies available : . * Provides a clear
. relationships between . : .
* Each strategy has its variables rationale for integrating
. own distinct emphasis . . methods
Strategies * Primary strategies:

* Merges the two data
types at different stages
of the research

* Draws on strategies
from both qualitative
and quantitative
traditions

Source: (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019)
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Table 2 above offers an overview of the core relationships linking the three major research
approaches. The following sections will focus only on the quantitative method, as the
qualitative method has already been addressed in the qualitative research section. The
mixed-method approach combines both qualitative and quantitative methods and will not

be discussed separately in this study.

Quantitative research is an approach used to collect data that is numerical in nature
(Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019). This approach is suitable when researchers aim to
test hypotheses or address specific research questions, as it provides the information needed
to determine a course of action (Zikmund, D’Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017).
Additionally, quantitative research seeks to verify theories by collecting factual data to
support valid conclusions (Gray, 2020). In essence, quantitative studies focus on questions
such as how much, how often, how many, when, and who (Cooper & Schindler, 2014;

Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019).

Quantitative research examines relationships between variables that are measured
numerically and analysed using various statistical methods (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill,
2019). It typically follows a deductive approach (Bell, Bryman, & Harley, 2019) and aims
to measure phenomena with precision. This research method often focuses on aspects such
as consumer behaviour, knowledge, opinions, or attitudes (Cooper & Schindler, 2014;

Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019). Consequently, quantitative methodologies have

become the preferred approach for investigating consumer behaviour (Hackett, 2019). A
deductive approach is applied when establishing the link between theory and research
(Bryman, et al., 2014). In quantitative research, deductive reasoning is characterised by
four key features: First, measurement focuses on ensuring that the instruments used for data
collection are both valid and reliable. Second, causality seeks to determine why specific
phenomena occur by examining the causal relationships between independent and
dependent variables. Third, generalisation involves extending the findings of the study to a
wider population beyond the specific sample used in the research. Finally, replication
emphasizes the importance of allowing other researchers to reproduce the study
independently, thereby ensuring objectivity, consistency, and the reliability of the results

(Bryman, et al., 2014).
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A quantitative approach was utilized during the primary research phase of this study, given
that the research questions and objectives were mainly deductive in nature and centred on
the examination of particular variables (Leavy, 2017). Quantitative research focuses on

precise measurement (Cooper & Schindler, 2014).

In summary, the effect of SCL on the career success of students and alumni was assessed
using a quantitative research approach. The section that follows presents the sampling

design and methodology employed in the current research.

4.1.8 Sampling design

The previous sections presented all the important concepts related to the nature of this
study. This section explains how the population of students and alumni—who completed a
degree (bachelor’s, master’s, or doctoral) in 2010 or later, or are currently active master’s

or doctoral students—was determined.

4.1.8.1 Key concepts in sampling: Population, Element, Sample, and Census

The term population refers to the entire group of individuals, events, or entities that a
researcher intends to study or investigate (Sekaran & Bougie, 2020). In this study, the target
population consists of individuals who are employed — specifically, alumni who
completed a bachelor’s, master’s, or doctoral degree in 2010 or later, as well as currently
employed master’s and doctoral students. More specifically, the population included
individuals who have experienced or are experiencing SCL during their studies. Since it
was not feasible to include the entire population, as contact details for all eligible
participants were not available, a sample was drawn from this target population (as will be

discussed in the following section).

4.1.8.2 Sampling method: Snowball sampling

Since the total population of students and alumni meeting the criteria is too large, a sample
was selected for this study rather than surveying the entire population. Conducting a census
of the full population was impractical due to constraints in time and resources. Sampling
therefore provided a valid and feasible alternative for collecting the necessary data

(Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019).

The current study employed a sampling approach. Sampling refers to any procedure in

which conclusions are drawn from measurements taken from a portion of the entire
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population (Babin & Zikmund, Exploring marketing research. 11th ed., 2016). When
selecting a sample, it is essential that it meaningfully represents the full population and that
the selection is justified collected (Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler, &
Sharma, 2019). Sampling methods can be broadly categorised into two types: probability

sampling, which relies on random selection techniques, and non-probability sampling,
which involves the deliberate selection of units based on the researcher's subjective

judgment (Zikmund, D’Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017).

This research adopted a non-probability sampling technique, namely snowball sampling,

to identify and select participants from the target population.

Snowball sampling represents a non-probability technique used to identify and access
potential respondents through existing participants’ referrals. In this method, existing
participants are asked to refer other individuals who meet the study criteria and are willing
to participate (Johnson & Christensen, 2017). In this study on SCL snowball sampling was
used as a complementary approach by sharing the online survey on social media platforms
and encouraging respondents to invite peers to complete it. The advantages of this method
include low costs and the potential to reach a larger sample. However, a limitation is that
participants often refer like-minded individuals, making the sample less generalisable

(Kosinski, Matz, Gosling, Popov, & Stillwell, 2016).

4.1.8.3 Sample size

The sample size reflects the total number of participants recruited for the study.
Determining the appropriate sample size depends on several considerations, including the
available budget, the overall population size, the desired level of accuracy, the nature of the

questions, and the chosen data-collection method (Clark, Foster, & Bryman, 2019).

Hall (2020) identified several important factors that should be taken into account when
determining the appropriate sample size for a quantitative study. According to Hall, larger
populations typically require larger samples; however, once the population size exceeds
approximately 100,000, the required sample size tends to stabilize. Additionally, increasing
the sample size can effectively reduce the margin of error, thereby improving the accuracy
of the results. Hall also emphasized that measures with higher variability necessitate larger

samples to achieve the desired level of precision. Finally, researchers should carefully
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consider the costs associated with sampling and balance them against the benefits of

enhanced precision that come from using a larger sample (Hall, 2020).

Due to difficulties in reaching respondents and time constraints, the study was conducted

with a final sample of 281 participants.

4.1.9 Data collection

Once the sample had been identified, data collection could commence. Various methods
are available for gathering data from respondents, with interviews, observations, and
questionnaires being the most commonly used (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). Each method has
its own advantages and limitations, and the choice of method should align with the type of

data being collected (Van Huyssteen, 2022). As previously discussed, a quantitative

research approach was employed in this study, making a questionnaire the most suitable
data-collection instrument. The design of the questionnaire and the data-collection process

followed are described in detail below.
4.1.9.1 Data-collection instrument

Data were collected using a survey strategy, specifically through online self-administered
questionnaires. With self-administered questionnaires, the presence of an interviewer is not
required, as respondents are responsible for reading and answering the questions
independently. These questionnaires can be distributed in various ways (Babin & Zikmund,
Exploring marketing research. 11th ed., 2016). They can take either a paper-based or
electronic/online form, with the main objective being that respondents complete the
questions on their own and submit the completed questionnaire according to the method

specified by the researcher (Sekaran & Bougie, 2020).

The questionnaire must be designed so that respondents can complete it independently,
without requiring any assistance. Consequently, careful attention should be given to the
development and design of the instrument. According to Bryman and Bell (2015) and
Saunders et al. (2019), several key principles should be considered during the questionnaire
design phase: The survey should begin with a clear title and a cover letter that outlines the
purpose of the study, explains relevant ethical considerations, and specifies the measures
taken to guarantee anonymity and confidentiality. The questions themselves should be

concise yet detailed enough to collect the necessary data, and the questionnaire should be
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presented in a formal, visually appealing, and easy-to-read format. Each question must be
clearly worded to avoid ambiguity or misunderstanding, ensuring that respondents fully
understand what is expected of them. A vertical layout for answering questions is generally
preferred, as it helps minimise confusion. Additionally, clear instructions should
accompany each section or question to guide respondents effectively. It is also important to
ensure that questions and their corresponding answers remain together and are not
separated across pages or sections. Finally, the questionnaire should conclude with closing
remarks, expressing gratitude to participants and reinforcing the importance of their
contribution to the research including (Bryman & Bell, 2015; Saunders, Lewis, &
Thornhill, 2019).

All of these principles were applied during the questionnaire design phase. The cover letter
outlined the purpose of the study, the approximate time required to complete the
questionnaire, and reassured respondents that their anonymity and confidentiality would be
maintained. Clear instructions were provided, asking respondents to place a tick in the box
corresponding to their chosen answer, and it was emphasized that there were no right or

wrong reSponses.

Respondents were assured that participation was voluntary and that they could withdraw at
any stage without any consequences. They were also informed that there were no direct
benefits to participating in the study; however, the findings would contribute to a PhD thesis
and could potentially be shared through conference presentations, academic publications,

and other forms of dissemination.

Respondents were advised that they could contact the primary researcher if they wished to
receive feedback on the study results. They were further assured that completing the survey
would not result in any negative consequences. Consent was implied by proceeding with
the survey. Each question, along with its corresponding answer options, was presented
together on the same page in an online electronic format. The questionnaire was pretested,

with the pretesting phase discussed later in this section.

As mentioned previously, an online survey using a self-administered questionnaire was
chosen for this study because it is a cost-effective approach and requires less time compared

to conducting interviews or observations (Sekaran & Bougie, 2020).
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Self-administered surveys also present certain drawbacks. This approach can lead to a
higher likelihood of non-response, either because respondents do not understand a question
or accidentally skip it, resulting in non-response errors (Sekaran & Bougie, 2020). These
issues can be minimized by designing the questions clearly to ensure respondents
understand them. Furthermore, in the online format used for this study, respondents could

not proceed to the next question without completing all items on the current page.

There are additional limitations associated with online self-administered questionnaires
that need to be noted. First, not all individuals are computer literate, and for this study,
respondents needed both computer literacy and access to a device and the internet to

complete the questionnaire. Second, participation in surveys is voluntary, and respondents
had to be willing to complete the questionnaire—a limitation inherent to any survey

method.

The length of the questionnaire is also an important consideration; it should not be overly

long or contain many open-ended questions.

Although the researcher has limited control over who completes the questionnaire,
screening questions were included to ensure that only the relevant target population
participated. In this study, the first questions allowed only respondents who have
experienced SCL and are currently pursuing or have completed higher education to
continue. If respondents did not meet these criteria, their questionnaires were discarded,

and they were instructed to stop completing the survey.

There is also a risk of receiving incomplete or incorrectly completed questionnaires from
the respondents. Therefore, the questionnaire was subjected to a pilot test phase, during
which it was pretested to reduce the likelihood of incomplete submissions and to ensure
that it was concise and manageable. To avoid incorrectly completed questionnaires, the
researcher ensured that all instructions and any skip questions were clear and tested during

the pretesting phase.
Instrument design and development

All the survey instrument design principles mentioned above were considered during the
development of the first draft of the questionnaire, alongside the detailed literature review
presented in Chapter 2. Barry et al. (2011) caution researchers against creating their own

scales in questionnaires without following proper procedures. These authors offer a five-
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step guideline that can be used to develop effective survey instruments (Barry, Chaney,

Stellefson, & Chaney, 2011).

Phase 1 of the study involved the literature review, during which existing theories and

various decision-making models were extensively examined to identify relevant constructs.

Phase 2 focused on designing an appropriate scale structure to align with the analysis plan.

A five-point Likert scale was developed for each construct to facilitate data analysis

Phase 3 involved creating broad and comprehensive sample items for each construct based

on the conceptual framework.

Phase 4 addressed the validation of the scales. Content validity (Step 1) was assessed by an
expert (the supervisor), who reviewed the item pool for clarity and relevance, providing
feedback that was incorporated into the scales. In Step 2, one respondent evaluated each
item’s cognitive and motivational qualities, and necessary revisions were made. Step 3
involved conducting a pilot study (discussed in the next section). Steps 4 and 5 were also

completed during the pilot testing phase, as described below.
The pilot testing phase is explained in detail in the following section.
Pilot testing of data-collection instrument

A pilot test is a small-scale data collection exercise conducted among respondents who are
similar to those targeted in the main study (Babin & Zikmund, Exploring marketing
research. 11th ed., 2016). It is important that the pilot participants represent the target
population and that the same procedures and steps planned for the primary data collection
are followed. The purpose of the pilot test is to verify the clarity of instructions and to
identify any potential weaknesses in the questionnaire design (Bryman & Bell, 2015). A

pilot test was conducted for this study, and the steps followed are illustrated below.

The self-administered survey instrument for this study underwent a pilot testing process as

follows:

1. The initial draft of the questionnaire was reviewed by the supervisor, a professor
specializing in education, to ensure both content validity from a theoretical
perspective and the statistical soundness of the questionnaire items, with
appropriate revisions made based on their feedback.

2. Thirty completed questionnaires were collected.
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3. Statistical analysis was performed on the pilot responses to ensure that the items
were statistically significant, fulfilling Step 5 of the scale development process.
Recommendations from the supervisor were incorporated.

4. The revised questionnaire was reviewed again by the supervisor to confirm that all
changes had been correctly implemented and that the instrument was ready for
online deployment.

5. The researcher tested the online version to verify that all skip logic functioned
correctly and that all content was accurately displayed.

6. online self-administered questionnaire was finalized and ready to be released for

the primary data collection phase.

Following the pilot test process outlined above, the final version of the online self-
administered questionnaire was established. The section below presents a comprehensive

description of the questionnaire employed in this research.
The self-administered questionnaire

The self-administered questionnaire used in this study comprised three main sections: an
introductory paragraph, questions related to the constructs of the conceptual framework,
and demographic questions. The introductory paragraph explained the purpose of the study,
indicated the approximate time required to complete the questionnaire, and assured

respondents of their anonymity and confidentiality.

The formulation of questions is critical, as it directly influences the type and quality of
information obtained from respondents. The wording and structure of the questions should
be clear, precise, and aligned with the research objectives to ensure that the data collected

is accurate and relevant (Kumar R. , 2019).

It is for this reason that each question in the questionnaire is directly linked to a specific
research objective or question. Table 3 illustrates the correspondence between the questions

asked and the research objectives.

Table 3: Matrix of Research Objectives and Questionnaire Items

objective Corresponding section in questionnaire Sources used to
A Type of | generate
Number Question CIaSS'f"?at'O question question/justificatio
n of variable

n of inclusion

To assess the
demographic | Al Age Ordinal
variables

Singe choice

question Author-generated
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To assess the

demographic | A2 Gender Nominal chhotpmou Author-generated
; S question
variables
Academic .
. e Multiple-
Scree_nlng A3 quallf!cathn(s Ordinal choice Author-generated
questions ) obtained in .
. question
Georgia
Year of
Fllter_ A4 obtalmn_g Nominal Open_— ended Author-generated
question academic question
qualification
Screenin Type of Multiple-
ning A5 university Nominal choice Author-generated
questions .
attended question
Screenin Academic Multiple-
ning A6 discipline or Nominal choice Author-generated
questions . )
field guestion
To assess the Dichotomou
demographic | A7 Marital status | Nominal ; Author-generated
; S question
variables
To assess the
demographic | A8 Nu_mber B Nominal Open_—ended Author-generated
. children question
variables
it Parents’ level Singe choice
demographic | A9 . Ordinal ge Author-generated
. of education question
variables
GPA of the
Screenin most recently Singe choice
ning Al0 completed Ordinal ge Author-generated
questions : question
academic
program
Scree_nmg All Employment Nominal chhotgmou Author-generated
questions status S question
. Employment .
Scree_nlng Al2 status by Nominal chhotgmou Author-generated
questions : s question
profession
Duration of
Scree_nmg Al3 gmployment Ordinal Smge_ choice Author-generated
questions in the question
profession
Scree_nmg Al4 Role n th_e Ordinal Smge_ choice Author-generated
guestions organization question
10-Point
Likert scale
measuring
the extent to
which
Perceived respondents
career agree with
Addlt_lonal AL5 readiness Ordinal the Author-generated
question based on statement,
university ranging from
education 1 = Strongly
Disagree

(No extent)
to 10 =
Strongly
Agree
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(Extreme
extent).

Measuring
Career
Success —
Dependent
Variable

B
(6 items)

Job
satisfaction of
university
graduates is
used as a
proxy for

career success.

Ordinal

Response
format: 5-
Point Likert
scale
measuring
the extent to
which
respondents
agree with
the
statement,
ranging from
1 = Strongly
Disagree
(No extent)
to5=
Strongly
Agree
(Extreme
extent).

(Heredia, 2009)

Measuring
individual
ccompetencie
s

K
(10 items)

Individual
competencies
(COM) —
Factor
Influencing
Career
Success

Ordinal

Response
format: 5-
Point Likert
scale
measuring
the extent to
which
respondents
agree with
the
statement,
ranging from
1 = Strongly
Disagree
(No extent)
to5=
Strongly
Agree
(Extreme
extent).

(Whittemore, 2018)

(Balcar, Janickova, &

Filipova, 2014)

Measuring
Academic
self-efficacy

F (6 items)

Academic
self-efficacy
(Potential
Impact on
Competency
Development)

Ordinal

Response
format: 5-
Point Likert
scale
measuring
the extent to
which
respondents
agree with
the
statement,
ranging from
1 = Strongly
Disagree
(No extent)
to5=
Strongly

(Bandura, 1977)
(Bandura, 1993)
(Bandura, 2023)
(Pajares, 1996)
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Agree
(Extreme
extent).
Response
format: 5-
Point Likert
scale
measuring
the extent to
which
respondents
SCL (Potential agree with (Al- Humaidi, 2015)
Impact on Ordinal the
Competency statement,
Development) ranging from
1 = Strongly
Disagree
(No extent)
to5=
Strongly
Agree
(Extreme
extent).

G
(Institutiona
| conditions:
6 Items;
Innovative
teaching: 11
items)

Measuring

SCL (Attard, Ioio, Geven,

& Santa, 2010)

4.1.9.2 Data-collection process

Once the data-collection tool has been developed, the researcher should proceed to the data-
collection stage. Data obtained from the self-administered questionnaire must be edited,
coded, and processed before being utilized to answer the research questions. The data

processing procedures are explained in detail in Section 4.1.10.

Data collection for this study took place from April to July 2025. During this four-month
period, data were obtained through the distribution of an online self-administered
questionnaire, shared both via email and through posts on Facebook. Owing to the initially
low response rate, the data-collection period was extended, and the survey link was
redistributed multiple times. It is important to note that no incentives were provided to
participants for completing the questionnaire. The subsequent section outlines potential

errors associated with the data-collection process.

4.1.9.3 Data-collection errors

Errors are an unavoidable element of any data-collection process, though researchers must
seek to minimize them as much as possible (Hair, Page, & Brunsveld, 2020). Such errors
may be intentional, for instance through deliberate falsification, or unintentional, such as

systematic or random sampling errors. After the data have been gathered, the researcher
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must carefully examine them for inaccuracies, including missing responses or evidence that
questions were misunderstood (Hair, Page, & Brunsveld, 2020). In the present study,
however, missing data could not occur, as the online questionnaire was designed in a way
that prevented respondents from proceeding without answering each item. Furthermore, a
pilot test was carried out to ensure clarity of the questions, and the integrated design of the

online instrument minimized the possibility of misinterpreting instructions.
The next section describes the data-processing procedures.

4.1.10 Data processing

Sometimes, data processing can occur simultaneously with data collection, as seen with
online self-administered questionnaires (Fielding, 2017). This section outlines the data

processing steps used in the current study.

Data capturing

Data capturing is the process of converting data into a quantitative and machine-readable
format that can be processed by computer software (Babbie, 2021). For this study, data
were captured using Google Forms, as respondents completed the questionnaire online. The
collected data were then exported into an Excel spreadsheet (a machine-readable format)

before being imported into IBM SPSS (Version 27), the software used for analysis.

Data coding

Saunders et al. (2019) explain that all data must be assigned numerical codes. This
transforms the data into structured, manageable formats that can be processed by computer
software (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019). Coding involves assigning a specific
numerical value to each quantitative response, and it should take place prior to beginning
data analysis (Kara, 2019). Essentially, coding refers to the categorisation of data, while
numerical coding specifically entails assigning numbers to categories to enable quantitative
analysis (Adams & Lawrence, 2019). In this study, numerical coding was applied, as the

data were analysed using quantitative methods.
Editing
After completing data capturing and coding, the next step is data editing. This process

involves identifying and correcting any inconsistencies in the spreadsheet before the data
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is imported into the analysis software (Babbie, 2016). Put differently, editing refers to the

cleaning of the dataset to ensure it is free of errors (Maylor, Blackmon, & Huemann, 2017).

In this study, the dataset was thoroughly reviewed and edited to detect and minimise errors,
and to resolve any inconsistencies. The Excel spreadsheet was carefully checked to verify
that all numerical values assigned to each response were accurate and valid. Once the data

were cleaned and edited, the analysis phase began, as outlined in the following section.
4.1.11 Data analysis

Once the data have been collected and processed, the next step is to analyse them.
According to Zikmund et.al, data analysis involves applying logical reasoning to interpret

the collected information (Zikmund, D’Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017). In
quantitative research, this phase includes various methods of coding, categorising, and
assigning meaning to numerical data, which typically consists of statistical measures
(Gliner, Morgan, & Leech, 2017). Quantitative data analysis encompasses both descriptive
and inferential statistics (such as model fit analysis), each requiring specific analytical

techniques. These techniques are outlined in the following section.

4.1.11.1 Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics are used to offer a general overview of the dataset and to describe the
variables within it. They typically include information about the dataset size, sample
characteristics, and details of the variables relevant to the main research questions
(Williamson & Johanson, 2018). In essence, descriptive statistics serve to summarize and

explain the data in a study.

When presenting descriptive statistics, researchers often use charts and graphs to visually
represent the data (Gray, 2020). Common types of descriptive statistics include frequency
counts, measures of central tendency, and measures of dispersion (Fallon, 2016. ). Each of

these is further explained below:

- Frequency counts involve tallying the number of times each category occurs, often
presented as percentages (Leavy, 2017). Their main purpose is to show how many
respondents fall into each category. These counts are usually displayed using graphs
or charts to facilitate clear and logical interpretation (Gliner, Morgan, & Leech,

2017).
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- Measures of central tendency indicate the central value of a dataset using the mean,
median, or mode (Maylor, Blackmon, & Huemann, 2017).

- The mean represents the average of the data, the median is the middle value where
half the data points fall below it, and the mode is the most frequently occurring
value in the dataset (Williamson & Johanson, 2018).

- Measures of dispersion show how spread out or distributed the data are. Common
measures include the range, interquartile range, variance, and standard deviation.
The range is the difference between the highest and lowest values, while the
interquartile range divides the data into four equal parts and focuses on the middle
two sections. Variance provides a measure of the average squared differences
between each data point and the mean, while standard deviation expresses the
average distance of the data points from the mean, offering a more interpretable
measure of dispersion (Williamson & Johanson, 2018). Among these, variance and
standard deviation are considered the most valuable measures of dispersion

(Zikmund, D’ Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017).

As mentioned earlier, descriptive statistics are often displayed using visual tools such as
diagrams and charts. Common graphical forms include frequency tables, histograms, bar
charts, and pie charts, which help illustrate the data clearly (Cooper & Schindler, 2014;
Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019; Gliner, Morgan, & Leech, 2017).

In summary, frequency counts, measures of central tendency, and measures of dispersion
are key components of descriptive statistics in quantitative research. The descriptive
statistics for this study are presented below. After completing this stage, the researcher

proceeded to inferential statistics, specifically model fit analysis.

4.1.11.2 Model fit analysis

The chief goal of this research is to measure an impact of SCL on students’ career success
in the Georgian higher education context. It is, therefore, necessary to choose an appropriate
statistical method to analyse the structural relationships between SCL and career

achievements, and to determine the acceptability of the proposed model.

Several statistical methods can be used to develop a model that explains the impact of SCL
on students’ career success. It is, however, important to establish whether an already tested
model will be adopted or a new conceptual model will be developed, as this decision
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determines the model-building strategies. As indicated earlier in this chapter, the theoretical
framework outlined in the literature review chapter was used to compile a conceptual model
of SCL and career success (SCL-CS model). Since the SCL-CS conceptual model has not
been empirically tested before, a distinctive model-building strategy suitable for this study
was designed. The model-building strategy utilised to achieve the final SCL-CS model is

illustrated in Figure 10.

Figure 10: Model-building strategy to achieve a model

Step 1: Model specification
Step 2: Model identification
Step 3: Model estimation and testing
Step 4: Model modification

Step 1: Variable selection

Step 2: Logistic regression estimation

Step 3: Check the assumption of linearity

Step 4: Assessing the overall fit of final logistic regression model
Step 5: Classification and validation of final model

Source: Author (adapted from (Van Huyssteen, 2022)

The process underlying the model fit strategy consists of two phases, namely, the
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) phase and the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
phase. The rationale behind the choice of each statistical method in this model-building

strategy 1s explained below.

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) is a statistical method used to identify the underlying
structure of a relatively large set of variables (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019). Since
the conceptual model of SCL and career success has not been empirically tested before,
EFA was considered ideal for exploring and estimating the factor structure of the current
theoretical model (Matsunaga, 2010). EFA was conducted using a holdout sample of 281

participants to examine the factor structure as Phase 1 of this study.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is a type of structural equation modelling (SEM)
method used to assess how well a pre-specified measurement model, composed of observed
variables and latent factors, fits the empirical data (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019).

CFA is widely used to test factor validity at this stage, ensuring proper model specification
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and identification. Previous research has highlighted the benefits of using CFA as a follow-
up to EFA, confirming the existence of the factor structure identified in the exploratory
phase (Nayeem & Casidy, 2015). In this study, CFA was conducted using a validation

sample of 281 participants to evaluate model fit.

4.1.12 Reliability and validity

The survey research instrument (the self-administered questionnaire used in this study)
must be both reliable and valid to ensure that the results and conclusions are accurate and
precise (Ruel, Wagner, & Gillespie, 2016). Reliability refers to the consistency of the
instrument, while validity pertains to its accuracy in measuring what it is intended to

measure (Bryman, 2016).
Reliability

Reliability refers to the extent to which a measurement instrument is free from random
error and therefore yields consistent results (Zikmund, D’Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, &
Babin, 2017). In simpler terms, reliability assesses whether consistent results would be

obtained if the study were repeated under the same conditions (Ruel, Wagner, & Gillespie,

2016).

According to Mitchell in Saunders et al. (2019), there are three methods to assess the
reliability of a questionnaire at the design stage: test—retest, internal consistency, and
alternative forms (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019). Test-retest reliability involves
administering the same scale or measurement instrument to the same respondents on two
separate occasions to assess stability over time. When a measure is stable, it will yield
similar results each time it is administered under the same conditions (Zikmund,

D’Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017).

Internal consistency can be assessed using the split-half reliability method or, more
commonly, Cronbach’s alpha (Patten & Newhart, 2018). In the split-half method, the
researcher randomly divides the scale items into two halves and compares the results
obtained from one half with those from the other half (Zikmund, D’Allesandro, Lowe,
Winzar, & Babin, 2017). To calculate Cronbach’s alpha, the average of the coefficients
from all possible split-half combinations is determined. The alpha coefficient ranges from

0 (indicating no internal consistency) to 1 (indicating perfect internal consistency) (Bell,
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Bryman, & Harley, 2019). Values of 0.7 or higher indicate that the items combined in the

scale are measuring the same construct (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019).

Alternative form reliability refers to the method in which responses to one form of a
question or set of questions are compared with responses to an alternative form of the same

question(s) (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019).

In this study, internal consistency was assessed to ensure the reliability of the research
instrument. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was employed to determine the degree to which
the instrument items were homogenous and reflected the same underlying construct
(Cooper & Schindler, 2014; Cooper, Schindler, & Sharma, 2019; Zikmund, D’ Allesandro,
Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017).

Reliability within the context of the model-building strategy is somewhat more complex.
The reliability of a CFA model is assessed using the Composite Reliability (CR) value,
which indicates the reliability and internal consistency of a latent variable (Hair, Black,
Babin, & Anderson, 2019). As a rule of thumb, a CR value above 0.70 indicates acceptable
internal consistency, while in exploratory research, values between 0.60 and 0.70 are

considered acceptable (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019).

Validity

Validity indicates the degree to which the self-administered questionnaire measures what it
is designed to measure (Bell, Bryman, & Harley, 2019). To ensure validity, the researcher
first conducted pilot tests of the questionnaire prior to the main data collection (Dikko,

2016).

Validity comprises several dimensions, including content (or face) validity, criterion
validity, and construct validity (Zikmund, D’ Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017).
Content (or face) validity assesses whether the measurement instrument (the self-
administered questionnaire) adequately reflects the content of the concept being measured.
Experts or individuals with relevant experience in the field can be consulted to judge
whether the instrument accurately represents the concept (Bell, Bryman, & Harley, 2019).
In this study, content validity was ensured by having field experts review and validate the

questionnaire.

133



Criterion validity is established by determining whether a measure correlates with other
measures of the same construct. Criterion validity can be further categorised into concurrent
validity and predictive validity (Zikmund, D’ Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017).
Concurrent validity assesses how well the measure estimates current performance, while
predictive validity evaluates the ability of a new measure to predict future outcomes (Bell,
Bryman, & Harley, 2019). In the present study, the self-administered questionnaire was
evaluated in terms of relevance, freedom from bias, reliability, and availability to ensure

criterion validity.

Construct validity is assessed during the statistical analysis phase, as it indicates the extent
to which a measure reflects the theoretical construct derived from the literature (Zikmund,
D’Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017). Therefore, understanding the theoretical
basis of the measurements is essential. In this study, construct validity was evaluated

through Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA).

For the EFA, discriminant validity was assessed. Discriminant validity refers to the extent
to which measures of theoretically unrelated constructs are indeed distinct from each other

(Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019).

During CFA, three types of validity needed to be assessed. Firstly, construct validity, which
is the primary objective of CFA, evaluates the accuracy of the measurement. Once a good
model fit is established, four additional components of construct validity should be
examined (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019). These components include: adherence
to the conceptual definition, unidimensionality, and meeting the required levels of

reliability (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019).

Secondly, convergent validity evaluates the extent to which a measure correlates positively
with other measures of the same construct (Civelek, 2018). The Average Variance Extracted
(AVE) should ideally be greater than 0.50 to indicate sufficient convergent validity.
However, it is important to consider the Composite Reliability (CR) in conjunction with
AVE values when assessing the adequacy of the construct (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt,
2017).

Thirdly, discriminant validity assesses the extent to which a latent variable is distinct from
other latent variables or indicators (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019). The Fornell

and Larcker criterion can be applied to evaluate discriminant validity by comparing the
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square root of the AVE for each construct with the correlations between latent variables.
For adequate discriminant validity, the square root of each construct’s AVE should exceed
its correlations with other latent variables (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019). In this
study, all three types of wvalidity—construct, convergent, and discriminant—were

confirmed with the final CFA model.
4.1.13 Data Findings Presentation

The research process concludes with the presentation of the data findings. This stage
involves the interpretation of information and the drawing of conclusions (Zikmund,
D’Allesandro, Lowe, Winzar, & Babin, 2017). Therefore, it is essential that the findings are
presented effectively and go beyond merely summarizing the results. The data findings are

presented below.

4.1.14 Conclusion

This chapter aimed to outline the research methodology adopted in the present study. It
revisited the research objectives, presented a figure illustrating the overall research process,
described the specific research design employed, and provided brief explanations of the

key methodological terms used throughout the chapter.

The chapter also covered the overall research design, with particular emphasis on the
quantitative research approach, which was explained and justified. The sampling design
was discussed. An online self-administered questionnaire was developed and utilized as the

primary data-collection instrument.

The data-collection process was explained in detail. Data were collected using the online
questionnaire, which was thoroughly edited, captured, coded, and cleaned prior to analysis.
The chapter provided an in-depth discussion of the data processing steps, as well as a
framework of the data analysis procedures followed in this study. A range of statistical

analyses was employed to process and analyse the data.

This chapter concluded with a discussion of the reliability and validity of the research
instrument, along with the ethical considerations implemented throughout the research

process.
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4.2 Descriptive findings of research

4.2.1 Introduction

The descriptive statistics presented in this chapter primarily illustrate the demographic
composition of the respondents, who either (a) completed their bachelor’s, master’s, or
doctoral studies after 2010, or (b) are currently pursuing a master’s or doctoral degree, and
are all employed. Based on these statistics, a demographic profile of the average persons

engaged in SCL activities and their perceived career success was developed. The sample

size is n = 281 throughout.

o Age

e Gender

e Academic qualification(s) obtained in Georgia
e Year of obtaining academic qualification

e Type of university attended

e Academic discipline or field

e Marital status

e Number of children

e Parents’ level of education

e GPA of the most recently completed academic program
e Employment status

e Employment status by profession

e Duration of employment in the profession

e Role in the organization

e Graduate Preparedness for the Labor Market

This subsection also presents an analysis of participants’ perceptions based on survey
statements, offering insights into their evaluation of career-related aspects, SCL, self-

efficacy, and individual competencies.
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4.2.2 Demographic composition of the respondents

4.2.2.1 Age

As shown in the figure above, the ages are grouped, and the largest age group represents

58% of the respondents in the 25-30 age group.
Figure 11: Age
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4.2.2.2 Gender

A closed-ended nominal scale question was provided, where respondents had to select one

of the predefined categories: Male and Female. Figure 6.2 presents the distribution of

responses across these age categories.

Figure 12: Gender

Male = Female

The sample consists of 28% male and 72% female respondents.
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4.2.2.3 Academic qualification(s) obtained in Georgia

Almost 70% of the respondents have obtained a bachelor’s and master’s degree. Active
master’s students account for 20%, while doctoral students make up 9%. It should also be
noted here that, in addition to active master’s and doctoral students, these are individuals

who have completed any level of study in 2010 or later.

Figure 13: Academic qualification(s) obtained in Georgia
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4.2.2.4 Type of university attended

Sixty percent of the respondents (166 respondents) have either completed or are currently

pursuing a master’s or doctoral degree at a public university in Georgia. Approximately
30% of the respondents are from private universities. The remaining respondents have
completed one level of their studies at a public university and continued at a private

university, or vice versa.

Figure 14: Type of university attended
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4.2.2.5 Academic discipline or field

Regarding the respondents’ academic discipline or field, 30% (82 respondents) are in
Business Administration, followed by Education at 16% (45 respondents), with Humanities

(36 respondents), Social Sciences (32 respondents), and Law (30 respondents) coming next.

Figure 15: Academic discipline or field
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4.2.2.6 Marital status and number of children

Approximately half of the respondents (123 respondents) are married. Regarding the

number of children, about 40% of the respondents (104 respondents) have one or more

children.

Figure 16: Marital status
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Figure 17: Having children

Having children — Yes

® Having children — No

4.2.2.7 Parents’level of education

Almost half of the surveyed respondents (132 respondents) have parents with higher

education, while an additional 5% of respondents’ parents hold a doctoral degree.

Figure 18: Parents’ level of education
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4.2.2.8 GPA of the most recently completed academic program

The respondents are distributed at almost equal levels, with 120 respondents having a GPA

ranging from 2.1 to 3.0, and 132 respondents having a GPA ranging from 3.1 to 4.0.
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Figure 19: GPA
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4.2.2.9 Employment status by profession and professional experience

Nearly 70% of the respondents are employed in their profession, while the remaining
respondents are employed but not in their field of study. Regarding professional experience,

approximately 85% of the respondents have up to 10 years of experience.

Figure 20: Employment status by profession
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Figure 21: Duration of employment in the profession
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4.2.2.10 Role in the organization

Almost half of the respondents, 47% (132 respondents), are employed as middle managers.

35% of the respondents belong to senior management, while only 18% are lower-level

managers.

Figure 22: Role in the organization
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4.2.2.11 Graduate preparedness for the labor market

Graduate Preparedness for the Labor Market: Respondents were asked to what extent they

agree that a university graduate is ready for the labor market with the knowledge and
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competencies acquired at university. A 10-point scale was used, where 1 = strongly

disagree and 10 = strongly agree.
Based on the 10-point scale, the responses were analyzed as follows:

e Scores 1-3 indicate disagreement.
e Scores 4-6 indicate partial agreement or a neutral stance.

e Scores 7-10 indicate agreement.

This grouping allows the responses to be categorized for easier interpretation and

visualization.

The results show that more than one-third of the respondents strongly disagree with the
statement that the university equips graduates with the necessary skills for the labor market.
Nearly half of the respondents either partially agree with this statement or hold a neutral

position. Only 18% of the respondents fully agree.

Figure 23: Graduate Preparedness for the Labor Market
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4.2.3 Students’ perceptions based on survey statements: Items included in the final

structural model

In this subsection, an analysis of participants’ perceptions based on survey statements is
presented. In general, 24 Items were included in the model. The statements were evaluated
using a five-point Likert scale, where respondents indicated their level of agreement

ranging from completely disagree (1) to completely agree (5). The analysis provides
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insights into participants’ evaluation of career-related aspects, student-centered learning,

self-efficacy, and individual competencies.

Figure 24: Career Success (B)

| am satisfied with my career advancement.

I have opportunities for professional development.
I hold a desirable position within the organization.
| receive competitive compensation.

| have a positive work environment.
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Figure 25: Statements on Individual competences (K)

| evaluate evidence before drawing conclusions. 9
| can view issues from multiple perspectives. 10
I learn from my mistakes and apply these lessons to future problem-solving. 9
1 try to be constructive and open when resolving conflicts. 10
I have the ability to explain complex issues clearly to others. 12
| have the ability to respond to problems in my field creatively and effectively. 4 9 12 30 46
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Figure 26: Statements on Academic Self-efficacy (F)

| had confidence in my academic abilities.

| was able to overcome academic challenges.

I managed my time effectively.

| was able to set learning priorities.

| maintained motivation when completing difficult tasks.

I had the ability to study independently.

Figure 27: Statements on Student-Centered Learning (G)

Cooperative Learning: Groups of students working together to complete a
task or assignment.

Classroom Discussion: Students engage in reasoning and discussion in pairs
or groups.

Discovery Learning: Students use prior knowledge to explore and uncover
new information for learning.

Role-Playing: Adopting the role of a specific person or enacting a particular
situation.

Simulations: The student is placed in a “real” situation or in a simulated

virtual/real environment.

Problem-Based Learning (PBL): The instructor presents students with a
problem to solve.
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4.3 Model fit analysis

4.3.1 Descriptive statistics

The presented table 4 shows the descriptive statistical indicators for 24 items (included in
the model) based on a sample of 281 respondents. The analysis includes means, standard

deviations, skewness, and kurtosis coefficients, which are important for assessing the

normality of the data distribution.

The elements in the G category (SCL) exhibit mean values ranging from 3.10 to 3.62. Item
G35 (Classroom discussion) shows the highest mean of 3.62, while G38 (Role-playing) has
the lowest mean of 3.10. Standard deviations in this category range from 1.132 to 1.300,
indicating relatively high variability in responses. Skewness values for all G category items
are negative, ranging from -0.004 to -0.364, suggesting a slight left-skewed distribution.
Kurtosis coefficients are also negative for all items, ranging from -0.892 to -1.192,
indicating a platykurtic distribution, i.e., a flatter distribution compared to the normal

distribution.

The elements in the K category (Individual competencies) exhibit considerably higher
mean values, ranging from 4.06 to 4.29. Item K5 (I learn from my mistakes and use these
lessons to solve problems in the future) shows the highest mean of 4.29, while K10 (/ have

the ability to respond to problems in my field creatively and effectively) and K7 (When

resolving conflicts, I try to be constructive and open )display the lowest means of 4.06 and
4.07, respectively. Standard deviations in the K category are relatively low, ranging from
0.88 to 1.17, indicating more consistent responses. Skewness coefficients for all items in
this category are negative, ranging from -0.67 to -1.14, suggesting a moderate left-skewed
distribution. Kurtosis values are mixed: items K1 (Before drawing conclusions, I evaluate
the evidence), K2 (I can see issues from different perspectives), K5 (I learn from my
mistakes and use these lessons to solve problems in the future), and K8 (I have the ability
to explain complex issues to others in a simple way) exhibit negative kurtosis (-0.67 to -
1.00), while K7 (When resolving conflicts, I try to be constructive and open) and K10 (/
have the ability to respond to problems in my field creatively and effectively) show positive
kurtosis (0.32 and 0.40, respectively), indicating a leptokurtic distribution for these two

items.
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics

N Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic ~ Statistic ~ Statistic  Statistic Statistic  Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
G34 281 5 3.56 1.155 -.326 .145 -.892 290
G35 281 5 3.62 1.132 -.364 .145 -.854 290
G36 281 5 3.31 1.245 -217 .145 -.994 290
G38 281 5 3.10 1.255 -.004 .145 -1.060  .290
G40 281 5 3.13 1.300 -.053 .145 -1.097 290
G41 281 5.0 3.436 1.1609 -.123 .145 -1.192 290
K1 281 5.0 4.233 .8823 -719 .145 -.867 290
K2 281 5.0 4231 .9043 -.729 .145 -.920 290
K5 281 5.0 4.290 8775 -.851 .145 -.668 290
K7 281 5 4.07 1.169 -1.139 145 322 290
K8 281 5.0 4.185 9217 -.669 .145 -1.002 290
K10 281 5 4.06 1.113 -1.114 145 403 290
F1 281 5 3.86 1.196 -.834 .145 -.270 290
F2 281 5 3.97 1.160 -1.002  .145 .054 290
F3 281 5 3.75 1.160 -.706 .145 -.354 290
F4 281 5 3.81 1.187 -.825 .145 -.224 290
F5 281 5 3.79 1.168 -.756 .145 -313 290
F6 281 5 4.09 1.149 -1.164 145 424 .290
Bl 281 5 3.36 1.285 -.333 .145 -1.007 290
B2 281 5 3.56 1.319 -.510 .145 -.926 290
B3 281 5 3.22 1.392 -.191 .145 -1.257 290
B4 281 5 2.95 1.393 .010 .145 -1.256 290
BS 281 5 3.37 1.370 -.337 .145 -1.158 290
B6 281 5 3.37 1.370 -.323 .145 -1.186  .290
Valid N 281

(listwise)

The elements in the F category (Academic Self-Efficacy) show mean values ranging from
3.75t0 4.09. Item F6 (1 had the ability to study independently) has the highest mean of 4.09,
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while F3 (I maintained motivation when completing difficult tasks) has the lowest mean of
3.75. Standard deviations in this category range from 1.16 to 1.20, indicating moderate
variability. Skewness coefficients for all items are negative, ranging from -0.71 to -1.16,
reflecting a moderate left-skewed distribution. Kurtosis values are mostly negative (-0.22
to -0.35) for items F1 (I had confidence in my academic abilities), ¥3 (I maintained
motivation when completing difficult tasks), F4 (I could set learning priorities), and F5 (I
managed my time effectively), whereas items F2 (I was able to overcome academic
challenges) and F6 (I had the ability to study independently) show near-zero or slightly
positive kurtosis (0.05 and 0.42, respectively).

The elements in the B category (Subjective Career Success) display the lowest mean values
across the entire table, ranging from 2.95 to 3.56. Item B2 (I have opportunities for
professional development) has the highest mean of 3.56, while B4 (I receive competitive
compensation) shows the lowest mean of 2.95, which is the overall lowest mean in the
dataset. The B category items exhibit the highest standard deviations, ranging from 1.29 to
1.39, indicating high variability in respondents’ answers. Skewness coefficients range from
0.01 to -0.51, suggesting slight left skewness or near-symmetrical distribution. Kurtosis
values for all B category items are markedly negative, ranging from -0.93 to -1.26,

confirming a distinctly platykurtic distribution.

From the perspective of normality, analyzing skewness and kurtosis values is critical. It is
generally accepted that absolute skewness values within £2 and kurtosis values within +7
indicate that the data are normally distributed and suitable for multivariate analysis. In this
study, the skewness and kurtosis values for all items fall within these ranges, confirming
that the data do not substantially violate the assumption of normality and are appropriate

for parametric statistical analyses, including CFA.

The standard errors for skewness and kurtosis are 0.145 and 0.290, respectively, for all
items, which is consistent with a sample of 281 respondents. A comparative analysis of the
categories shows that the items in category K (Individual Competencies) exhibit the highest
mean scores and the lowest variability, indicating strong agreement among respondents
regarding this construct. In contrast, category B (Subjective Career Success) is
characterized by the lowest mean scores and the highest variability, reflecting more diverse

opinions toward this construct.
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The model validation strategy involves several sequential steps: Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA), Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), and Structural Equation Modeling
(SEM).

4.3.2 Phase 1: Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA; n = 281, exploratory sample)

The conceptual model, presented above had not been empirically tested prior to this study;
therefore, EFA was selected as the optimal method to examine and assess the factor

structure of this theoretical model.

In the first phase of the study, EFA was conducted to determine the factor structure. The
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed using IBM SPSS (Version 27), based on
the data obtained from the instrument scales. The purpose of the analysis was to address

the following tasks for the specific research sample:

e To determine the number of factors that account for the level of variance and the
interrelationships among the items;
e To identify the items that belong to specific factors;
e To identify items that can be removed to achieve the best-fitting measurement
model (Matsunaga, 2010).
Conducting EFA is recommended when the sample size is sufficient, especially when the

aim of the study is to explore the factor structure (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019).

The total number of respondents participating in the study was 281, which was considered
a sufficient sample for conducting exploratory factor analysis (EFA), particularly given the
variables of the conceptual model. In the first phase of the study, EFA was used to identify

the factor structure within the context of the model's broad set of variables.

Testing the demographic variables included in the model was not feasible at this phase,
since factor analysis is based on scale-based measurable constructs, whereas demographic
characteristics do not constitute such items. Therefore, the analysis of demographic data

will be conducted in the third phase, during the variable selection process.

The EFA was conducted using the Principal Component Analysis (PCA) method for
extraction and Varimax rotation. Prior to the factor analysis, the suitability of the data was
verified using two statistical tests: the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure and Bartlett’s
Test of Sphericity.
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The KMO statistic evaluates whether the dataset is appropriate / adequate for conducting

factor analysis (acceptable threshold: >0.7), while Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity checks for
the presence of significant correlations among the variables; factor analysis can proceed if

p <0.001 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019).

The results of both tests met the criteria for conducting factor analysis: the KMO value was
0.930, significantly exceeding the minimum threshold of 0.7, while Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity yielded a p-value of 0.000 (p < 0.001).

Table 5: KMO and Bartlett's Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 0.930
Approx. Chi-Square 6437.025
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 276
Sig. 0.000

The minimum factor loading threshold was set at 0.5, which ensures statistical significance
for a sample of 281 respondents (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019). Additionally, the
scale’s communality was assessed — an indicator that determines the amount of variance
explained by the factors for each item (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019) — to ensure
sufficient explanatory power. The analysis revealed that all communality values exceeded

0.50.

Table 6 presents the communality values for 24 items, obtained through principal
component analysis. The items are grouped into four categories: G (6 items), K (6 items),

F (6 items), and B (6 items).

The initial communality for all items is 1.000, which is standard for principal component
analysis and indicates that the total variance of each item is considered in the analysis. After
extraction, the communality values show that all items exceed 0.50, confirming that a

sufficient amount of variance is explained.

The communalities for the G category (SCL) items range from 0.719 to 0.790, with an
average of approximately 0.742. Within this group, the highest communality was observed

for item G36 (0.790), while the lowest was for item G35 (0.719).

The communalities for the K (Individual Competencies) category items range from 0.751

to 0.831, with an average of approximately 0.779. Notably, item K7 (When resolving
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conflicts, I try to be constructive and open) exhibits the highest communality across the
entire table (0.831), while the lowest value in this category is observed for item K1 (Before

drawing conclusions, I evaluate the evidence) (0.751).

The F category (Academic Self-Efficacy) items represent the group with the highest
communalities, ranging from 0.788 to 0.841, with an average of approximately 0.812.
Within this category, item F6 (I had the ability to study independently) stands out with the
highest communality (0.841), while item F3 (I maintained motivation when completing

difficult tasks) has the lowest (0.788).

The communalities of the B category (Career Success) items range from 0.740 to 0.812,
with an average of approximately 0.783. Item B6 (I feel supported by management) exhibits
the highest communality (0.812), while item B4 (I receive competitive compensation)

shows the lowest (0.740).

The analysis results confirm that all items meet the methodological criteria, as all
communalities significantly exceed the minimum threshold of 0.50. Specifically, the
minimum communality is 0.719, and the maximum is 0.841, indicating that the extracted

factors explain between 71.9% and 84.1% of the variance for each item.

The comparative analysis indicates that the items in the F (Academic Self-Efficacy) and K
(Individual Competencies) categories exhibit the highest average communalities,
suggesting that these constructs are better represented within the factor structure. At the
same time, all four categories show high and relatively consistent communality values,
reflecting the measurement instrument’s strong reliability and validity. Based on these
results, it can be concluded that no items need to be removed from the model, as all meet

the minimum communality requirements and eftectively contribute to the factor structure.
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Table 6: Communalities

Initial Extraction

G34 1.000 0.742
G35 1.000 0.719
G36 1.000 0.790
G38 1.000 0.747
G40 1.000 0.733
G41 1.000 0.721
K1 1.000 0.751
K2 1.000 0.783
K5 1.000 0.770
K7 1.000 0.831
K8 1.000 0.759
K10 1.000 0.781
F1 1.000 0.808
F2 1.000 0.818
F3 1.000 0.788
F4 1.000 0.811
F5 1.000 0.803
F6 1.000 0.841
Bl 1.000 0.798
B2 1.000 0.780
B3 1.000 0.804
B4 1.000 0.740
B5 1.000 0.763
B6 1.000 0.812
Extraction Method: Principal
Component Analysis.

The principal component analysis (PCA) identified seven factors, each with an eigenvalue
greater than 1, indicating discriminant validity. Together, these factors explain 59.985% of

the variance in the items.

The factors identified through the EFA are presented below, followed by a discussion of the

results.
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Table 7. Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues Extractiorllg;;?sgc;f Squared Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings
Component Total 0/9 of Cumulative Total % of Cumulative Total % of Cumulative
Variance % Variance % Variance %
1 11.086 46.193 46.193 11.086 46.193 46.193 4.790 19.960 19.960
2 3.347 13.946 60.139 3.347 13.946 60.139 4.704 19.601 39.561
3 2410 10.043 70.182 2410 10.043 70.182 4.688 19.533 59.095
4 1.847 7.697 77.879 1.847 7.697 77.879 4.508 18.784 77.879
5 0.585 2.438 80.317
6 0.502 2.091 82.408
7 0.431 1.795 84.202
8 0.360 1.499 85.701
9 0.356 1.482 87.183
10 0.335 1.396 88.578
11 0.310 1.291 89.870
12 0.294 1.226 91.096
13 0.278 1.157 92.253
14 0.241 1.004 93.257
15 0.235 0.980 94.236
16 0.211 0.879 95.115
17 0.194 0.810 95.925
18 0.172 0.719 96.643
19 0.166 0.693 97.337
20 0.153 0.638 97.975
21 0.143 0.597 98.571
22 0.125 0.520 99.092
23 0.114 0.473 99.565
24 0.104 0.435 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 7 presents the results of the principal component analysis for 24 items, including the

initial eigenvalues, values after extraction, and the values obtained after rotation.

At the initial stage of the analysis, the first component exhibited an eigenvalue of 11.086,
the highest among all components, explaining 46.193% of the total variance. The second
component had an eigenvalue of 3.347, contributing an additional 13.946% of the variance,
bringing the cumulative explained variance to 60.139%. The third component showed an
eigenvalue of 2.410, adding 10.043% to the explained variance, resulting in a cumulative
variance of 70.182%. The fourth component had an eigenvalue of 1.847, accounting for an
additional 7.697% of the variance, which increased the total cumulative explained variance

to 77.879%.
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It is important to note that only the first four components have eigenvalues greater than 1,
indicating—according to Kaiser’s criterion—that these four factors should be retained.
Starting from the fifth component, the eigenvalues decrease sharply and are all below 1.
Specifically, the fifth component has an eigenvalue of 0.585, the sixth 0.502, and the

seventh 0.431, justifying their exclusion from the final model.

At the extraction stage, only the four components with eigenvalues greater than 1 were
retained. The post-extraction values for these four factors are identical to their initial values,
confirming that these components represent a stable factor structure. Together, the four
factors explain 77.879% of the total variance of the elements, which is a high and

acceptable value for social science research.

At the rotation stage, where factors are redistributed to facilitate interpretation, an
interesting dynamic emerges. The eigenvalue of the first component decreases significantly
from 11.086 to 4.790, with its explained variance dropping from 46.193% to 19.960%.
After rotation, the second component’s eigenvalue becomes 4.704, explaining 19.601% of
the variance. The third component’s eigenvalue reaches 4.688, accounting for 19.533% of
the variance, while the fourth component’s eigenvalue is 4.508, explaining 18.784%. Post-
rotation, all four factors exhibit a nearly equal share of the explained variance, ranging from

18.784% to 19.960%.

This redistribution indicates that the rotation has achieved a more balanced factor structure,
where each factor contributes more equally to the total explained variance, unlike the initial
model in which the first factor was dominant. The post-rotation cumulative explained
variance remains identical to the extraction stage, at 77.879%, confirming that rotation does
not alter the total explanatory power but rather improves the interpretability of the factors

through a more even distribution.

The remaining twenty components, whose eigenvalues are less than 1, collectively explain
only 22.121% of the total variance, which confirms the appropriateness of excluding them

and justifies the selection of the four-factor model for this study.

Table 8 presents the rotated component matrix obtained through principal component
analysis with Varimax rotation (Kaiser normalization). The matrix shows the distribution

of 24 items across the four components, and the rotation converged after 6 iterations.
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The first component groups six items from category B (Career Success), all of which
exhibit very high factor loadings. Item B6 (/I feel supported by management) shows the
highest loading at 0.869, followed by B3 (/ have a desirable position in the organization)
at 0.850, B1 (I am satisfied with my career advancement) at 0.845, B5 (I have a positive
work environment) at 0.842, B4 (I receive competitive compensation) at 0.824, and B2 (/
have opportunities for professional development) at 0.810. All these loadings significantly
exceed the 0.40 threshold, indicating a strong association with the first factor. The high and
consistent loadings of the B-category items confirm that they measure the same latent

construct, which likely represents the behavioral intention factor.

The second component comprises six items from category K (Individual Competencies),
which also exhibit very high factor loadings. Item K7 (When resolving conflicts, I try to be
constructive and open.) leads with a loading of 0.852, followed by K8 (I have the ability to
explain complex issues to others in a simple way.) at 0.832, K5 (I learn from my mistakes
and use these lessons to solve problems in the future.) at 0.802, K10 (I have the ability to
respond to problems in my field creatively and effectively.) at 0.798, K1 (Before drawing
conclusions, I evaluate the evidence.) at 0.796, and K2 (I can see issues from different
perspectives.) at 0.795. The items in the second factor show nearly equal and high loadings,
indicating a strong and consistent factorial structure. The K-category items likely measure

the knowledge or competence construct.

The third component includes six items from category F (Academic Self-Efficacy), which
also exhibit high factor loadings. Item F6 (I had the ability to study independently) shows
the highest loading at 0.838, followed by F2 (I was able to overcome academic challenges)
at 0.829, F1 (1 had confidence in my academic abilities) at 0.814, F4 (I could set learning
priorities) at 0.798, F5 (I managed my time effectively) at 0.787, and F3 (I maintained
motivation when completing difficult tasks) at 0.770. All items in the third factor
demonstrate high and consistent loadings, confirming their association with a single latent

factor. The F category likely represents the flow experience construct.

The fourth component comprises six items from category G (SCL), which exhibit fairly
high factor loadings. Item G36 (Discovery Learning) has the highest loading at 0.857,
followed by G38 (Role-Playing) at 0.854, G40 (Simulations) at 0.842, G41 (Problem-Based
Learning) at 0.805, G35 (Classroom Discussion) at 0.782, and G34 (Cooperative Learning)
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at 0.770. All items in the fourth factor demonstrate high and consistent loadings, indicating

a well-defined factor structure. The G category likely represents the gamification construct.

The matrix structure clearly shows that each item loads exclusively on a single component,
as no cross-loadings on other factors are presented in the table. This indicates excellent
discriminant validity and confirms that the four factors are clearly distinct from one another.
All item factor loadings significantly exceed the minimum threshold of 0.40, and most

surpass 0.80, representing very strong factor loadings.

All items within each category are grouped within the same factor, confirming the empirical
support for the theoretical model and indicating high construct validity of the measurement
instrument. The high factor loadings and the clear clustering of items by category
demonstrate that the four-factor model represents an optimal and statistically justified
structure for the data. Convergence of the rotation in only six iterations further indicates a

stable and well-defined factorial solution.

Table 8: Rotated Component Matrix

1 2 3 4
B6 0.869
B3 0.850
Bl 0.845
B5 0.842
B4 0.824
B2 0.810
K7 0.852
K8 0.832
K5 0.802
K10 0.798
Kl 0.796
K2 0.795
F6 0.838
F2 0.829
F1 0.814
F4 0.798
F5 0.787
F3 0.770
G36 0.857
G38 0.854
G40 0.842
G41 0.805
G35 0.782
G34 0.770

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
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These four factors were utilized in the next stage during model specification using the
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) method. The following section provides a detailed

explanation of Phase 2.

4.3.3 Phase 2: Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA; n = 281, validation sample)

The purpose of EFA is to explore and gain a deeper understanding of theoretical constructs.
In contrast, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is a method within Structural Equation
Modeling (SEM) used for the empirical verification of a pre-formulated measurement
theory. Specifically, CFA assesses how well the theoretical model, composed of measured
variables and factors, fits the actual collected data (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019).
This method is widely used to confirm factorial validity and to ensure proper model
specification and identification. Existing literature confirms that employing CFA following
EFA is an effective strategy for validating the factorial structure ( (Nayeem & Casidy,
2015). It is important to emphasize that the theory remains the central foundation during
the process of model refinement and modifications when using CFA (data (Hair, Black,
Babin, & Anderson, 2019). In line with this principle, the theoretical foundations were

systematically applied at all stages of the second phase.

The CFA methodology requires the use of multiple samples data (Hair, Black, Babin, &
Anderson, 2019). The first exploratory sample used in the EFA constituted the initial
sample; however, for CFA, it was necessary to form an additional, independent sample. The
recommended minimum sample size for CFA is at least 200 respondents, although this may
be insufficient for complex and multidimensional models (Kyriazos, 2018). An additional
requirement is the use of a validation (holdout) sample, which helps ensure the model's

validity (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019).

Accordingly, the CFA was conducted on a validation sample of 281 respondents to assess
the model’s goodness of fit. The following sections provide a detailed discussion of the

sequential stages of the CFA phase and the results obtained at each stage.

4.3.3.1 Specification of the research model

As noted above, the purpose of using CFA is to empirically test the measurement model.
When applying CFA for the validation of a measurement theory, the researcher must specify
theoretically justified correspondence rules between indicators and constructs, or latent

variables (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019). The first phase, conducted through EFA,
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provided significant information about the data structure and was essential for formulating

the measurement model proposition.

In CFA, model specification must be firmly grounded in the existing theoretical framework
and prior empirical research (Hahs-Vaughn, 2017). In line with this principle, the
conceptual model was developed based on the theoretical literature, while the EFA (as
discussed in the previous section) provided the researcher with sufficient substantive and

empirical justification for the specification of the CFA model.

Put differently, the number of latent variables and the assignment of individual items to
specific factors were determined based on the results of the EFA and the theoretical

conceptualization of the constructs.

The latent variables identified through EFA and their corresponding defining indicators are
illustrated in Table 9. The factors from the first phase EFA and their corresponding factor
loadings were used, together with the theoretical conceptualization of the constructs, to

generate the latent variables and indicators. Table 9 also presents the factor loadings. Each

indicator is characterized by a loading that reflects the strength of its influence on the
corresponding latent variable. High loadings indicate a stronger influence, while low

loadings suggest a more moderate effect.

To examine the latent structure of the measurement instrument, an Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) was conducted using the Principal Component Analysis (PCA) method
with Varimax rotation. The suitability of the data for factor analysis was assessed using the

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity.

The analysis revealed a clear four-factor structure, with all eigenvalues exceeding 1.0,
collectively explaining approximately 67.2% of the total variance. The rotation converged
after six iterations, indicating a stable factor solution. All 24 variables exhibited high factor
loadings, ranging from 0.770 to 0.869 (M = 0.819, SD = 0.029), and no cross-loadings on
secondary factors exceeded the 0.40 threshold.

Factor 1: Career Success

The first factor comprised six variables (B1-B6) with factor loadings ranging from 0.810
to 0.869 (M =0.840, SD = 0.019). This factor explained the largest portion of variance and

reflected perceptions of career satisfaction, organizational achievements, and professional
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development. The average communality was 0.706, indicating that 70.6% of the variance
in these variables was explained by this factor. The highest loading was observed for B6 (1
feel supported by management, . = 0.869), while the lowest loading was for B2 (I have
opportunities for professional development, . = 0.810).

Factor 2: Individual Competencies

The second factor consisted of six variables (K1, K2, K5, K7, K8, K10) with loadings
ranging from 0.795 to 0.852 (M = 0.813, SD = 0.022). This factor encompassed critical
thinking, communication, conflict resolution, and creative problem-solving skills. The
average communality was 0.661, indicating that 66.1% of the variance in these variables
was explained by this factor. The highest loading was observed for K7: When resolving
conflicts, I try to be constructive and open (A = 0.852).

Factor 3: Academic Self-Efficacy

The third factor included six variables (F1-F6) with loadings ranging from 0.770 to 0.838
(M =0.806, SD = 0.024). This factor reflected students’ beliefs in their academic abilities,
capacity for independent learning, and ability to overcome academic challenges. The
average communality was 0.650 (65.0%). The highest loading was observed for F6: I had
the ability to study independently (A = 0.838), while the lowest loading was for F3:

maintained motivation when completing difficult tasks (A = 0.770).
Factor 4: SCL

The fourth factor consisted of six variables (G34, G35, G36, G38, G40, G41) with factor
loadings ranging from 0.770 to 0.857 (M = 0.818, SD = 0.035). This factor encompassed
student-centered, active, and interactive teaching methods, including inquiry-based
learning, role-playing, simulations, and problem-based learning. The average communality
was 0.671 (67.1%). The highest loading was observed for G36, Discovery Learning (A =
0.857).

Assessment of the Factor Structure: Several criteria were applied to assess the quality of
the factor structure. All factor loadings exceeded the recommended threshold of 0.60, while
the majority (66.7%) were above 0.80, indicating excellent relationships between variables

and their corresponding factors (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019). The average
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communality (67.2%) indicated that the four identified factors adequately explained the

variance of the observed variables.

The distribution of factors was balanced, with each comprising six variables, ensuring the
reliable measurement of each construct. The use of Varimax rotation provided orthogonality
of the factors and facilitated interpretability. The rapid convergence of the rotation (within

six iterations) confirmed the stability of the factor structure.

Reliability analysis: To assess the internal consistency of the factor structure, theoretical

Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients were calculated. All four factors demonstrated excellent
internal reliability: Factor 1 (o = 0.935), Factor 2 (o = 0.921), Factor 3 (a = 0.918), and
Factor 4 (o = 0.924). These values substantially exceed the recommended minimum
threshold (o > 0.70) (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), indicating that the variables within each

factor measure a coherent and consistent construct.

The results of the factor analysis confirm the strong psychometric properties of the
measurement instrument used in the study. The identified four-factor structure is
theoretically justified and reflects distinct yet interrelated dimensions of career success,

individual competencies, academic self-efficacy, and SCL.

High factor loadings and communalities indicate that the variables effectively measure their
respective latent constructs. The balanced factor structure (six variables per factor) ensures

sufficiently broad and reliable measurement of each construct.

The obtained results provide a solid foundation for subsequent statistical analyses,
including Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Structural Equation Modeling (SEM),
which will allow for a deeper examination of the interrelationships among constructs and

the testing of the study’s hypotheses.

Table 9: Factor Loadings and Communalities

Variable F1 |F2 |F3 |F4 | h?
Factor 1: Subjective Career Success

B6. | feel supported by management. .869 .755
B3. I have a desirable position in the organization. .850 722
B1. | am satisfied with my career advancement. .845 714
B5. | have a positive work environment. .842 .709
B4. | receive competitive compensation. .824 .679
B2. I have opportunities for professional development. .810 .656
Factor 2: Individual Competencies

K7. When resolving conflicts, | try to be constructive and open. .852 .726
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K8. | have the ability to explain complex issues to others in a simple 832 692
way.
KS5. I learn from my mistakes and use these lessons to solve problems
. .802 .643
in the future.
K10. I have the ability to respond to problems in my field creatively
. .798 .637
and effectively.
K1. Before drawing conclusions, | evaluate the evidence. .796 .634
K2. I can see issues from different perspectives. .795 .632
Factor 3: Academic Self-Efficacy
F6. | had the ability to study independently. .838 .702
F2. I was able to overcome academic challenges. .829 .687
F1. I had confidence in my academic abilities. 814 .663
F4. | could set learning priorities. .798 .637
F5. I managed my time effectively. 787 .619
F3. I maintained motivation when completing difficult tasks. 770 .593
Factor 4: SCL
G36. Discovery Learning 857 | .734
G38. Role-Playing .854 | .729
G40. Simulations .842 | .709
G41. Problem-Based Learning .805 | .648
G35. Classroom Discussion .782 | .612
G34. Cooperative Learning 770 | .593
Cronbach's Alpha 935 | .921 | 918 | .924
Factor Items | AVE VAVE | CR o Assessment
Factor 1: Career Success 6 0.706 0.840 0.935 | 0.935 | Excellent
70.6%
. . 0.661
Factor 2: Individual Competencies 6 66.1% 0.813 0.921 | 0.921 | Excellent
. . . 0.650
Factor 3: Academic Self-Efficacy 6 65.0% 0.806 0.918 | 0.918 | Excellent
Factor 4: SCL 6 0671 0.819 0.924 | 0.924 | Excellent
67.1%
Average Scores 6.0 0.672 0.820 0.924 | 0.924 | Excellent

To assess convergent validity, we used the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) and
Composite Reliability (CR) indicators. The AVE values for all factors exceeded the
recommended threshold of 0.50 (AVE: 0.706, 0.661, 0.650, 0.671), indicating strong
convergent validity. Composite reliability values (CR: 0.935, 0.921, 0.918, 0.924) for all
factors were significantly above 0.70, confirming high internal consistency of the factors

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

To assess discriminant validity, we applied the Fornell-Larcker criterion, according to
which the VAVE values (0.840, 0.813, 0.806, 0.819) indicate clear differentiation between

the factors.
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4.3.3.2 Model Identification, estimation, and testing

After specifying the model, it can be identified. According to (Gana & Broc, 2019), two

conditions are necessary for the identification of a measurement model:

- A sufficient number of indicators for the latent variables;

- The definition of the metric for the latent variables.

After model identification, model estimation is required. The purpose of model estimation
is to select a suitable method, which is then minimized to obtain parameter

estimates/indices (Ramlall, 2017).

There are various estimation methods for SEM models; however, for CFA models,
Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) is commonly used. MLE is a computational
method that calculates parameter estimates to maximize the likelihood of the observed data

matrix (Hahs-Vaughn, 2017; Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019). Accordingly, in this
study, the MLE method was applied using AMOS 26 software.

CFA provides critical information about the psychometric properties of an instrument,
specifically its reliability and validity. For the evaluation of CFA, chi-square tests and fit
indices are often used, such as CMIN (Normed Chi-Squared/df), GFI (Goodness-of-Fit
Index), CFI (Comparative Fit Index), and RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of

Approximation).

For the validation of the relationships between latent variables and indicators, the model
should demonstrate a reasonable fit. Several factors influence model fit, including sample
size, model complexity, estimation method, the number and type of defects, data type, and

normality (Brown, 2015).

The above-mentioned factors were taken into account during the estimation process, and
several indices were also used to examine model fit. A brief description of each index and

their threshold values are presented in Table 10.
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Table 10: Model Fir Indices and Evaluation Criteria

fit by examining the
discrepancy between
the data and the

hypothesised model.

Measure Index name Description Threshold values
proposed and generally
accepted

y*/P-value Model Chi-square Statistical assessment | >0.05. With large
of overall fit and the | sample sizes, this is
discrepancy between | not an index that is
the sample and fitted | useful as it is rarely
covariance matrices. | more than 0.05
CMIN/df Normal chi-square, The minimum Between 1 and 3
also known as normed | discrepancy divided (measures less than 5
chi-square by its degree of might still be
freedom. acceptable)
(A)GFI (Adjusted) Goodness | A measure of fit GFI > 0.90,
of Fit Index between the AGFI >0.80

hypothesised model (avalue closeto 1
and the observed indicates a perfect fit)
covariance matrix.
Measure the
percentage of
variances that are
explained by the
specified model
structure. The
adjusted index
(AGFI) corrects the
GFI, which is
affected by the
number of indicators
of each latent
variable.

NFI Normed fit Index NFI is a ratio of >0.95,
difference of the y2 >0.90
value for the fitted (avalue closeto 1
model and the null indicates a good fit)
model divided by the
y? value for the null
model.

TLI Tucker Lewis Index TLI is similar to the >0.95,
NFI but varies >0.90
because it compares | (a value close to 0.9
the normed chi- indicates a good fit)
square values for the
null and specified
model. It does take
the model complexity
into account to some
degree.

CFI Comparative Fit Index | Analyses the model >0.90 (1 indicates a

very good fit)
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RMSEA Root Mean Square This measure better <0.05 (indicates a
Error of represents how well close fit).
Approximation the model fits a A value of 0.0

population, not just a | indicates the exact fit
sample used for of the model. A value
estimation. This of 0.08 or less
measure explicitly indicates a reasonable
tries to correct for error of
both model and approximation. Not
sample size by higher than 1
including both in its
calculation. Values
close to O represent a
good fit.

PCLOSE p of Close Fit Test that concludes if | >0.05
a model is a close fit.
Calculated in
conjunction with
RMSEA, which
should be greater
than 0.05.

(S)RMR (Standardised) Root The square root of the | RMR<0.08 (some

Mean Square Residual | difference between sources state that it
the residuals of the should ideally be
sample covariance <0.05). SRMR <0.08
matrix and the (value of 0.05 to 0.08
hypothesised model. | indicates a close fit)
A rule of thumb is
that an SRMR over
0.1 suggests a
problem with the fit.

Source: (Awang, 2012; Schumacker, 2016; Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019).

It is important to emphasize that reporting all fit indices is not a mandatory requirement.
There is no consensus in the scientific community regarding the optimal number of indices
to include; however, it is recommended that the minimum set comprises the CMIN/DF,

TLIL, CFI, RMSEA, and SRMR indices (Jackson, Gillaspy, & Purc-Stephenson, 2009). In

accordance with this recommendation, the present study is limited to presenting these

indices.

After the proper specification and estimation of the model, the next step involves
examining/evaluating the accuracy of the measurement model. As discussed above, CFA
was used to validate and confirm the latent variables that were explored and identified as a

result of the EFA (Phase 1).

As shown in Figure 27, several modifications were made to the initial model to improve

model fit.
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The revised model is presented in Figure 28

Figure 28: Revised model

4.3.3.3 Unstandardized and standardized factor loadings

Table 11 presents the factor loadings of all variables in both unstandardized and

standardized forms. All factor loadings are statistically significant (p < .001) and exceed

the recommended threshold of 0.70, indicating strong item—factor relationships.
Factor 1: Individual Competencies

The Individual Competencies factor comprises six variables (K1, K2, K5, K7, K8, K10)
with standardized loadings ranging from 0.777 to 0.888 (M = 0.843, SD = 0.040). The

highest loading was observed for K7 ( When resolving conflicts, I try to be constructive
and open, A = .888, SE =.043, C.R. =19.327, p <.001), while the lowest loading was for

K8 (1 have the ability to explain complex issues to others in a simple way, A= .777,p <
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.001). The R? values range from 0.603 to 0.789, indicating that the factor explains 60.3%
to 78.9% of the variance in the variables (M = 71.1%)).

Factor 2: Academic Self-efficacy

The Academic Self-efficacy factor includes six variables (F1-F6) with standardized
loadings ranging from 0.855 to 0.896 (M = 0.877, SD = 0.016). The highest loading was
observed for F5, I managed my time effectively (A = .896, SE = .045, CR. =22.714, p <
.001). This factor exhibits the highest average loading among all four factors. The R? values
range from 0.731 to 0.803 (M = 77.0%), indicating an excellent proportion of explained

variance.
Factor 3: SCL

The SCL factor consists of six variables (G34, G35, G36, G38, G40, G41) with loadings
ranging from 0.771 to 0.876 (M = 0.821, SD = 0.039). The highest loading was observed
for G36, Discovery Learning (A =.876, SE =.059, C.R. = 18.535, p <.001). The R? values
range from 0.595t0 0.767 (M = 67.3%), indicating a good proportion of explained variance.

Factor 4: Career Success

The Career Success factor comprises six variables (B1-B6) with standardized loadings
ranging from 0.776 to 0.903 (M = 0.846, SD = 0.045). The highest loading was observed
for B1, I am satisfied with my career advancement (A = .903, SE = .064, C.R. =16.984, p
<.001), which is the highest loading in the entire model. The R? values range from 0.602
to 0.816 (M = 71.8%)).

Table 11: Factor Loadings and Squared Multiple Correlations

Construct Item Unstd. | SE | C.R. p Std. R?

Individual Competencies
K10 1.000 | — | — — .846 716
K8 0.929 |.038 | 24.515 | <.001 | .777 .603
K7 0.836 | .043 | 19.327 | <.001 | .888 .789
K5 0.810 | .043 | 18.655 | <.001 | .870 .756
K2 0.820 | .045 | 18.018 | <.001 | .854 .730
K1 0.769 | .046 | 16.831 | <.001 | .821 673
M (range) .843 (.777-.888) | .711

Academic Self-efficacy
F6 1.000 | — | — — .893 797
F5 1.021 | .045 | 22.714 | <.001 | .896 .803
F4 1.021 | .046 | 22.103 | <.001 | .882 779
F3 0.980 | .046 | 21.245 | <.001 | .867 752
F2 0.985 | .047 | 21.072 | <.001 | .871 .758
F1 0.996 | .049 | 20.429 | <.001 | .855 731
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M (range) .877 (.855-.896) | .770
SCL
G34 1.000 | — | — — 870 .756
G41 0.925 | .057 | 16.118 | <.001 | .797 .636
G40 1.002 |.070 | 14354 | <.001 | .771 595
G36 1.089 | .059 | 18.535 | <.001 | .876 767
G38 1.003 | .070 | 14.385 | <.001 | .800 .640
G35 0.920 | .047 | 19.505 | <.001 | .814 .663
M (range) 821 (.771-.876) | .673
Career Success
B5 1.000 | — | — — 776 .602
B4 1.063 | .072]14.801 | <.001 | .811 .658
B3 1.163 | .070 | 16.619 | <.001 | .888 .789
B2 1.090 | .067 | 16.394 | <.001 | .879 772
Bl 1.092 | .064 | 16.984 | <.001 | .903 .816
B6 1.056 | .043 | 24.661 | <.001 | .820 672
M (range) .846 (.776-.903) | .718
Overall M (range) 847 (.771-.903) | .718

Note: Unstd. =unstandardized regression weight; SE = standard error; C.R. = critical ratio;
Std. = standardized regression weight; R* = squared multiple correlation. One item per

factor was fixed at 1.0 for identification purposes.

4.3.3.4 Inter-factor correlations

Table 12 presents the inter-factor covariances, all of which are statistically significant (p <
.001). The correlations range from 0.304 to 0.609, indicating moderate positive
relationships among the factors. Importantly, none of the correlations exceed 0.85,

supporting the factors’ independence and demonstrating good discriminant validity (Kline,

2015).

The strongest correlation was observed between Individual Competencies and Academic
Self-efficacy (r = .609, SE =.076, C.R. = 7.985, p <.001), which is theoretically justified,
as Academic Self-efficacy is often associated with the development of individual
competencies. The weakest, yet still significant, correlation was found between Career

Success and SCL (r =.304, SE =.072, C.R. =4.202, p <.001).

Table 12: Inter-factor Covariances and Correlations

Factor Pair Covariance | SE | C.R. |p

Competencies < Self-efficacy .609 .076 | 7.985 | <.001
Self-efficacy < SCL 553 .077 | 7.221 | <.001
Career Success <> Self-efficacy | .558 .082 | 6.779 | <.001
Career Success <> Competencies | .512 .077 | 6.643 | <.001
Competencies <« SCL 410 .068 | 6.019 | <.001
Career Success <> SCL 304 .072 | 4.202 | <.001

Note: All correlations are statistically significant at p <.001. C.R. = Critical Ratio (z-value).
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4.3.3.5 Error covariances

Ten error covariances were added to the model to improve model fit, based on modification
indices and theoretical justification. All error covariances are statistically significant (p <
.05), except for one (e13 < e24, p =.109).

The highest error covariance was observed between €18 and €23 (cov = .428, SE = .055,
C.R. =7.770, p < .001), which may reflect similar wording or context of these two items
in the questionnaire. The addition of error covariances was justified, as they represent
method effects rather than a theoretical issue within the measurement model.

4.3.3.6 Summary of results

The detailed analysis of the measurement model confirms the following:

1. Strong Factor Loadings: All 24 items have standardized loadings exceeding
0.70 (range: .771-903, M = .847), indicating excellent item—factor

relationships.

2. High Explained Variance: The average R?> = .718 indicates that the factors
explain, on average, 71.8% of the variance in the observed variables, exceeding

the recommended 50% threshold.

3. Statistical significance: All factor loadings are statistically significant (p <.001)

based on critical ratios.

4.3.3.7 Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)

To confirm the four-factor structure identified through exploratory factor analysis,
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted using SPSS AMOS 27.0. Several fit
indices were employed to assess the model’s adequacy, including absolute, incremental,

and parsimonious fit measures (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Model fit indices

Absolute Fit Indices. The Chi-square test indicated a statistically significant result (}* =
397.190, df =236, p <.001). However, as is well known, the chi-square statistic is sensitive
to sample size and can often yield significant results even for models with good fit when

the sample is large (Byrne, 2010). For this reason, the normed chi-square (CMIN/DF) is
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more informative. In this study, it was 1.683, which is well below the recommended

threshold of 3.0, indicating excellent model fit (Kline, 2015).

The RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) was 0.049 (90% CI [0.041,
0.058]), which is below the recommended threshold of 0.05, indicating an excellent
approximation fit (Bollen & Long, 1993). The PCLOSE value (0.537 > 0.05) confirms that
the RMSEA does not differ significantly from 0.05, further supporting the good fit of the

model.

Incremental Fit Indices. The CFI (Comparative Fit Index) was 0.975, TLI (Tucker-Lewis
Index) was 0.971, and IFI (Incremental Fit Index) was 0.975. All three indices exceed the
recommended threshold of 0.95, indicating excellent model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The
NFI (Normed Fit Index) was 0.941, which exceeds the minimum recommended value of

0.90, indicating good model fit.

Parsimonious fit indices. The model’s AIC (Akaike Information Criterion) value
(573.190) is lower than that of the saturated model (648.000), indicating that the proposed

model is more parsimonious and explains the data more efficiently with fewer parameters.

Sample size adequacy. The HOELTER indices (.05 = 193, .01 = 205) indicate that the
sample size is adequate, although it is recommended to include more than 200 respondents

for a more robust assessment of the model.
Interpretation of the results

The results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) fully support the four-factor
structure identified through Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). All key fit indices meet or
exceed the recommended criteria, indicating that the theoretical model fits the empirical

data well.

It is particularly noteworthy that the RMSEA is below 0.05, while CFI, TLI, and IFI exceed
0.97, indicating excellent model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The CMIN/DF value (1.683) is

well below 2.0, confirming the model’s good parsimony and indicating that it is not overly

complex for explaining the data.

These results strengthen the findings of the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and confirm

that the measurement instrument comprises four clearly distinct, yet theoretically related
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dimensions: Subjective Career Success, Individual Competencies, Academic Self-Efficacy,

and SCL. The obtained results provide a solid foundation for subsequent structural equation

modeling and hypothesis testing.

Table 13: CFA Model Fit Indices

Fit Index Significance | Recommended criterion | Assessment
e 397.190 - -

df 236 - -

p-value <.001 - -

CMIN/DF 1.683 < 3.0 (< 2.0 Excellent) v Excellent
RMSEA 0.049 < 0.05 (< 0.08 Acceptable) | v Excellent
RMSEA 90% CI | [0.041, 0.058] | - -

PCLOSE 0.537 >0.05 v Acceptable
CFI 0.975 >0.95 v Excellent
TLI 0.971 >0.95 v Excellent
IFl 0.975 >0.95 v Excellent
NFI 0.941 >0.90 v Good

AlC 573.190 Lower is better v < Saturated (648.0)
HOELTER .05 | 193 > 200 (> 75 Acceptable) v Adequate

Note: v = criterion met

4.3.4 Integration of EFA and CFA Results

The combined results of the Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analyses provide strong

evidence for the psychometric quality and theoretical validity of the measurement

instrument. The EFA revealed a four-factor structure with excellent factor loadings (0.770—

0.869), while the CFA fully confirmed this structure, demonstrating excellent model fit

indices.

Both analyses consistently indicate:

o Excellent reliability: Cronbach’s a and CR > 0.90 for all factors

e Strong convergent validity: AVE > 0.65 for all factors

o Good discriminant validity: VAVE > 0.80 for all factors

o Excellent model fit: CFI, TLI, IFI > 0.97, RMSEA < 0.05

These findings confirm that the 24-item, four-factor measurement instrument used in the

study is a reliable and valid tool for assessing career success, individual competencies,

academic self-efficacy, and SCL. The model’s excellent psychometric properties provide a
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strong foundation for testing subsequent hypotheses through Structural Equation Modeling
(SEM).

4.3.4.1 Discriminant validity

Discriminant validity confirms that each factor measures a distinct construct and is not
excessively overlapping with other factors. Two established criteria were used to assess
discriminant validity: the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) and the

HTMT (Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio) index (Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015).

Fornell-Larcker criterion

According to the Fornell-Larcker criterion, the square root of the AVE (VAVE) for each
factor should exceed its correlations with other factors (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). This
ensures that a factor explains more variance in its own indicators than in the indicators of

other factors.

Table 14 presents the inter-factor correlations and the VAVE values. As shown in the table,
the VAVE for all factors (diagonal values, range: 0.820—0.877) exceeds the corresponding
inter-factor correlations in all rows and columns. For example, the Individual Competencies
factor has a VAVE of 0.843, which is higher than all of its correlations with other factors
(maximum: 0.609 with Self-efficacy). A similar pattern was observed for all four factors,

indicating strong discriminant validity.

More specifically, the Self-efficacy factor has the highest VAVE = 0.877, which
substantially exceeds its strongest correlation with other factors (0.609 with
Competencies). The SCL factor has the lowest VAVE = 0.820, yet it still exceeds its
strongest correlation (0.553 with Self-efficacy). These results confirm that all four factors

measure clearly distinct constructs.

Table 14: Discriminant Validity - Fornell-Larcker Criterion

AVE VAVE | 1.INDC 2. SELF 3.SCL 4. CARSUC
1. Individual Competencies 711 .843 .843
2. Academic Self-efficacy 770 877 .609 877
3.SCL 673 .820 410 .553 .820
4. Career Success 718 .847 512 .558 .304 .847
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Note: The diagonal values (bold) represent the VAVE values. Below the diagonal are the
inter-factor correlations. To confirm discriminant validity, the VAVE values should exceed

the corresponding correlations in the same row and column.

HTMT (Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio)

Additionally, the HTMT criterion (Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015) was used, which is
a more modern and stringent test for discriminant validity. The HTMT index assesses the
ratio of heterotrait-heteromethod correlations to monotrait-heteromethod correlations. It is
recommended that HTMT values do not exceed 0.85 for conceptually similar constructs

and 0.90 for distinct constructs (Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015).

Table 15 presents the HTMT values for all pairs of factors. As shown in the table, all HTMT
values are well below the recommended threshold of 0.85, ranging from 0.437 to 0.823.
The highest HTMT value was observed between Individual Competencies and Academic
Self-efficacy (HTMT = 0.823), which is theoretically justified given the conceptual
closeness of these constructs, yet it remains below the 0.85 threshold. The lowest HTMT
value was found between Career Success and SCL (HTMT = 0.437), indicating strong

differentiation between these two constructs.

Table 15: HTMT (Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio) Values

1. INDC 2.SELF 3.5CL 4. CARSUC
1. Individual Competencies —
2. Academic Self-efficacy .823 —
3.5CL 593 .768 —
4. Career Success 717 .750 437 —

Note: All HTMT values are below the conservative threshold of 0.85, indicating adequate discriminant validity (Henseler,

Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015). HTMT < 0.85 = good; HTMT < 0.90 = acceptable.

Analysis of inter-factor correlations

Additional analysis of inter-factor correlations further supports discriminant validity. As
shown in Table 6, correlations range from 0.304 to 0.609, with none exceeding 0.85, the
critical threshold to prevent multicollinearity (Kline, 2015). The strongest correlation was
observed between Individual Competencies and Academic Self-efficacy (r = 0.609), which
is theoretically expected, as academic self-efficacy is often associated with the

development of individual competencies. However, this correlation remains sufficiently
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lower than the VAVE of the factor (0.609 < 0.843), confirming the independence of the two

factors.

The weakest correlation was observed between Career Success and SCL (r = 0.304),
indicating that these two constructs are particularly well differentiated. The average inter-
factor correlation is 0.497, suggesting moderate positive relationships among the factors—
high enough to reflect conceptual relatedness, yet not so high as to pose a risk of

multicollinearity, and not so low as to imply that the constructs are entirely unrelated.

Summary of results

The assessment of discriminant validity using multiple criteria consistently confirms that

all four factors measure clearly distinct constructs:

1. Fornell-Larcker Criterion: The VAVE of all factors exceeds the corresponding
inter-factor correlations, providing evidence that each factor explains more variance
in its own indicators than in the indicators of other factors (Fornell & Larcker,

1981).

2. HTMT Criterion: All HTMT values are below the recommended threshold of 0.85
(maximum: 0.823), further confirming discriminant validity using a more modern

and stringent criterion (Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015).

3. Maximum Correlation Values: Even the strongest inter-factor correlation (0.609)
is well below the critical threshold of 0.85, ruling out multicollinearity (Kline,

2015).

These results, together with evidence of convergent validity, confirm the strong construct
validity of the measurement model. The factors are both internally consistent (convergent
validity) and clearly distinct (discriminant validity), providing a solid foundation for

subsequent testing of the structural model and hypothesis evaluation.
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Figure 29: Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)

INDCOM

4.3.4.2 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)

Overall model fit and comparison with the measurement model

After confirming the measurement model, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was
conducted to test the research hypotheses. The structural model included three directional
paths (structural paths) among the latent constructs, in accordance with the theoretical

framework:
1. SCL — Individual Competencies
2. Academic Self-efficacy — Individual Competencies

3. Individual Competencies — Career Success
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Model fit assessment

The structural model demonstrated good fit: y*(214) = 403.24, p <.001, CMIN/DF = 1.88,
CF1=0.970, TLI=0.962, [FI=0.971, RMSEA = 0.056 (90% CI [0.048, 0.065]), PCLOSE
=0.112. All fit indices meet or exceed the recommended criteria (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Comparison with the measurement model

Table 17 presents a detailed comparison between the measurement (CFA) and structural
(SEM) models. As shown in the table, the fit indices of the structural model are slightly
lower than those of the measurement model (ACFI = -0.005, ATLI = -0.009, ARMSEA =
+0.007, Ay*> = 6.05, Adf = -22), which is expected for a more constrained model that

includes directional structural paths instead of simple correlations.

Importantly, all fit indices for both models exceed the recommended criteria: CFI > (.95,
TLI> 0.95, RMSEA < 0.08. This confirms that the structural model adequately represents

the empirical data and can be confidently used for hypothesis testing.

Table 16: Measurement Model vs. Structural Model — Model Fit Comparison

Model # | df | CMIN/DF | CFI | TLI | IFI | RMSEA | 90% Cl | PCLOSE
Measurement | 597 19 | 236 1.68 975 | 971 | 975 | 049 | [041,.058] 537
(CFA)

Structural 403.24 | 214 1.88 970 | 962 | 971 | 056 | [.048,.065] 112
(SEM)
(DA'?erence +6.05 | -22 +.20 -005 | -009 | -004 | +007 - - 425

Note: Both models meet the recommended criteria (CFI/TLI > 0.95, RMSEA < 0.08). The slightly lower fit of the

structural model is expected for a more parsimonious model.

4.3.5 Hypothesis Testing

4.3.5.1 Structural paths and hypothesis testing

Table 17 presents the detailed results of all three structural paths. As shown in the table, all
three paths are statistically significant (p < 0.001).

H1: SCL — Individual Competencies

The first hypothesis proposed that SCL would have a positive effect on Individual
Competencies. This hypothesis was not supported (f = -0.72, SE =0.129, C.R. =-5.23, p
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< 0.001). The standardized coefficient (B = -0.72) indicates a strong negative effect,

contrary to the theoretical expectation.

Interpretation: According to the results, the positive effect of SCL on the development of
individual competencies is not supported. This may be due to the fact that the
aforementioned approach (SCL) is still insufficiently developed and implemented in

Georgia.
H2: Academic Self-efficacy — Individual Competencies

The second hypothesis proposed that Academic Self-Efficacy positively affects Individual
Competencies. This hypothesis was supported (B = 1.79, SE = 0.194, C.R. = 9.21, p <
0.001). The standardized coefficient (B = 1.47) indicates a very strong positive effect,

consistent with theoretical expectations.

Interpretation: Academic Self-efficacy is the strongest predictor of Individual
Competencies in the model. Students with high confidence in their academic abilities tend

to develop greater competencies.
H3: Individual Competencies — Career Success

The third hypothesis proposed that Individual Competencies positively affect Career
Success. This hypothesis was supported (f = 0.65, SE =0.080, C.R.=8.10, p <0.001). The

standardized coefficient (f = 1.00) indicates a full mediation effect.

Interpretation: Individual Competencies fully mediate the effects of Academic Self-

efficacy and SCL on Career Success.

Table 17: Structural Paths — Path Coefficients and Hypothesis Testing

Path Hypothesis | Unstd. | SE | C.R. p Std. g Result
SC — INDCOM H1 -.673 129 | -5.231 | <.001 | -.715 | Not Supported*
SELF — INDCOM H2 1.789 194 | 9.205 | <.001 | 1.473 Supported
INDCOM — CARSUC H3 .649 .080 | 8.103 | <.001 | 1.000 Supported

Note: SC = SCL; SELF = Academic Self-efficacy; INDCOM = Individual Competencies; CARSUC = Career Success.

4.3.5.2 Explained variance (R?)

Table 18 presents the R? (squared multiple correlations) for the endogenous variables. The

model explains a substantial portion of the variance in both endogenous constructs.
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Individual Competencies: R*=0.702 (70.2%). This indicates that Academic Self-efficacy
and SCL together explain 70.2% of the variance in Individual Competencies, representing

a large effect according to Cohen’s (1988) criteria (R? > 0.26) (Cohen, 1988).

Career Success: Complete R? data are not directly available from the output, but the
standardized path coefficient (B = 1.00) indicates perfect mediation, meaning that
Individual Competencies fully mediate the effects of the antecedent variables on Career

Success.

Table 18: Squared Multiple Correlations (R?) - Endogenous Variables

Variable R2 % Variance Explained Effect Size
Individual Competencies .702 70.2% Large
Career Success — (Full mediation) —

Note: Effect size interpretation (Cohen, 1988): R* = .02 (small), .13 (medium), .26 (large).

4.3.5.3 Direct, indirect and total effects

Table 19 presents the standardized direct, indirect, and total effects for all structural paths.

This analysis is particularly important for understanding mediation effects.
Academic Self-efficacy — Career Success

Direct Effect: No direct path is included in the model.

Indirect Effect: B = 1.473 (p <0.001), mediated through Individual Competencies
Total Effect: B =1.473 (p <0.001)

Interpretation: The effect of Academic Self-efficacy on Career Success is fully mediated
by Individual Competencies. This means that Academic Self-efficacy influences career

success only through the development of individual competencies.

SCL — Career Success

Direct Effect: No direct path is included in the model.

Indirect Effect: § =-0.715 (p <0.001), mediated through Individual Competencies

Total Effect: B =-0.715 (p <0.001)
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Interpretation: The analysis revealed an unexpected negative effect of SCL practices on

Career Success within the model.

Table 19: Standardized Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects

Path Direct Indirect Total Mediation Type
SC —- INDCOM - 715%** — - 715%** —
SELF — INDCOM 1.473%** — 1.473%**
INDCOM — CARSUC 1.000*** — 1.000***
SC — CARSUC .000 - (15*** - 15%** Full mediation
SELF — CARSUC .000 1.473*** 1.473*** Full mediation

Note: *** p < .001. INDCOM = Individual Competencies (mediator).

Covariances Between Exogenous Variables

In the model, SCL (SC) and Academic Self-efficacy (SELF) remain as exogenous variables
(no arrows point to them). The correlation between these two factors is r = 0.798 (cov =
0.605, SE = 0.079, C.R. =7.62, p < 0.001), indicating a strong positive relationship. This
is consistent with theoretical expectations, suggesting that SCL methods and academic self-

efficacy are closely related.

4.3.5.4 Summary of results

The results of the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) confirm the following:

1. Model Fit: The structural model demonstrates good fit (CFI = 0.970, TLI = 0.962,
RMSEA = 0.056), although it is slightly lower than the measurement model. This

difference is expected and acceptable for a more constrained model.
2. Hypothesis Testing:
o HI1 (SC — INDCOM): Not supported — unexpected negative relationship
o H2 (SELF — INDCOM): Supported — strong positive effect
o H3 (INDCOM — CARSUC): Supported — significant positive effect

3. Explained Variance: The model explains 70.2% of the variance in Individual

Competencies, representing a large effect.

4. Mediation: Individual Competencies fully mediate the effects of both Academic

Self-efficacy and SCL on Career Success.
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These results, together with the strong psychometric properties of the measurement model,

support the partial validity of the theoretical model and provide a foundation for the

interpretation and discussion of the findings.

4.3.6 Limitations and Delimitations

Delimitations:

The study was deliberately limited to employed graduates and current
master’s/doctoral students in Georgia. Unemployed graduates were excluded in
order to focus on respondents with sufficient post-graduation work experience
and reflective distance from their university studies.

The quantitative phase targeted graduates who had completed their most recent
degree no earlier than 2010, thereby concentrating on individuals educated
primarily under post-Bologna curricula and quality-assurance regimes.

Data collection was conducted exclusively through online self-report
questionnaires. This choice was made to achieve a large and geographically

diverse sample.

Limitations:

Retrospective assessment of university experiences: Respondents evaluated SCL
practices and academic self-efficacy referring to their past university studies (on
average 3—7 years earlier). Memory decay and hindsight bias may have
influenced responses, although the high internal consistency of the scales and
the robustness of the structural model partially mitigate this concern.

Sample composition and representativeness: The final sample (n = 281) was
obtained through snowball sampling supplemented by targeted outreach
through university alumni networks and social-media advertising.
Generalisation to the entire graduate population should therefore be made with

caution.

Despite these limitations, the quantitative phase achieved excellent model fit, high

explanatory power (R2 = 0.702 for competencies). Future research can address the above

limitations through longitudinal, multi-source, and experimental approaches.
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CHAPTER 5 Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations

Summary of major findings
The present dissertation constitutes the most comprehensive empirical investigation to date
of SCL in Georgian higher education, twenty years after the country’s accession to the

Bologna Process in 2005.

Qualitative findings (12 in-depth interviews with academic staff from both public and
private universities) painted a sobering picture: SCL remains predominantly declarative
and superficial across the sector. Despite two decades of policy documents, strategic plans,
and accreditation standards explicitly mandating student-centred approaches, everyday
classroom reality lags far behind the rhetoric. The single most consistent and striking theme

was a profound public—private institutional divide:

e In public universities, particularly the large, traditional, state-funded institutions,
SCL is largely cosmetic. Lecturers openly admitted including phrases such as
“group discussion”, “case analysis”, or ‘“student presentation” in syllabi and
learning-outcome matrices almost exclusively to meet external quality assurance
and accreditation requirements, while actual teaching remains overwhelmingly
teacher-centred and lecture-based.

e In private universities, especially newer, smaller, and more market-oriented ones,
SCL is substantially more authentic. Respondents described routine use of project-
based learning, continuous formative feedback, flexible assessment strategies, and

deliberate efforts to foster student autonomy and responsibility.

University ownership type (public vs. private) thus emerged as the strongest observable
predictor of genuine SCL implementation — a finding with far-reaching policy

implications.

Quantitative findings (n = 281 employed graduates and postgraduate students;

confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modelling) produced an equally

important but initially counter-intuitive result:

e Contrary to the expectations raised by Bologna documents and much of the
international literature, SCL exerted no direct positive effect on the development of

individual competencies.
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e Academic Self-Efficacy emerged as the overwhelmingly dominant predictor of
competence development (B =1.47, p <.001).

¢ Individual competencies, in turn, fully mediated the relationship with career success
(standardised f =1.00, p <.001).

e The final structural model explained an impressive 70.2 % of the variance in
individual competencies (R? = 0.702) — a remarkably high figure in educational

research.

Discussion of findings

The present study, comprising two independent investigations — a large-scale quantitative
structural equation modelling analysis and an in-depth qualitative inquiry involving
academic staff — produced a set of findings that both challenge and richly contextualise the

dominant narrative surrounding SCL within the Bologna Process framework in Georgia.

Contrary to the expectations repeatedly articulated in Bologna documents (Bologna
Process Implementation Report, 2018; Bologna Process, 2009; Bologna Process, 2005),

the quantitative phase revealed no significant direct effect of SCL practices on the
development of individual competencies or subsequent career success. Two decades after
the introduction of Bologna reforms, SCL in Georgia remains largely a rhetorical
commitment and a formal reporting requirement, rather than a genuinely transformative

pedagogical approach integrated into everyday instruction.

The results of the qualitative study showed that the academic staff across the system
strongly endorse SCL principles in theory — flexibility, individualisation, active student
engagement, and learning-outcomes orientation — yet implementation shows substantial
inconsistency both within and across institutions. Private universities, supported by more
favourable conditions such as smaller class sizes, greater curricular autonomy, more robust
faculty development, and comparatively better physical and digital infrastructure, employ
SCL approaches more frequently and more meaningfully than public universities.
However, even in private institutions, SCL practices remain uneven and still far from fully

aligned with the original Bologna vision.

Meanwhile, public universities, despite the formal adoption of Bologna instruments
(learning outcomes, ECTS-based workload calculation, quality assurance systems),
continue to face systemic obstacles — large enrolments, restrictive regulations, chronic
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underfunding, and limited institutional flexibility — resulting in the persistent dominance

of traditional teacher-centred instruction.

A particularly striking quantitative result — the overwhelming dominance of Academic Self-
Efficacy as the single strongest predictor of individual competence development (B = 1.47,
p <.001) and its full mediation of the path to career success — further suggests that, in the
current Georgian context, students’ own belief in their academic capabilities matters far
more for outcome attainment than the pedagogical methods formally employed by their

lecturers. This finding reinforces the interpretation that many declared SCL activities
may be superficial, poorly executed, or applied mechanically, offering little added value
beyond what confident, self-efficacious students would achieve in any instructional

environment.

Taken together, the evidence suggests that, more than twenty years after the launch of
Bologna reforms, SCL in Georgia remains primarily a rhetorical and formalised
commitment rather than an embedded pedagogical reality capable of systematically
enhancing student competencies and graduate outcomes. Even though private universities
demonstrate comparatively more consistent and meaningful implementation of SCL
principles, the overall level of development still falls short of the transformative

expectations set by the Bologna Process.
Implications for policy or practice

The recommendations below integrate the key findings from both the qualitative and
quantitative research. The qualitative research focuses primarily on systemic and practical

barriers, while the quantitative research emphasizes the development of self-efficacy and

more structured approaches.

Qualitative study

These recommendations are directly derived from the qualitative data and target the main

challenges and opportunities highlighted by academic and administrative staff participants.

Drawing on the qualitative findings of this study, SCL in Georgian higher education
remains fragmented two decades after the country's accession to the Bologna Process.
While interviewees strongly endorse SCL principles — such as personalization, active

engagement, practical skill development, the lecturer's facilitator role, and the importance
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of modern infrastructure and technology — authentic implementation is largely limited to
private universities. In public institutions, systemic barriers including lecturer overload,
bureaucratic inefficiencies, outdated facilities, large class sizes, and persistent traditional

academic culture severely hinder progress.

The recommendations below, grounded in the participants' lived experiences, aim to bridge
this public—private divide and enable more consistent, authentic SCL adoption across the

sector.

1. National/Systemic Level

e Reform lecturer workload and remuneration in public universities: reduce hourly-
based payments, introduce stable salaries, and add incentives tied to student
engagement and skill development outcomes.

e Mandate minimum technical standards for accreditation (interactive classrooms,
reliable high-speed internet).

e Launch a national continuous professional development program for lecturers
focused on SCL methods (e.g., problem-based learning, active learning techniques,
differentiated instruction).

e Incentivize university—business partnerships through tax benefits, co-designed

syllabi, and structured internships.

2. Institutional Level (Universities)

e Reduce lecturers' weekly contact hours (maximum 12—14) and allocate dedicated
time for individualized student support.

e Limit group sizes for interactive/active methods (no more than 25-30 students).

e Implement a systematic, closed-loop feedback mechanism regarding SCL,
consisting of mid-semester and end-of-semester surveys, followed by analysis and
documented implementation of changes.

e Pilot full SCL models in selected faculties/programs, with subsequent scaling.

e Strengthen career centers and regularly involve employers in curriculum design and

assessment.
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3. Pedagogical/Academic Level

e Require a substantial practical/project-based component (minimum 30-40%) in

every syllabus.

e Implement regular mini-feedback cycles and define clear criteria for assessing

active participation.

e Promote widespread adoption of simple digital tools (e.g., Mentimeter, Padlet,

Google Classroom).

e Encourage lecturer collaboration through peer observation and shared case banks.

Key priority: Improving lecturers' workload and financial stability in the public sector

represents the most powerful lever for meaningful reform, as it directly addresses the core

constraint identified across interviews — the lack of time and energy for genuine student-

centered practice.

Table 20: Linking Key Findings to Policy and Practice Recommendations (Qualitative study,)

Level

Main Recommendations

National Level

Reduce lecturer overload &
introduce stable salaries +
incentives.

in line with the findings from
the qualitative phase.

Mandate minimum tech
standards & national SCL
training program.

in line with the findings from
the qualitative phase.

Stimulate university—business
partnerships.

in line with the findings from
the qualitative phase.

Cut contact hours (max 12—

in line with the findings from

Institutional Level .14/weel?) + smaller the qualitative phase.
interactive groups.
Systematic student feedback | in line with the findings from
loop. the qualitative phase.
Pilot SCL in selected in line with the findings from
programs. the qualitative phase.
Strengthening career centers. in line V\.Iith.the findings from
the qualitative phase.
Pedagogical Level Mandatory practical/project in line with the findings from

component (>30%) in syllabi.

the qualitative phase.

Regular mini-feedback &
clear participation criteria.

in line with the findings from
the qualitative phase.

Use simple digital tools.

in line with the findings from
the qualitative phase.
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Promote peer observation
and shared case banks for
lecturer collaboration.

in line with the findings from
the qualitative phase.

Quantitative study

Based solely on the quantitative SEM findings (model fit: CFI=0.970, RMSEA=0.056;

70.2% variance explained in Individual Competencies), the key insights are: a strong

positive effect of Academic Self-efficacy on Individual Competencies (=1.473, p<0.001,

full mediation to Career Success) and an unexpected negative effect of SCL on Individual

Competencies (f=-0.715, p<0.001, full mediation to negative Career Success impact).

These suggest that SCL, as currently experienced, may hinder perceived competencies

(possibly due to inconsistent implementation), while self-efficacy is a robust driver of

positive outcomes.

The recommendations below are structured by level and prioritized by potential impact on

reversing the negative SCL path and amplifying self-efficacy.

1.

National / Systemic Level

National training program for SCL implementation: Develop mandatory workshops
for lecturers focusing on structured SCL delivery. Rationale: The negative =-0.715
(SCL — Individual Competencies) indicates poor SCL execution may reduce
perceived skills; standardized training could ensure consistency, potentially turning
this path positive while integrating self-efficacy boosters (e.g., confidence-building
modules) to leverage the strong f=1.473.

Minimum resource standards for accreditation: Require universities to meet
benchmarks for technology and support (e.g. interactive tools). Rationale:
Inadequate resources might contribute to SCL's negative effect; enforcing standards
could improve implementation quality, reducing the -0.715 coefficient and
enhancing mediation to Career Success.

Partnerships with employers: Incentivize collaborations for SCL-aligned curricula
via policy frameworks. Rationale: This addresses the full mediation through
Individual Competencies (f=1.000 to Career Success) by ensuring SCL builds real-
world skills, countering the negative indirect effect (total f=-0.715 on Career

Success).
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. Institutional Level

Reduce lecturer contact hours and limit group sizes: Cap teaching loads at 12—14
hours/week and interactive groups at 25-30 students. Rationale: Overburdened
delivery may exacerbate SCL's negative impact (f=-0.715); smaller, manageable
settings allow better facilitation, potentially improving competency perceptions and
supporting self-efficacy's positive role (f=1.473).

Regular monitoring of SCL effects: Implement semesterly assessments measuring
competencies via surveys tied to SEM constructs. Rationale: The model's high
explained variance (70.2% in Individual Competencies) shows measurable
outcomes; tracking could identify why SCL is negative, enabling data-driven
adjustments to flip the path.

Pilot improved SCL programs: Test refined SCL models in select courses with
pre/post evaluations. Rationale: Pilots allow experimentation to mitigate the
unexpected negative effect, using SEM-like metrics to verify if changes strengthen

positive mediation to Career Success.

. Pedagogical / Academic Level

Balanced SCL with clear structure: Mandate at least 30—40% practical/project-
based elements plus explicit guidelines in syllabi. Rationale: The negative SCL path
suggests unstructured approaches may confuse students, lowering competencies;
adding structure could reverse B=-0.715 while maintaining the model's full
mediation.

Integrate self-efficacy building into SCL: Embed activities like goal-setting,
mastery experiences, and positive feedback in all SCL sessions. Rationale: Self-
efficacy is the model's strongest predictor (f=1.473); amplifying it within SCL
could offset the negative SCL effect and enhance overall mediation to Career
Success (total p=1.473 indirect).

Digital tools and lecturer collaboration: Adopt user-friendly tools (e.g., interactive
platforms) and encourage peer observation. Rationale: These facilitate consistent
SCL delivery, potentially reducing the negative impact on competencies by

improving engagement and monitoring.

186



Core Priority (Directly from SEM Insights): Prioritize enhancing Academic Self-efficacy
as the model's most reliable positive driver (f=1.473, explaining substantial variance in
competencies and fully mediating Career Success). Simultaneously, focus on structured,
high-quality SCL implementation to address and potentially reverse the strong negative
path (=-0.715), with ongoing monitoring to ensure positive shifts in mediation effects.
This evidence-based approach aims to align empirical results with theoretical

expectations for better student outcomes.

Table 21: Linking Key Findings to Policy and Practice Recommendations (Quantitative study,)

Level

Main Recommendations

National Level

National SCL training
program (structured
delivery).

in line with the findings
from the quantitative phase.

Minimum accreditation
standards for resources/tech.

in line with the findings
from the quantitative phase.

Employer partnerships for
SCL alignment.

in line with the findings
from the quantitative phase.

Reduce lecturer hours &

in line with the findings

practical elements to SCL.

Institutional Level group sizes. from the quantitative phase.
Regular SCL outcome in line with the findings
monitoring. from the quantitative phase.

) ! in line with the findings
Pilot refined SCL models. o
from the quantitative phase.
. Add structure + 30-40% in line with the findings
Pedagogical Level

from the quantitative phase.

Build self-efficacy in SCL
activities.

in line with the findings
from the quantitative phase.

Use digital tools & peer
collaboration

in line with the findings
from the quantitative phase.

Recommendations for Future Research

The present dissertation has opened several promising avenues for extending and deepening
the understanding of SCL and its long-term outcomes in post-Soviet and transitional higher

education contexts.

The following recommendations are proposed for future research:

e Longitudinal Studies to Track the Evolution of Self-Efficacy and Career

Trajectories
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The current study relies on cross-sectional data. Future research should employ longitudinal
cohort studies that follow the same students from university entry through the first 5-10
years of their careers. Such designs would help establish causal pathways and reveal how

early academic self-efficacy influences career success over time.

e Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Intervention Studies

Future studies should rigorously test real training programmes for university lecturers
(using randomised controlled trials or carefully matched control groups). Training should
focus directly on building students’ academic self-efficacy through evidence-based

techniques, including:

o tasks that gradually increase in difficulty while allowing clear experiences of

success
o structured reflection on progress
o well-calibrated challenges accompanied by supportive and precise feedback

These studies would provide strong causal evidence regarding which specific elements of
lecturer professional development actually enhance students’ self-efficacy, competencies,

and later career outcomes.

e Cross-National Comparative Studies in the Eastern Partnership and Broader Post-

Soviet Space

Replication of the mixed-methods approach in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Moldova, Ukraine,
and selected Central Asian countries would clarify whether the central role of self-efficacy
is specific to Georgia or reflects broader regional patterns following accession to the

Bologna Process.

e Objective Measures of Career Success and Employer Perspectives

Future research should complement self-reported subjective career success with objective
indicators (such as salary progression, promotion rates, and job stability). Employer

surveys should also be included to assess the extent to which transversal competencies and
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self-efficacy developed during university studies are recognised and valued in the Georgian

labour market.

e Exploration of Discipline-Specific Variations

While the present sample covers multiple fields, discipline-specific analyses (for example,
STEM versus social sciences versus humanities versus business programmes) could reveal
whether certain academic cultures prove more resistant or more receptive to genuine

student-centred learning and the cultivation of academic self-efficacy.

Pursuing these research directions will transform the Georgia-specific insights of the
dissertation into a broader, practically applicable knowledge base. This expanded
understanding can support the realisation of the full potential of student-centred higher
education across the European Higher Education Area and in other transitional and post-

Soviet contexts worldwide.
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APPENDIX: Survey questionnaire
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F. Academic Self-efficacy

F1. gobmgm, gsobligbmom mgdzgbo LEHW©IBEGHMOL 39M0MEPO ©s S5-05¢0sh 135¢rsDY
395351500 39990 Fobswsgdgdo:

1
5

©)BEgdIB0 M’mgm@ 2| 3|4 borwose
RS 390056bdgd0
1 39mbgs M§dgbs Bgdo s3509d0Mo
d9L5dEgOMBYOOU.
9 090999 m 539305 539500930w)O0
3°9mf3939%0.

3 | 39b90bgd0 OHMOL 9539dGH056 oOmMZL.
99999 Lalfogarm 3M0MM0EYEJOOL
296LoBEZO.

30656P69d0 Im@E035:300L MO
05350909001 JqLOEgdOLLL.

6 | 9Jmbs ©s0M3000909¢0 Lfsgarols Mbsdo.

G. SCL - Institutional conditions

G1. g50bligbgom MboggMlodgddo Lfogeol 3960m@o ©s mbmgm, 5 35¢0sb b3ssby
0995535m0o» §390mo Im393veo ©IIMEYdGd0:

1
5

LE
SR ﬂgm@ 2|34 bHYwos
390056b3gd0 39056bdgd0

1 Lobfogarm  590GHMM09O0  39MRO©  0Ym
SO FMMZ30000 5 0™ 30MIFBMOE IO,
0000M™MY35 “YOMHMb3gTYMBOWO 0ym

Lo FoMm Lalfogarm Toboergdom ©s

159 SIMOHOLM gergdEHPmboyeo
L5OOBEOMMY3M B5HJOO.

300330930 dMMSGHMM0Jd0

3 056599000m39 G9dbozom (30md30MEHgOwo
3996035, 36580 MHMblgwymas,
06(39Mb930) 04 s FH30¢00.
MB039MLOE IGO0 959G0IO B FIML
019305 bAYIBAIBL 35OV

4 | 396300060900 379mbom (Do, oLdgsdgdoL
3MOH1d900L MmEOY60DYds, Ggbgzgms
59154990 gdMSb).

99mbgs 99bodgdEmds dmbsfiorgmds
9099000 5A0WMdM03 S LHYOMMITMEOOLM

216



36M93GH9ddo, 3653960963090
L5839H9HOL EMboL Tglodsdol 33¢9390d0.
6 | LsBoEPME-30809660 30MMVBYBO 0y
0505305450 gd90.

G. SCL - Innovative teaching

G2. 653965 bJoMs 094gbgdbgb mgzgbo wgdBm®gdo g3gdmo Bsdmmgmog Lffsganols
3900m©9dL s LEAHMSGHYY0JOL?

1 2|34 5
©gO)gdIO0 505LEOMUL 35¢03b
bdoMs

9305 @gdEHe0 30MbEMBL wgdzosh s

0mmb 9EH™M390L bG¥IbEJOL oMy O™
d930mbg980Lbm30U.

9d305-ol3Mlos: wgdBHmOols s
131 96GJO0L 06BHIMod305 Wgdzool MM,

99000b3930L 365¢0Bo: 3bMzmgdolgreo
Lo@wo0s 96 Fo@dmbobgomo bggbsMo.
UEHI6EIOL FMgbM3gds0 Jo9bsEr0BMb
5039600 d9000b393900 s FoMIMoYH0bmb
05305600 06@9M3693H 530900 56

3905093930 g0900, HMIgdoa FboMsFIMHO0s
3™b036wo X JMO0M S 3565 IOO.

3Mm39M530meo Lfagemgds: bdwgb@gdol
X3IBJO0, OMIGd03E 9O 3dod9b
053502900 dgLolM¥)egdMS.

U533l ol 3MLos: BEBIIBEHIOOL Abx gL MdS
figgoegddolxaaBgodo.

508mBgbomo Lfsgzergds: 33c935bg/ ©33063905DY
5391369390 Labogwrm 8900MOo, GOl
@OMLSE bLAMIBEJO0 094gbgdgb Hobstg (3EbILS
Q5 39IMEEOWYdL sboeo 0bgmMIs3z00l
50dmboBgbs, MMIgerbsg 9909y Logargdols
3639580 09qbgdab.

03000L53¢0905: BEH1I6EHJO0 F1Tomdgb
©53m)30Q9d 96 J30M9 XaIBIBT0; Dryx®
390052030L aLHMIOOL gocgdg s
9946603056 bbgoolibgs 0bgm®Maszool Hysmmb.

GEMOHO 059530: 30063090 30M0b Mol
9905 56 316360930 Lo@wyoool
29bbobog@gds.

36M9B9b3B5305: LAH“I6EJd0 06030 YMS©
96 XMBMEO© 5998539096 09935l o Foo9696
3ol xa530L (obody.

217



LodME530900: LAWIBEO dmbggMowos
109506 LOEYS305d0 56 080E0MYdIE
3003?95 6O/695¢096 Lo EYYo(30500.

36HmdgdsBg ©sx3mdbgdmeo Ljfsgmmgds:
©9dAH™M0 bEAHIbAEHIIL FoMr MYl 3rMBEGIsl
390055 FMHgo.

218




Student-Centered Learning in Georgia and Its Effect on the Career Success
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to examine the effect of Student-Centered Learning (SCL) on
career Success.

Estimated Duration of Participation: Participation in the study will take approximately
15-20 minutes.

Significance of Participation

Your experience and perspectives will help us better understand the characteristics of SCL
and its effect on career success. Your contribution will support an analysis of this topic,
which may potentially influence future educational policies.

Procedures: The study involves completing a consent form and a questionnaire.
Risks: Participation in this study does not involve any risks.

Additional Information: If you have any additional questions, please contact the

researcher (Natia Gegelashvili) at the following email address: n.gegelashvili@eeu.edu.ge

Participant Rights: Your participation is voluntary. You have the right to withdraw from
the study at any stage without providing any explanation.

Confidentiality and Anonymity: All information provided and the results of the study will
remain fully confidential. The results of this research will be published in a monograph and
scientific articles, where only aggregated and generalized data will be presented.

Consent to Participate: Please confirm your consent to participate in the study by
completing the appropriate consent form.
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Consent Form
I understand that:

e The information obtained from the questionnaire will be used solely for research
purposes.

e The information provided about me will be treated as confidential and will not be
accessible to other individuals, including members of the university community.

e Individual responses will not be shared with participants or third parties.

e Only general trends identified through the analysis of research results will be
examined, not individual outcomes.

> 1 agree
> 1do not agree

A General Information

Al. Age

o 20-25

e 26-30

e 31-35

e 36-40

o 41-45

o 46-50

e 51 and above
A2. Gender

e Male

e Female

A3. Please indicate the academic degree you obtained in Georgia:

e Bachelor’s degree (obtained in Georgia)
e (Current Master’s student (in Georgia)

e Master’s degree (obtained in Georgia)

e Doctoral student (in Georgia)

e Doctoral degree (obtained in Georgia)

A.4 In which year did you complete the level of study for which you already hold an
academic degree?

(For doctoral students, indicate the year of completion of the Master’s degree; for
Master’s students, indicate the year of completion of the Bachelor’s degree.)
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Note: You may continue the survey only if you completed at least one level of higher
education (Bachelor’s, Master’s, or Doctoral) in Georgia after 2010.

AS. Please indicate the type of university you graduated from:

e Public university in Georgia
e Private university in Georgia
e Both public and private universities in Georgia

AG6. Please indicate your academic discipline or field:

Agricultural Sciences
Business Administration
Education

Engineering

Natural Sciences

Law

Social Sciences

Arts

9 Healthcare

10 Humanities

11 Architecture

12 Ecology / Environmental Studies
13 Cultural Studies

14 Regional Studies

15 Anthropology

16 Public Administration

(N[OOI (WIN|F-

A7. Are you married?

o Yes
o No

AS8. Do you have a child /children?

o Yes
o No

A9. Please indicate your parents’ level of education:

Secondary education
Vocational education
Incomplete higher education
Higher education

Doctorate degree

Other

© O O O O O
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A10. Please indicate your GPA based on the most recently completed academic
program:

1.0
2.0
3.0
4.0

o O O O

All. Are you currently employed?

o Yes
o No

Al2. Are you employed in your profession?

o Yes
o No

A13. How many years have you been employed in your profession?

0-5 years

6—10 years

11-15 years

16-20 years

21-25 years

26 years and above

0O O O O O O

A14. Please indicate your role in the organization:

o Senior-level manager
o Middle-level manager
o Lower-level manager

A1S. Do you agree with the statement that university graduates are prepared for
success in the labor market based on the knowledge and competencies acquired at
university?

Please use a 10-point scale, where 1 = Strongly disagree and 10 = Strongly agree.

If you completed any level of study abroad (e.g., Bachelor’s in Georgia and Master’s
abroad), please answer the questionnaire based on your experience in Georgia.
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B. Career Success (SUB) = Dependent Variable

B1. Please rate the following statements on a S-point scale:

Statements

1
Strongly
disagree

5
Strongly
agree

I am satisfied with my career

1
advancement.

9 I have opportunities for professional
development.

3 I hold a desirable position in the

organization.

4 | | receive competitive compensation.

5 | I have a positive working environment.

6 | | feel supported by management.

K. Individual competences (COM)

K1. To what extent do you agree that the university provided you with the following skills?

1 2134 5
Statements Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
Critical Thinking

I evaluate evidence before drawing conclusions.

I am able to view issues from different perspectives.

Creative Thinking

I often generate innovative ideas for solving
problems.

Problem-Solving Skills

I approach complex problems systematically.

I learn from my mistakes and apply these lessons to
future problem-solving.

Teamwork Skills

I communicate and share my ideas with team
members.

I strive to be constructive and open when resolving
conflicts.

Communication Skills

I am able to explain complex issues in a simple and
clear manner.

Field-Specific (Professional) Skills

I continuously follow trends and developments in

my field.
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I am able to respond creatively and effectively to
problems in my field.

F. Academic Self-efficacy

F1. Please recall your period of study and rate the following statements on a 5-point scale:

1 2134 5
Strongly Strongly
Statements disagree agree

I had confidence in my academic abilities.

I was able to overcome academic challenges.
I managed my time effectively.

| was able to set academic priorities.

I maintained motivation when completing
difficult tasks.

I had the ability to study independently.

| O | WIN[F

G. SCL - Institutional conditions

G1. Please recall your period of study at university and rate the following statements on a 5-
point scale:

1 2 (3|4 5
Statements Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

1 | Classrooms were well equipped and comfortable.
The library was provided with necessary

2 | learning materials and access to international
electronic databases.

Computer laboratories were equipped with

3 | modern technology (hardware, software,
internet).

The university actively supported students’

4 | career development (e.g., organizing
employment forums, meetings with employers).
| had opportunities to participate in local and

5 | international projects, conferences, and level-
appropriate research activities.

6 | Sanitary and hygienic conditions were
satisfactory.
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G. SCL - Innovative teaching

G2. How often did your lecturers use the following teaching methods and strategies?

1 2 (3|4 5
Statements Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

Lecture: the lecturer delivers the lecture and allows
limited time for questions at the end.

Lecture—discussion: interaction between the lecturer
and students during the lecture.

Case study: real-life or hypothetical scenarios requiring
analysis and reasoned solutions.

Cooperative learning: students work in groups to
complete tasks.

Classroom discussion: students discuss topics in pairs
or groups.

Discovery-based learning: research- and observation-
based learning using prior knowledge to discover new
information.

Self-directed learning: students work independently or
in small groups, sometimes without instructor presence.

Role-playing: assuming specific roles or acting out
particular situations.

Presentation: students prepare and present topics
individually or in groups.

Simulations: students engage in real or simulated
virtual/real-life situations.

Problem-based learning: the lecturer presents a
problem for students to solve.
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VITA: Natia Gegelashvili

Contact Information
Email: n.gegelashvili@eeu.edu.ge
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She holds a Master’s degree in Communication Research from Johannes Gutenberg
University of Mainz (Germany), conferred in 2016, and Bachelor’s degrees in
Publicistics/Sociology (Johannes Gutenberg University of Mainz, 2013) and Television
and Radio Journalism (Ivane Javakhishvili Thilisi State University, Georgia, 2006). Her
academic background reflects strong interdisciplinary training across education sciences,
sociology, communication, and media studies.

Ms. Gegelashvili has extensive professional experience in qualitative and quantitative
research, both in academic and applied research settings. From 2014 to 2021, she worked
in Germany as a research project manager and researcher at IFAK — Institute for
Market and Social Research, where she managed international research projects,
developed research instruments, coordinated fieldwork, conducted data analysis, and
prepared evidence-based recommendations for institutional stakeholders. Since 2021, she
has continued her collaboration with IFAK as a freelancer.

Since 2022, she has been affiliated with East European University, serving as a Senior
Specialist at the Research and Development Department, where she supports scientific
research activities, participates in grant proposal development, and fosters international
academic collaboration. Since 2024, she has also been working as an Authorization and
Accreditation Expert at the National Center for Educational Quality Enhancement
of Georgia, contributing to the evaluation of higher education institutions against national
quality standards and supporting institutional quality improvement.

Her research output includes peer-reviewed journal articles, conference proceedings, and
contributions to international edited volumes, including publications indexed by Springer
and journals affiliated with Sorbonne University. She is also an active participant in
local and international scientific conferences.

Ms. Gegelashvili has received multiple academic awards and research grants, including a
Doctoral Research Grant from Shota Rustaveli National Science Foundation of
Georgia and the Young Researcher Award from the international research network
Health, Wellness and Society. She is fluent in Georgian, German, and English, and
actively engages in interdisciplinary research projects at the national and international
levels.
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