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This study explores key elements of Continuous Professional Development (CPD) for English
language teachers in Kazakhstan, focusing on the support they require and actually receive for ongoing
professional growth. Data were collected from 560 teachers through a quantitative survey, examining their
preferred CPD areas and formats, as well as their perceptions of current program effectiveness. The
research identifies gaps between teachers’ professional development needs and the institutional support
provided, offering evidence-based insights for strengthening CPD systems. Findings reveal that teachers
prioritize technological integration (62.5%), student communication skills (59.3%), and motivational strategies
(44.3%), yet existing CPD programs often do not align with these priorities. While most participants prefer
face-to-face training (67.7%), online courses are more commonly available (60.7%). A significant gap is
observed in mentorship, with 28.9% of teachers reporting no interaction with district methodologists, despite
their critical role. Nevertheless, 90.3% of respondents noted positive outcomes from CPD when well-
structured and relevant. This research contributes to the field by empirically linking teacher needs with
institutional practices, highlighting the importance of context-responsive, practice-oriented CPD. Practical
implications include recommendations for localized CPD policies, enhanced mentoring systems, and diverse
training formats aimed at improving teaching quality and learner outcomes. The study underscores the need
to bridge the gap between teacher aspirations and CPD provision for sustainable professional growth.
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byn 3epmmeyde KazakcmaHOarbl afblilbiH Mifi MyFraniMOepiHiH y30ikci3 kacibu damybiHbIH Heaisai
anemeHmmepi Kkapacmbipblinadsl, coHOal-aK onapdbiH mypakmbl Kacibu 0amybiHa Kaxxemmi XoHe aslbiHbIr
XamkaH Konday mypriepiHe epekwe Ha3lap aydapbinadsi. [Jepekmep 560 myranimHeH caHOblK 3epmmey
adicHamacbl — cayaniHama apKbliibl XXUHaNObI, Kanayrbl cananapra xoeHe y30ikci3 kacibu damy (YKL) cmurb-
OepiHe baca Haszap aydapa ombipbin, coHOali-aK KondaHbicmarbl bardapriamanapObiH HomuXerieiH
KabbindaybiHa keHin 6eniHOi. 3epmmeydiH Makcambl — KaszakcmaHOarbl arbiubiH Mmini MyranimoepiHiH
Kacibu Oamyra KambICMbl CypaHbICmapbl MEeH UHCMUMmYyyuoHanobiKk MexaHu3mMoep apacbiHOarbl anakmabiK-
mbl aHblKkmari, Kacibu 0amy XxyuteciH xemindipyee apHanraH muimOi ycbiHbicmap bepy. 3epmmeynep Kep-
cemkeHOel, MmyranimMOep keneci makblpbinmapdbiH e3ekminiziH aman kepcemedi: b6iniM bepy yodepiciHe
mexHonoausnapobl eHeisy (62,5%), okywblnapdbiH KOMMyHUKamuemik OarObinapbiH dambimy (59,3%) xoeHe
wemern miniH ylupeHyee dezeH momueauyusiHbl apmmbipy (44,3%), an Kasipai kecibu damy kebiHece oOcCbi
bacbimObikmapra colikec kenmeldi. KyHOi3ai oKy eH Konalnbsl 8dic pemiHde maHdarnca Oa (67,7%), oHnalH-
Kypcmap kKormkemimOinik 6olbiHwa bacbimObikka ue (50,7%). Tenimeeprnik canacbiHOa alimaprbikmal
anwakmelk bap: onapdbiH MaHbI30bl POIiH ecKkepaeHiHe KapamacmaH, myranimoepdiH 28,9%-bi aydaHObIK
Hemece KanarnblK adickepriepMmeH ewkawaH 6alnaHbicKa whbiknalobl. Kambsicywsinapdbid 90,3%-b1 kacibu
OamyOdbiH muimdinieiH amar emir, OypbIC ylbiMOacmbipbiriFaH xardalida oHbIH Homuxersni ekeHdieiH kepcem-
KeHi KyaHmaodbl. byn 3epmmey rnne@azoaukarnbiK fblfibiMFa 63 yreciH Kocadbl, aMupuKasblK mypoe Mmyranim-
0epdiH mananmapblH UHCMUMyUUuoHanoblK KorndaymeH calikecmeHdipe ombipbir, rpakmukara barfsimmari-
FaH xeke ydepicmi y30ikci3 Kacibu dambimyObiH KaxxemminieiH aman emedi. Aemoprnap OKbimyOblH muim-
OinigiH apmmbipy MakcambiHOa Kocibu Oamy ayKbiMbl, KeHelmineeH maoarniMeepriik XoHe apmypri OKbimy
adicmepi 6olibiHWa ycbiHbicmap bepedi. Sepmmey myranimOepdiH KaxxemmirnikmepiH kacibu 0amy WbIHObI-
fbIMeH calkecmeHOipy KaxemminiaiH aman emin, byn mypakmbl Kocibu ecyae biknan emy ywiH MaHbI30b!
eKeHiH kepcemeoi.

TyliiiHdi ce3dep: y3dikci3 kocibu Oamy (YKL), arbinwbiH mini myranimoepi, myranimoepdid Kaxxemmi-
Jlikmepi, oKbimy gpopmamsl, Kacibu ecy.
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B 0aHHOM uccnedosaHUU paccMampuealomcs KI4Yeable 3feMeHMbl HernpepbIBHO20 npoghec-
CcuoHarnbHoe2o passumusi (HIP) ydqumenel aHanulickoeo s3bika 8 KasaxcmaHe ¢ akueHmom Ha noddepxKy, 8
KomopoU OHU Hyxdaromcsi U hakmu4yecku nony4darom 0719 ceoeao npogheccuoHarbHo20 pocma. [laHHble
6binu cobpaHbl y 560 yqumerneli ¢ UCMOIb308aHUEM KOMUYECMBEHHO20 aHKemupo8aHUsi, 0OXxeambl8arouiezo
ux npednoymumeribHble HanpasneHusi u ¢popmamsl HIIP, a makxe eocripusmue 3ghghekmusHoCcmu cyuje-
cmeyrouwux npoepamm. Llenbro uccrnedosaHus A6semcs 8bisierieHUe pacxoxoeHul Mexady rnpogheccuoHarlb-
HbIMU TompebHocmamMu yqumernel u UHcmumyyuoHansHoU noddepxkol ¢ yernbko ebipabomku 060CHo8aH-
HbIX pekomeHOauul rno cogepweHcmegogaHuto cucmem HIIP. Pe3ynbmambi riokasbiearom, 4mo y4yumerns
npudarom Haubonbwee 3HadYeHUe uUHMezpauuu mexHonoaul (62,5%), paseumuto KOMMYHUKamMueHbIX
HasbIKos y yyauuxcs (69,3%) u momusayuoHHbIM cmpameausm (44,3%), moeda kak delicmsyrowjue rnpo-
epammbl HIP yacmo He coomeemcmeyrom amum ripuopumemam. Hecmompsi Ha mo, ymo 60/bWUHCMB0
OMnpOWeHHbIX npedrnodyumarom o4Hble chopMbl 0byyeHus (67,7%), e peansHocmu Yawe 0ocmyriHbl OHMalH-
Kypcbi (50,7%). BbisieneH makxe pa3pbieé 8 HacmasHudecmese: 28,9% ydumernel He e3aumodelicmayom ¢
palioHHbIMU Memoducmamu, HECMOMPS Ha UX 8axHyr posnb. Tem He meHee, 90,3% yyacmHukog omme-
munu nonoxumernbHoe enusiHue HIIP npu e2o kayecmeeHHOU opeaHu3ayuu U rpakmu4yeckol HarpaereH-
Hocmu. UiccnedosaHue eHocum ekriad 8 nedaz02uUYeCcKyo HayKy, ycmaHaernueasi cesi3b Mex0y nompebHo-
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cmsamu yqumernel u npakmukamu rnoddepxxku, u nodyepkusaem He0bxoO0UMOCMb KOHMEKCMHO-0PUEHMUPO-
8aHHO020, MpaKmMuKo-opueHmuposaHHo2o rnodxoda K HIP. [llpakmu4yeckue pekomeHOauuu e6Kr4arom
paspabomky rioKanbHbIX MOAUMUK, pa3sumue cucmeMbl HacmasHu4Yecmsa U pasHoobpasue ¢hopmamos
0by4eHusi Oris rnosbieHus1 kKadecmea riperiofasaHusi U y4ebHbIX pe3yrnbmamos.

Knroyeenble crioea: HerpepbigHoe rnpogeccuoHanbHoe pasgumue (HIIP), yyumens aHeaniulicko2o
f3blKka, mompebHocmu ydumernet, gpopmam obyyeHus, npogheccuoHarnbHbIl pocm.

Introduction. In the swiftly changing realm of global education, the effective communication in English
enhances access to international opportunities and bolsters both individual and national competitiveness.
Thus, guaranteeing superior English language instruction has been a crucial aspect of Kazakhstan's
educational reforms. Nonetheless, the provision of successful English language education is heavily reliant
on the ongoing professional development (CPD) of educators — a field that remains under examined despite
its clear significance.

This research employs a constructivist approach on professional learning, rooted in sociocultural
theory, to enhance the study's context and interpretative potential. This theoretical perspective stresses the
social, situational, and continuous nature of teacher development, viewing CPD as a developing process
impacted by interaction, reflection, and context-specific practice. We consider Continuing Professional Deve-
lopment (CPD) as persistent, collaborative, and practice-oriented learning opportunities that enable educa-
tors to enhance pedagogical expertise, adapt to changing educational demands, and improve student
outcomes.

Continuous Professional Development (CPD) is a universally recognized challenge, crucial for the
enhancement of teachers' skills, knowledge, and professional agency. Effective continuing professional de-
velopment encompasses various components, including ongoing training, specialized workshops, mentoring,
and institutional support systems designed to address the changing needs of educators. In various educa-
tional settings, collaborative opportunities, including peer learning, professional networks, and informal colle-
gial dialogue, are recognized as the most accessible and effective forms of support [1,2]. The mechanisms
are enhanced by mentoring systems, a supportive school culture, and context-responsive activities that align
with the specific realities of educators' professional environments.

The allocation of adequate time and resources is a crucial factor affecting the success of CPD
initiatives worldwide. Financial and non-financial support, such as technical assistance and monetary incen-
tives, are equally significant in promoting meaningful engagement with professional learning [3]. Practical
considerations, including flexible scheduling and the elimination of structural barriers such as gender-specific
constraints, improve the accessibility and effectiveness of continuing professional development (CPD).

CPD must align with teachers' pedagogical beliefs and classroom realities to be effective. Cooper R,
Fitzgerald A, Loughran J, Phillips M, Smith K. highlight the importance of aligning professional development
with educators' personal conceptions of learning and teaching [4]. Training that is specific to a subject and
the cultivation of distinct skills, as suggested by Goodnough K, Pelech S, Stordy M. and Harju, V., & Niemi,
H., guarantees relevance and practical applicability [5, 6]. Moreover, sustained professional growth is best
achieved through long-term, coherent, and well-supported strategies, as opposed to fragmented, isolated
events [7]. The findings highlight the widespread agreement that Continuous Professional Development
(CPD) requires strategic planning, sufficient resources, and integration into the daily professional practices of
educators.

Drawing on Desimone’s (2009) model of effective professional development, we view CPD as a dyna-
mic process requiring: content focus: subject-specific pedagogical expertise (e.g., English language teaching
approaches); active learning: (cooperative workshops, peer observation, and reflective practice); coherence:
alignment with teachers’ values, curricular aims, and national reforms; duration: continuous involvement
beyond singular training sessions; collaborative engagement: educational institution-based communities of
practice.

The context of Kazakhstan offers distinct challenges and opportunities for continuing professional
development (CPD). Kazakhstan has pursued ambitious initiatives to modernize its education system, resul-
ting in significant collaborations, including those between Nazarbayev University, Nazarbayev Intellectual
Schools, and Cambridge University. Since 2012, these institutions have collaboratively led extensive initiati-
ves to reform the educational landscape, focusing on the thorough analysis of teacher development process-
ses [8]. This collaborative initiative highlights a dedication to promoting lifelong learning among educators,
facilitating their adaptation to emerging pedagogical trends, effective technology integration, and the
development of essential 21st-century skills in students.

Despite these notable advancements, investigations into teacher continuing professional development
in Kazakhstan identify several deficiencies and areas necessitating additional focus. An extensive search
through databases such as Google Scholar and Wiley Library resulted in around 350 articles pertaining to
continuous education for teachers. Nonetheless, a considerable number of these studies employ a broad,
survey-based methodology, frequently neglecting to explore the intricate challenges encountered by English
educators. Furthermore, an examination of government grant funding reports from the last five years did not
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identify any publicly funded research grants specifically allocated for CPD in the English language instruction
[9,10,11]

The main sources of information regarding CPD for English teachers include national reports and a
limited number of academic articles. These articles frequently originate from research conducted as part of
master’s or doctoral dissertations [11]. A comprehensive monograph by "Orleu," a prominent educational
course provider, discusses issues related to enhancing teacher qualifications, specifically in rural school
contexts [12]. Despite these contributions, a notable gap persists in publicly available research on the
effectiveness of continuous training programs, as indicated in comparative reviews of CPD in Kazakhstan
and Russia [13].

Recent research has highlighted several critical needs and resources related to support for English
teachers in schools. A study by Ismagulova A. et al. involving 328 English teachers demonstrated a variety of
professional interests [14]. Teachers demonstrated considerable interest in enhancing communication skills
(69.8%) and addressing challenges associated with material adaptation (51.8%). Confidence in utilizing
digital tools such as Google Docs was high; however, familiarity with specialized applications like COCA was
notably low. Additionally, a significant proportion of teachers, specifically 54%, indicated a need for improved
skills in course design, while expressing confidence in their ability to define clear course objectives. The
findings highlight the need for continuous evaluations of educators' needs to maintain curriculum relevance
and improve the quality of English education in Kazakhstan [14].

While international models (e.g., British Council recommendations) emphasize teacher-led collabo-
ration and technology integration [15], Kazakhstan’s CPD landscape reveals critical discrepancies: rural-
urban divides persist, with "Orleu" reports highlighting inadequate infrastructure in non-urban schools [12];
current CPD evaluations prioritize attendance over classroom impact, diverging from global best practices
that link training to student outcomes [4, 15]; teachers express high demand for communication skills training
[14]. These discrepancies underscore the importance of rethinking CPD delivery in Kazakhstan to better
reflect the principles of collaboration, contextualization, and continuity. Without such alignment, even well-
intentioned reforms risk failing to translate into improved classroom practice.

British Council reports further corroborate these insights, emphasizing disparities in English language
knowledge among teachers, particularly in speaking skills. The current CPD framework is critiqued for
inadequately measuring actual classroom performance and English proficiency. There is a call for alternative
models of CPD, including teacher-led collaboration, school-based learning, mentoring, peer supervision,
instructional inquiry, and teacher communities of practice. These recommendations align with the broader
consensus that CPD should foster a supportive ecosystem where teachers can continuously learn, share
best practices, and innovate in their teaching methodologies [15]

In the light of these considerations, this research article aims to delve deeper into the specific needs
and provisions of school-based English teacher support in Kazakhstan. By synthesizing existing literature,
analysing empirical data, and drawing upon expert insights, the article seeks to address the following
questions: What are the current gaps in school-based support for English teachers? What support do
teachers receive for their continuous professional development?

Through a comprehensive exploration of these issues, the article hopes to contribute meaningfully to
the discourse on enhancing English language teaching in Kazakhstan, ultimately paving the way for more
equitable and high-quality educational outcomes. This research builds upon recent studies and reports,
leveraging their findings to propose actionable recommendations. For instance, the work by Chernobay E
and Tashibaeva D. provides valuable comparative insights into CPD practices in Kazakhstan and Russia
[13], while Syurmen O. and Mirzoyeva L emphasize the imperative of constructing specialized qualifications
frameworks for English educators [9]. Collectively, these resources inform a nuanced understanding of the
challenges and opportunities inherent in CPD for English teachers in Kazakhstan.

To bridge theory and practice, we propose a "CPD Discrepancy Model", which maps:

- inputs: policy mandates, international partnerships (e.g., Cambridge collaborations [8]).

- processes: teacher needs (e.g., digital tools training) vs. institutional offerings.

- outcomes: measured shifts in pedagogical competence and student performance.

If the model shows low mentorship uptake (process gap), policymakers may launch a hybrid peer-
coaching system (input intervention) and track teacher retention.

This study aims to investigate the support required and received by teachers for their continuous
professional development (CPD), aiming to find discrepancies between current offerings and the real
professional learning needs of teachers in varied educational settings.

To achieve this aim the following objectives will be implemented: to ascertain the sorts of support that
educators regard as vital for effective ongoing professional development, encompassing institutional,
collaborative, and individual elements.to assess the existing varieties and degrees of support offered to
educators for Continuing Professional Development across diverse educational environments; to evaluate
the disparity between teachers' stated continuing professional development needs and the support they
receive, thereby identifying areas for enhancement and guiding future policy and practice in teacher
professional development.
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The main research questions are focused on teachers’ needs and support for their CPD.

1. What support do teachers need for their CPD?

2. What support do teachers receive for their CPD?

Methods. The novice and experienced teachers from different regions of Kazakhstan representing
private, state, rural and urban types of schools were the participants of our study. There was no special
identification of the survey participants. We went through the following stages of study: survey designing and
its approval; teachers’ surveying via questionnaire link; data analysis and report compiling. The data has
been collected by means of quantitative methods through single-choice questionnaire using Google form link
for the teachers via WhatsApp chats, representing teachers' associations or school communities. Personal
data of participants was not collected. The closed questionnaire items were analyzed using Jamovi Soft and
Excel Pearson Correlation Statistics. Researchers followed the Code of ethics for educational researchers in
Kazakhstan adhering to data protection laws and regulations, ensuring that participant data is collected,
stored, and processed securely and only used for the intended purpose. The stages of study were timetabled
and distributed among all four members of research group. Involvement of teachers in the survey, date
coding was the biggest challenge for members of research group.

A survey approach was adopted, focusing on each participant as an individual unit of analysis and
seeking to capture their experiences relevant to the above research questions as holistically as possible. The
study was thus wholly quantitative in nature.

The criteria for the selection of participants in this study involved the following: being novice or
experienced teachers of the English language of the secondary school; the teachers of the English language
represented private, state, rural and urban types of secondary school.

With these criteria in mind, information about the study for participation was disseminated through
personal contacts of research members’ groups with the help of British Council support.

Significant time was invested in the development of the questionnaire, in the belief that research findings
are of little value unless the means through which they are generated are sound. For example, we reviewed the
literature on the continuous professional development of English teachers, replete with an intricate analysis of
the contemporary landscape and prescriptive recommendations, resides in national reports and a modest
collection of articles. These articles, in turn, emanate from research endeavors embedded within the context of
master's or doctoral dissertations [11]. Furthermore, a comprehensive monograph authored by "Orleu," a
leading provider of educational courses, articulates issues germane to the augmentation of teacher qualify-
cations, with a particular emphasis on rural school contexts [12]. The nucleus of ongoing research endeavors
converges substantially upon the English teacher model. This underscores the imperativeness of constructing a
specialized qualifications framework, tailor-made for English educators [9,10,11]. We also reviewed British
Council report on "Secondary English language teaching in Kazakhstan" providing insights into the state of
professional development (CPD) opportunities for English teachers in Kazakhstan. ltems addressing all these
issues were included in the questionnaire. One final source of guidance was the research methods literature,
where much advice is available on how to improve the design of questionnaires [16]. The analysis of questions
led to considerable further revision; some questionnaire items were deleted, others reworded, and there were
also cases where, while the question remained unchanged, the options for answering it were revised. The final
version of the questionnaire had 3 sections. Section 1 of the survey delved into the preferences of the English
language teachers regarding professional development. Participants were asked to indicate their preferred
venue, type, of professional development, identifying role of district methodologists, content needs and their
attitude to CPD. Section 2 asked teachers questions about opportunities they have to participate in professional
development activities and types of support they get from the part of school and district administration. Section
3 analyses how teachers perceive the quality of the professional development support provided, whether the
resources provided by methodologists are regarded helpful, and how teachers assess the impact of their PD
activities on their teaching practice. Additionally, teachers were asked about two non-measured outcomes of
PD activities in their teaching: motivation and confidence.

Research group strive for honesty in scientific communications, avoiding bias in data analysis and
personnel decisions. We avoided any form of coercion or manipulation to ensure participants’ voluntary invol-
vement. The questionnaire informed participants that the survey they take part in is part of the British Council
and the Ministry of Enlightenment project focusing on the CPD issues English language teachers face.

Some limits of the current study include scope, depth and diversity of participants’ geography.

Results. The survey encompassed 563 respondents, comprising 81.4% urban and 18.6% rural
English language teachers hailing from 20 regions across Kazakhstan.

This study explored two key research questions regarding teachers' continuous professional
development (CPD):

1) What support do teachers need for their CPD? The four needs areas were examined: content of
CPD, formats, supporters, venue for CPD activities:

Teachers identified the following areas where they need the most support:

- Technology in language teaching (62.5%)

- Developing students’ communication skills (59.3%)
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- Student motivation strategies (44.3%)

- Designing/adapting teaching materials (32.5%)

- Assessment and feedback techniques (31.8%)

- Classroom management strategies (23.4%)

Teachers expressed a strong preference for:

- Face-to-face training courses (67.7%)

- Online courses (35.7%)

- One-day workshops/seminars (33.8%)

- Collaborative lesson planning (lesson study) (32.3%)

Support Expected from District Methodologists

Teachers sought the following forms of assistance:

- Advice on professional development opportunities (55.2%)

- Ready-made lesson plans (15.9%)

- Personalized coaching/mentoring (14.3%)

- Standardized assessments (8%)

- Classroom observations (5.7%)

Venue Preferences for CPD Activities

- Own school (34.8%)

- No location preference (23%)

- Special district venue (19.8%)

- Nearby school (10.9%)

The acquired data on the frequency, types of CPD, support by school and district/city administration,
perceived quality of CPD, impact of CPD on teaching practice also helped to answer the second research
question: What support do teachers receive for their CPD?

Current CPD Participation Frequency

- 60.9% attend CPD 1-2 times/year

- 15.9% participate 3—4 times/year

- 15.4% had no CPD access in the past year

Types of CPD Activities Available

The most commonly available formats were:

- Online courses (50.7%)

- One-day workshops/seminars (43.8%)

- Face-to-face training (42.1%)

- 6% reported no access to any CPD activities

Support from School Administration

- 40.7% discuss PD goals once a year

- 30.9% have discussions monthly

- 17.7% receive support weekly

- 10% never discuss PD with administrators

Support from District Methodologists

- 52% interact with methodologists 1-2 times/year

- 28.9% never discuss PD with them

- Only 3.2% receive weekly support

Perceived Quality of CPD Support

- School Administrators:

- 72.3% rate support as ‘good/excellent’

- 8.6% consider it ‘inadequate’

- District Methodologists:

- 81.4% find resources ‘somewhat to very adequate’

- 19.6% report ‘inadequate’ support

- 33.4% view methodologists as ‘very supportive’

- 15.5% feel ‘unsupported’

Impact of CPD on Teaching Practice

- Effectiveness:

- 90.3% report PD improves teaching (‘29.1% somewhat, 61.2% significantly’)

- 9.7% find it ‘ineffective’

- Confidence & Motivation:

- 79.1% say PD boosts confidence

- 82.8% report increased motivation

- ~20% remain neutral or dissatisfied

The survey revealed that most of in-service teachers — 80% acknowledge the need and positive
impact of continuous professional development, many do not have regular or customized chances for
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continuing professional development. Teachers do not apply for the help of methodologists at city/district
education department more than 28% of instructors never communicate with district methodologists. The
support in CPD is not always provided for school administrators: ten percent of instructors are completely
ignored, even though the majority receive some professional development assistance.

Discussion. This study's findings offer significant insights into the professional development
requirements of English language educators and the degree to which these requirements are fulfilled. This
study identifies significant discrepancies and potential for enhancement in teacher development programs by
analyzing the assistance teachers need for their continuous professional development (CPD) against the
support they actually receive. The discourse is organized around two research inquiries: the support
teachers require for Continuous Professional Development (CPD) and the support they actually receive for
CPD. This is succeeded by implications for policy and practice, limitations, and suggestions for further study.

Distribution of the interest among six suggested areas for professional development emphasized three
domains, notably ‘technology in language instruction (62.5%)’, ‘enhancing students’ communication abilities
(59.3%)’, and ‘strategies for student motivation (44.3%) as the most significant. These findings correspond
with international educational trends, highlighting the growing emphasis on digital literacy and communica-
tive language teaching [17]. The significant demand for technology-related training indicates that educators
see the increasing importance of digital technologies in education, yet may be inadequately trained to
incorporate them effectively.

The focus on ‘student motivation’ is particularly significant, as it highlights overarching difficulties in
engaging learners in language acquisition. Research demonstrates that student motivation is intricately
connected to teacher instructional strategies [18], suggesting that educators who undergo specialised
training in motivating techniques may see enhanced classroom results.

Notably, ‘classroom management (23.4%) and ‘assessment approaches (31.8%) were less commonly
emphasised. This differs from research in other circumstances where classroom management frequently
emerges as a significant issue [19]. A potential reason is that the teachers in this study may possess
confidence in these domains, regard them as subordinate to pedagogical innovation or unified national
approach to summative assessment.

The preferred format of CPD is ‘in-person training (67.7%)’, succeeded by ‘virtual courses (35.7%)’
and ‘workshops (33.8%)’. This indicates that although digital learning modalities are becoming increasingly
popular, conventional in-person training continues to be the most reliable format at it allows deepening into
the content. Besides. the inclination towards interactive forms (e.g., workshops, collaborative lesson prepa-
ration) rather of passive ones (e.g., peer observation, teaching contests) signifies that educators prioritise
‘practical, experiential learning opportunities’.

The limited interest in ‘peer observation (8.8%) and ‘teaching contests (16.8%)" may be attributed to
cultural or institutional influences. Peer observation, however beneficial in certain settings [20], may be
regarded as evaluative rather than developmental. Likewise, teaching competitions may be perceived as
stressful instead of supportive.

Defining the role of district methodologists in professional development, teachers anticipated that they
would offer 'guidance on professional development opportunities (55.2%)', 'ready-made lesson plans
(15.9%)', and 'personalised coaching (14.3%)'". This suggests that methodologists are perceived as essential
enablers of professional development; however, their present function may lean more towards administrative
tasks than developmental activities. The demand for personalised coaching indicates a necessity for
individualised support, transcending generic training sessions.

In response to the initial research question, we conclude that in-service English teachers favour in-
person training, see personal advice in continuing professional development as a crucial resource, and
exhibit no preference for the location of professional development activities.

We evaluated data about the frequency and accessibility of continuing professional development
(CPD), the assistance provided by school or district/city levels, and the perceived impact of CPD, in light of
the support that English teachers receive for their professional development.

More than sixty percent of instructors indicated participation in continuing professional development
events one to two times year, whereas fifteen point four percent had no access to any professional deve-
lopment in the preceding year. This disparity prompts apprehensions over equitable access to professsional
development opportunities. The prevalence of 'online courses (50.7%)' as the most widely offered format
indicates that institutions are utilising digital platforms to expand professional development; nevertheless,
this does not correspond with instructors' preference for 'in-person contacts.' The possible reason for these
data may include budget constraints, fewer partnerships with training providers, or logistical challenges
(classes schedule, internet connection, mode/quality of online courses), besides if school does not support
teachers, they may not be able to manage their PD due to heavy teaching loads and administrative duties or
lack of information about training.

The survey data demonstrate that school/district/city administration/methodologist do not emcompass
all English teachers in professional development planning: a notable percentage of teachers (40.7%) engage
in discussions regarding professional development goals with school administrators only once annually,
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whereas 10% do not participate in such discussions at all. The absence of structured feedback mechanisms
may impede ongoing professional development. Furthermore, 28.9% of teachers do not engage with district
methodologists, despite the latter's essential function in professional development coordination.

The observation that 33.4% of teachers perceive methodologists as "very supportive," whereas 15.5%
report feeling unsupported, indicates a disparity in mentorship quality. This is consistent with findings
indicating that the effectiveness of professional development is significantly influenced by local leadership
and follow-up support [21].

Encouragingly, 90.3% of instructors indicated that professional development favorably influences their
teaching, affirming its function in boosting teaching quality. This widespread recognition validates ongoing
investment in organized and sustained professional development systems. The elevated effectiveness ratings
(61.2%) highlight the potential of professional development when it corresponds with teachers' classroom
reality and professional growth paths. This underscores the significance of organized professional development
programs. Nonetheless, '9.7% deemed professional development unproductive,' suggesting potential discre-
pancies between training content and the real requirements of educators. The substantial proportion of
teachers indicating heightened 'confidence (79.1%)" and 'motivation (82.8%)"' following professional deve-
lopment implies that effectively structured programs enhance teacher well-being, self-efficacy, and professional
identity. Nonetheless, the '20% who expressed neutrality or dissatisfaction.' This percentage likely encompas-
ses seasoned educators who see no novelty in the training, as well as individuals in certain contexts (e.g., early
childhood, special education, rural environments) for whom the content was inadequately tailored. This
outcome underscores the necessity for more customized and pertinent professional development experiences.

Key discrepancies between requirements and actuality include: mismatch in professional development
content: for instance, whereas educators emphasize 'technology and student motivation,' current profession-
nal development frequently concentrates on more general pedagogical competencies. Numerous educators
'seldom or never' interact with district methodologists, so forfeiting potential for tailored assistance; besides
professional development discussions with school administrators are infrequent for some teachers, dimi-
nishing responsibility and follow-through; although educators choose in-person instruction, online courses
prevail among accessible professional development opportunities and it may become demotivating factor for
professional development.

This analysis allows for the formulation of recommendations aimed at enhancing conditions for various
stakeholders. Policymakers may enhance funding for in-person workshops and mentoring programs to better
align with teacher preferences. encourage the development of localized professional development frameworks
that cater to specific needs and establish minimum participation standards to guarantee equitable access.

School leaders should schedule regular professional development goal-setting meetings, including
individual meetings with English teachers, promote peer collaboration through structured lesson study
groups, and advocate for district methodologists to adopt a more active coaching role instead of merely
providing administrative oversight.

Teacher trainers, including universities, can develop modular professional development programs that
enable teachers to choose pertinent topics, such as technology tools and motivational strategies. Integrate
more practical, classroom-relevant activities instead of theoretical lectures. conduct classroom observations
or coaching to reinforce learning.

This research is constrained by self-report bias; teachers’ perceptions of professional development
effectiveness may not accurately reflect observable changes in the classroom. Additionally, the data reveal
an uneven distribution of survey participants throughout Kazakhstan. Future studies should incorporate
'classroom observations' or 'student performance data' and encompass a broader range of data from all
regions of Kazakhstan. Furthermore, comparative studies across regions could enhance validity. Most
professional development assessments concentrate on short-term results; therefore, longitudinal research
could evaluate enduring enhancements in teaching methodologies.

Considering the proposed a "CPD Discrepancy Model", the results of the research empowered us to
propose to link funding to teacher-needs audits (based on annual skill gap surveys): to offer modular CPD
(e.g., teachers choose from communication skills, corpus tools, or mentoring courses) at institutional level; at
the community level unite in teachers’ associations to create localised mentorship norms.

Conclusion. This study highlights the necessity of aligning continuous professional development
programs with the actual needs and preferences of teachers. Although numerous educators gain advantages
from current professional development frameworks, notable deficiencies persist — especially in areas such as
individualized assistance, content applicability, and availability of mentorship. Addressing these gaps enables
educational leaders to establish more effective and sustainable professional development systems that
improve teacher performance and student learning outcomes.

Future research should investigate innovative professional development models, such as micro-
credentials and blended learning, as well as the long-term effects of professional development on student
achievement. Qualitative studies may yield deeper insights into the preferences for specific PD formats and
the strategies to overcome institutional barriers.
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