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(1112) [SDGsHEELIE fE]: Your self-directed
learning experience

Mei-Hung Lin + 38 14H
100 %

1. Have you ever had the experience of teaching yourself to learn something?

2. What was that?

3. Why were you motivated to learn?

4. Describe the self-taught learning process (What did you do? How did you find information/resources needed?)
5. Challenges/ difficulties you encountered?

6. Your reflection on the experience
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A-2 ZUEEPEE 2:Generating an inquiry question - E24: A [P ER B [E] 40 [F1 22 S E R &
A H B > FrakPRITHY big question e

The big question: How to create and implement study plan to make a good outcome?
(a central problem or inquiry question to guide students through their investigation and in writing their claim and
evidence)

(please write down sub-questions/topics essential to learning about the big question

Ss ID + Name

Sub-topics/ questions

ba15111032 &3 What's achievements can | get?
what are the benefits of the study plan?

ba15111033:FH1ZE How to implement a SDL having a goal?
What details have to request?

BA06111048 #izFiE What's the relationship between a good study plan and outcome?

BA061110149 ERaNE How to find the related resources for SDL?
What resources are available for SDL?

BA06111068 :F&Fi% Why is important to discuss a good plan of SDL with teacher ?
What directions can we write a good plan ?

A-3: ZE5ER 3: Conducting an investigation » 224 11 75 ([ & E %3’ Bl BREA
R B EAHRE SR St I H i) P am - 25 i am U R A & aR B A A T B (%
i B [E14H [S1 B2 A am o) 20 sm i 52 e/ NAH e 25 F e,
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Week 7: SDGs Project 3

@ News article

@ [Video] Evaluating websites (6:30)

@ [Video] Evaluating the credibility of sources...

ERSEN : 35298

RISEN : 3729

81 : 35298

ES T

07-01How to evaluate th...

|04, why is important ww}
| discuss a good plan of ‘

SDL with teacher ?
What are the chsllenge5/
of SDL?

| O0l.What’sthe |
Irelationship between al

i
)

| good study plan
S e | andoutcome? | P

\ "02. How to implement | | oA
| SDL plan?
| What details are
| necessary for planningzl ~ How to create and
- ) implement study plan to

) make a good outcome?

B =

" 05.What’s

Your Research Question: How to find the related resources for SDL?

Source 1

Title: Exploratory Study of Rural Physicians’ Self-Directed Learning Experiences in a Digital Age
Author: Curran, Vernon PhD; Fleet, Lisa MA; Simmons, Karla MA; Ravalia, Mohamed
MBChB (Hons), LRGP (Ed); Snow. Pamela MD. CCFP

6/03640/

Information
(What do | know from the source?)

(EE{FAAINIATRS - FSEESR Z B EEIE T
ARURBGE O SRR S A9IRRE 1 38)

(FTLASES R SZ A R 5E37)

From the resource title, the resource
wanted to explore the experiences
implemented SDL of rural physicians to
enhance their CPD. However, as
understand, this resource is about how rural
physicians can find the resources to obtain
medical information to implement their SDL.
After reading the whole resource, the
details not only include the finding ways
and also key triggers, barriers and
supports.

udy was to

—»Condueﬂng an investigation

Core questlon and sub-topics

——t
)

| 03. How to find ‘
the related resources |
for SDL? |

AR

| achievements can I

| get?What are the

‘ benefits of the study |

plan?

B

My ideas
(my comments/ feedback/ reflection/
thoughts on the information read)

(ﬁi‘]EﬁUFﬁ'E'FB‘J'ﬂEE HEFT
ARG —HR 2 EMBWE>ﬁEEfﬂ
2& E’J* ﬁi =& - SCEEEEE
75 2 IR TE & AR5E)

Nowadays, our routine is unable to get rid
of technology, we use them for
entertaininent, searching information and
others. Thus, this situation motivates
students SDL from the internet with
convenience. As | mentioned above, some
of the contents in this resource are suitable
for my research subtopics. It has given me
a lot of examples of finding related
resources for SDL.

RERE

\ 4

Question: How to find the related resources for SDL?

Claim (FAaRIt, FESEMEE - RATR
BRBIAESRIENS) (BRBFARIAR - 48
TE/MVERTRTNIRRZ R RAEER & EERIERR)

1. Make sure your claim relates to the
core idea and answers the question

2. Just state one sentence that can
lead to your evidence

Evidence (§t¥3E2A05R31 - 2 L ABRAEEIEAN
@?Mﬁ—ﬁﬂ‘]ﬁﬂﬂ > REIRORELE

1. Always make connections to the
core idea, the research question,
and the resources.

2. Convince your readers!! Focus on
explanations about why and how!
Don't just state the information.

1. Some of the apps can help to
achieve SDL.

2. We can use some open and free
online courses to learn new things.

1. Armstrong and Jarvis-Selinger
identified how the use of some
apps can incorporate mobile
technoloav or social media in

A-4: ZHEZLEE 4. Engaging in public negotiation to debate claim/ evidence » 224 1£ 15 ([
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Engaging in public negotiation
to debate claim/ evidence

Sub-topic: What's the relationship between a good study plan and outcome?

Clain 1: SDL is an easier way to have a good study than we think.

at the SDL group for all studens are more

population.

‘most of the leamers are interested in SDL study

instruction s
From another paper, the experiment shor
taking greater initiative and control of their e

important is that they displayed a greater enthusiasm.

@ Teacher dialogue

. And more

@ Criteria for a good argument

@ Critical questions

@ Strategies for evaluating the quality of an argument
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Reflecting and writing
individually
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effective response will contain 250-300 words.

traditional face-to-face classroom instruction?

Suggested length: 250-300 words
Response time: 50 minutes

(1112 Final) Writing an Argumentative Essay

[pirection]: Read the question below. Give yourself 50 minutes to plan, write, and revise your essay. Typically, an

Self-directed learning (SDL) is learning in which the conceptualization, design, conduct and evaluation of a learning
project are directed by the learner. SDL is promoted as one of the critical skills for 21st century students and has
gradually been integrated across the college curriculum

Do you think that college education should increase the number of self-directed learning activities to substitue

Use specific reasons and examples to support your answer.

#ILEMW:6A9H KL




ABf5E LA mix-method approach ‘B4 & I 775 T2V EE R » BT
BRS39S AT L ER A AR S B B & IR B 5 VU R BE Y ST e 48 DL R B2 AR A skem S E
Bit& A S E R Ay claim, evidence, reasoning Y 58 ©

EMEITEIREUT - BB A SRR NSRS e DG - BRSNS
VORZREVIR MNP R S AT P RaR (40 M3 ) > BUREL the SWH approach E
Effimie s L AR AR B T A A A aE TR R AE

ERATEE 65.88 46.17 78.1 75.90
ER1% 68.09 51.08 79.19 76.88

SN By TR AR AT IR A TRamallRE JIRYEE RS - AT E— it A4 1
A& s s S S M E S A Y s i B > 25 28 DA A A {85 1LY claim, evidence, reasoning,
conclusion and explanation, #F¥HEAETEHERT > Af% s altAE JJ1F 12 PU ([ i (a1 5 BH RS ( 20
T -

Claim Evidence Reasoning Conclusion  Total
and
explanation
SRATEE  1.65 0.60 1.00 1.20 7.60
SRty 2.55 1.86 2.15 2.40 15.15

Pr T _EAEVESAT - AUFURREME S BT EE - G SRRt
AT~ B2y TIRAVER AR R ~ SR (R IR ELSERe RIS & (Famaa SR g B A 3
JEEsmAl ~ R AL EIAEE (h - WV BEVEITREEREDT - Bl ety - SARITHCY
s AL EATER AR IHYER 22 > TUHAE I 2T Dialogue Teaching 5[4 » I [E] (% FrfHYsm i
TTHME AR H R > JRAEIEE RIS B CamalthyRe - Bl ig i (58S smaa g
iR HER (L H Cam Vs i) - RER B St E RS RN EE - R AEC
Y SR - SR ESCEHYRRARTT -

(2) TEHERE

EEBPITASTE  HORUER — SRR S e —REFRAEE = A 1 Blam il RE IAYER
B AR EEARSTEE B S mad 8 W TS S e 5 285 3% EMI 3R
FARHUEmALRE ST © BR T 920 i Se s RBU R R4 AEE 5 WURREN S e T3 A HEP A1 - BH9E &
INE BT AGT E R R E S LGP R LRI Z amaa PR A B (R —METLL
TR P & sl 5 e BIBHER A R ARHME AR £ P EMI SRAZ AT R Y ERI0 TaB N SRt
57 -

PRI > e B e T THY B T 3R S Famaa B8 (F R BB A\ Ml LA S, > 28
MAEEER =R > AERS YT LA ERATRFEE RS - DR S (Famsa 2 8
EERUHEE A E FOREIRE - BBEIER - 2Bl e F g BN A A B AL HIME 8 R AE ]
RETT > A Z M B ERAEBRAVE R LR A MBI - NIL > RARFEEHESRE R
AHEFIME BRI - REEAEMEFHS B EFmE BN - 9 > HIRAZEEA
Dialogue Teaching, DIFETTeMEHBI & FamaeSE - 2800 H CAES [ B rvEie T Al st &
Fy#El > E CAE teacher questioning AN 12 i ) HA X2 DUREDE2 AR AL R 8 5L
Hiah A RS NIRAK H ORI SR B AT B & (E e s B2 T RE (-
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Q) B4EH

SRS R - W E B ESR MG LGRS T AR B A G (R amaa S E T T5E
F UL > (EER R IR RUR SR NIRRT - B EE) - BEEGE s T IR
8 BT AN E TR AT 5N B33
(A) AR EEESRERZZEE MBS EITHEIMNEE » AFTERESIER
BT FHIOCEESGER RSB LA - S R E RS A
Y B BRI EEREERST - BR TRESRETIHVEETT - I LSRR T -
(B) &fFsmsast BieE R AAE SR am il - Bamilsi ln DAV 2L > TCHAE = (7%
FYER A [ B - B4 S pE A st iRt B CHYER AL - Bas ~ SREE DL =
HIERIR A - AR RS AR R 7T -
(©) A - EfEmaS B BEREEAETAAEES - 20 SAUNAEEER
SURR ~ BRSO DA I ELE R Em S B 2RI ST RS - TR
H oy amAltE JIERE BRI - L > ARAAESAEEE R Eir A Educational
Games » {Esm 2 E EE ARSI E TR - IR AR EEHNIERE -
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