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EXPLORING EFL STUDENT TEACHERS READINESS
AND GENDER DIFFERENCES OF LEARNER AUTONOMY

Abstract. Despite its importance for successful English as a Foreign Language (EFL) language learning and the
abundance of scientific works of learner autonomy, this construct has not received decent attention in the Indonesian
context. Further, gender differences in learner autononty as an essential variable that has not been well-researched were
also included in this study. The authors conducted a mix-method study to explore the fourth-year student teachers’
conceptualization, attitudes, and readiness for learning autonomy by employing a 43 items questionnaire survey
adapted from Karabiyik (2008) to a total of 120 participants (156 male and 164 female) and interview questions to
6 volunteers. The qualitative data implied that the participants had an insufficient understanding of learner autonomy
even though they exhibited a positive attitude towards this construct. The overall results of quantitative data suggested
that the student teachers were not ready for learner autonomy indicated by the tendency to teacher-centered teaching
which might be accounted for by low proficiency in English reflected by low engagement virtually in the majority of
the autonomous learning activities. Furthermore, in terms of gender differences in learner autonomy, the t-test results
demonstrated that no significant differences between male and female student teachers in terms of the responsibilities
of autonomous learning, decision-making abilities, and engagement of autonomous learning outside the class.
However, a significant difference was found between genders and engagement in autonomous activities in class which
favored male students than their female counterparts suggesting that the male students performed more than male
students in asking questions to teachers and taking opportunities to practice their English with their peers. The authors
concluded that the student teachers were not ready for autonomous learning even though they had a positive attitude.
Thus, the authors recommended the teachers to implement teaching methods, for instance, Project-Based Learning
which might help to promote learner autonomy in the Indonesian context.
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Introduction. The notion of learner autonomy has attracted considerable attention in language learning
and research on foreign language learners over the last four decades (¢.g., Holec, 1981, 1988; Dam, 1995;
Benson & Voller, 1997; Benson, 2001; Chan et al. 2002; Lamb, 2004; Borg & Al-Busaidi, 2012; Borg &
Alshumaimeri, 2017; Juan & Yajie, 2018; Cirocki et al. 2019; Kartal & Balcikanli, 2019). Not only learner
autonomy is considered as an essential construct in language learning and research, but learner autonomy is
also regarded as a desirable goal both in second and foreign language learning and teaching (Al-Busaidi &
Al-Maamari, 2014; Benson & Huang, 2008; Borg & Alshumaimeri, 2007; Chan et al. 2002).

Many scholars have attempted to define learner autonomy; nevertheless, no consensus on the definition
has arrived until today. However, Holec’s (1981) definition is the most cited in the literature. He defines
learner autonomy as ‘the ability to take charge of one’s own learning” translated as to have and hold the
responsibilities for deciding on all learning aspects. Similarly, Benson (2011) views learner autonomy as
the capacity to take control of one’s learning. Meanwhile, other scholars see learner autonomy as ability and
willingness to take responsibility for leaming (Littlewood, 1996) or an ability for objectivity, critical
reflection, decision making, and independent actions (Little, 1991; Atayeva, Basikin, Kassymova, Sydyk,
Triyono, Arpentieva, Dossayeva, Klepach, & Kivlenok, 2019).

The importance of learner autonomy is attached on its close relationship with various supportive aspect
of language learning such as motivation in learning language (Alkan & Arslan, 2019; Chan et al., 2002),
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language proficiency (Myartawan et al. 2013; Jafari et al. 2017), and high engagement of autonomous
language learning activities both inside and outside the classroom (Lamb, 2004), and high use of language
learning strategies (Oxford, 2015). More importantly, a highly autonomous learner is claimed to be able to
set their own goals, identify and develop learning strategics, to select relevant learning sources and
appropriately assess his/her learning performance (Chan, 2001).

Numerous studies in different contexts have been conducted on the learner to teachers or students or
both of them. Some themes emerged from the studies were student readiness for autonomy (Chan et al.
2002; Chikwa, 2018; Cirocki et al. 2019; Kartal & Balcikanli, 2019; Liu, 2011), gender differences in learner
autonomy (Bekleyen & Selimoglu, 2016; Orawiwatnakul & Wichadee, 2017; Razieyeh & Amir, 2013; Yan
& Ruimei, 2019;), students” perception of learner autonomy (Yildirim, 2012; Faharani, 2014; Khalil & Alj,
2018; Tayjasanant & Suraratdecha, 2016; Balcikanli, 2010), and the practice of learner autonomy or
autonomous language learning (Lamb, 2004; Lin & Reinders, 2019; Neissi & Hussin, 2017). These conti-
nuous scientific works have developed the body of literature which strongly suggest that learner autonomy
is an essential construct for successful learning and teaching in education.

Regardless, despite the abundance of scientific works and the popularity of learner autonomy, in the
Indonesian context, learner autonomy has not received decent attention from scholars. In other words,
empirical findings on LA in the Indonesian context are still limited. Some studies of learner autonomy have
been conducted to teacher or teachers and students to find out their belief and practice on leamer autonomy
(Lengkanawati, 2017; Darsih, 2018), to explore teacher understanding of LA (Agustina, 2017), and to reveal
learner autonomy practice in Indonesian 2013 curriculum (Ramadhiyanti & Lengkanawati, 2019), teachers
and students” perception of autonomous language learning (Khotimah et al. 2019).

Meanwhile, the studies of learner autonomy involving students or learners focused on students’
practices of autonomous language learning outside and inside the class (Lamb, 2004), the use of self-access
learning center and autonomous language learning (Furaidah & Suharmanto, 2008), correlation between
learner autonomy and English proficiency (Myartawan et al. 2013), and leamner readiness of learner
autonomy (Cirocki et al. 2019).

Prior to limited number of studies of learner autonomy researched on students in the Indonesian context,
the authorss were motivated to conduct this study. The difference between this study and the previous studies
was this study involved student teachers who have not been considered to explore pertaining to their
readiness for learner autonomy. Another difference between this study and previous studies on student
teachers and learner autonomy, this study explored student teachers’ conceptualization and attitude of
learner autonomy and gender differences on the readiness of autonomy, which are still left unnoticed and
demand more empirical findings.

Method. The participants of this study were 120 fourth-year student teachers consisted of 156 male
and 164 female students of a private student-teacher teaching institute in Pontianak, West Kalimantan. All
of' the student teachers in this study had completed their teaching practice as one of the pre-requisites to pass
the semester in which each individual was assigned to a particular area nearby the city or to their hometown
to teach English in secondary schools for six months. The reason why the authors only included the student
teachers of the fourth year was due to the reason that these students had experienced teaching students in
classroom from their teaching practices which could provide more insights based on their practical experien-
ce and theoretical knowledge from their actual teaching practice and study during the previous semesters.

This study followed a mix-method design that combined both quantitative and qualitative data. The
authors collected quantitative data by administering a questionnaire to the participants and qualitative data
through a structured interview. Besides, quantitative data comprised of student teachers’ readiness of auto-
nomy covered students’ perceptions of their own and their teachers” responsibilities in autonomous learning,
their abilities in decision-making related, activities of autonomous learning in and out of the class. Whereas
qualitative data covered students’ conceptualization of learner autonomy and their attitudes towards learner
autonomy.

The authors deployed two instruments in this study. The first instrument was a questionnaire, Learner
Autonomy Readiness Questionnaire, adapted from Karabiyik (2008) which was initially developed by Chan,
Spratt and Humpreys (2002) to investigate tertiary EFL student readiness of learner autonomy in Hong
Kong. The questionnaire was then adapted in different contexts and translated into different languages. In
Karabiyik’s (2008) version, no significant changes were made. The questionnaire comprised of 43 items
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divided into three sections. The first section comprised 13 items assessing students” perceptions of their
responsibilities and their teachers' responsibilities in the language learning process. In the second section,
there were 10 items asking students to assess their abilities in making a decision to act autonomously, and
the last section consisted of 20 items revolving around students’ actual practices of autonomous language
learning activities outside the class and in the class.

As for the qualitative data, the authors borrowed two first questions constructed by Chan, Spratt, and
Humpreys (2002). The questions were: 1) what is your definition of learner autonomy?; 2) do you consider
learner autonomy important? Why? Why not?. Both of the questions were aiming at exploring students’
understanding of learner autonomy and attitudes towards learner autonomy.

In collecting the data, the authors conducted two main procedures. In the first step, the authors came to
the classroom for two different days. On the first day, the authors distributed the questionnaire to the two
classes in the morning time from class A morning to class B morning. The next day, the authors came again
to the last two classes of afternoon time, A afternoon class, and B afternoon class. In each class, before
administering the questionnaire, the authorss briefly explained the purpose of the questionnaire and provided
times for the participants to read and ask questions related to the statements in the questionnaire. At the end
of each administration, the authors requested some students who would like to volunteer for the interview
to provide their phone number.

On the fourth day, the authors invited the volunteers to meet on the campus for the interview. Seven
volunteers attended the authors's invitation. However, for acquiring even numbers of male and female
students, one student was not involved in the interview session. The interview lasted for 30 minutes for two
sessions in which each volunteer was interviewed one by one. The interview was recorded and videotaped
for the sake of transcribing and a better understanding of volunteers” answers to the questions.

The data of this study comprised of quantitative (questionnaire) and qualitative (interview) data.
Qualitative data gathered through the interview was transcribed and grouped based on two themes, namely
students” understanding of learner autonomy and attitudes towards learner autonomy. Meanwhile,
quantitative data in the form of questionnaire results were analyzed according to Oxford’s (1990) mean
classification method. Mean scores that are between 1.0 and 2.4 were categorized as low. Mean scores that
ranged from 2.5 and 3.4 were considered as ‘medium.” Mean scores that are between 3.5 and 4.0 were consi-
dered as ‘high.” Moreover, in order to test if significant differences exist between gender and the variables
in the questionnaire, the authors performed an independent sample t-test at 0.05 level of confidence
(P = 0.05). Also, percentages mean scores and standard deviation were also calculated after the raw data
had been computed into SPSS.

Result and discussion. The results of this study are presented in three folds: a) the student teachers’
perception of learner autonomy (conceptualization and attitude towards learner autonomy), b) student
teachers’ readiness of learner autonomy (their perception on their own and their teachers” responsibilities,
decision-making abilities, and the practice of autonomous activitics in and out the classroom), ¢) differences
in terms of student teachers’ readiness of learner autonomy and gender. The overall findings suggested that
the student teachers are not ready for learner autonomy supported by their limited conception of learner
autonomy, low practices of autonomous language learning activities outside the class and in-class in which
the majority of the items were at a low level. This low level of readiness might be accounted by the cultural
barriers (Sinclair et al. 2000) to learner autonomy in Indonesian context as learner autonomy initially comes
from European countries or appears firstly in western context (Pennycook, 1997) which might be still
difficult to be adopted (Dardjowidjojo, 2006).

Students’ perception of learner autonomy. The following were the results of the interview focusing
on two questions to discover student teachers’ understanding, familiarity and attitude towards learner
autonomy.

a) How do student teachers define learner autonomy?

S1: I think it (learner autonomy) is to learner rights to get what he deserves in learning by the help or
guidance by the teacher.

S2: In my opinion, leamer autonomy is when students realize that he/she is the one who should be
active in learning.

S3: I think it is about learner ability to set out what he needs to learn

S4: learner autonomy is learner rights to be heard by the teacher about his/her needs in learning
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S5: learner autonomy, in my opinion, is the dependence of learners on him/herself in achieving their
learning goals.

S6: it (learner autonomy) is about students’ active involvement in fulfilling his goals in leaming and
improving his language skills.

b) Do student teachers think learner autonomy is important in language learning? Why? Why not?

S1: yes, it (learner autonomy) is important because it makes learners become active knowledge seekers
and will also develop their sense of responsibility for their own study.

S2: I think learner autonomy can be a help teacher to teach what the students need.

S3: 1 think it (learner autonomy) is quite crucial to reduce students’ dependency on teachers which
allow the learers to expose him/herself more to the target language by using any resources available both
online (internet) or offline (English storybooks or English newspaper)

S4: 1 think learner autonomy is crucial because not only it helps the learner to be active in learning in
the classroom but also outside the class

S3: yes, it (learner autonomy) will enable students to be a warrior for his own improvement by using
any means available, and it also will keep them motivated to better their learning.

S6: I consider learner autonomy important because it helps learners to be brave in deciding on what
he/she wants to find out in learning language based on his or her needs.

In terms of student-teacher conceptualization of learner autonomy, it seems that most of the student
teachers defined learner autonomy as students’ active involvement, leaming needs, and responsibility of
their learning with little guidance from the teachers. This keywords shows that student teachers have a
reasonably good understanding of learner autonomy.

Moreover, when asked about their attitude towards learner autonomy, the participants showed a
positive attitude towards learner autonomy. They considered learner autonomy beneficial to student progress
in learning, which at the same time increase student motivation and sense of learning responsibility. This
finding is similar to Chan et al. (2002) and Balcikanli (2010), who found out that the students had a fair
understanding and positive views on the prospect of learner autonomy. However, contrary to the findings
of Cirocki et al. (2019) which demonstrated that the majority of senior high school students in East Java
were not familiar with the concept of learner autonomy. This gap of knowledge might be caused by the level
of education and exposure to English language learning between secondary students and student teachers in
tertiary education.

Students’ perception of their own and teacher responsibility in the classroom. The questionnaire of
student readiness of learner autonomy was employed to explore the participants' readiness of autonomy, as
mentioned in the outset. The first result, as showcased in table 1, deals with student teachers™ perceptions
of their own and their teachers' responsibilities in the teaching and learning activities during their study.

Table 1 demonstrates that making sure the students progress in learning outside class, raising interest
in learning the English language, making them more determined and persistent in learning, and deciding
what to learn outside class are mostly students’ responsibilities, as mentioned by the participants. On the
contrary, determining learning goals in English courses, deciding what the students should learn next,
choosing types of activities in English lessons, choosing the right materials in learning English, setting the
time for learning in the classroom, evaluation learning and course are regarded as teachers’ responsibility.
Meanwhile, making sure the students making progress during English lessons and identifying students’
weaknesses in learning are viewed as shared responsibilities between students and teachers.

Regarding the student teachers’ perception of their responsibilities of learner autonomy, the participants
regarded virtually all responsibilities in classroom belong to the teachers, whereas a few responsibilities
outside the class such as making sure to make progress outside the classroom, increasing their interest in
language leaming, and determining what to learn outside class as the students’ responsibilities. These results
indicated that in reality, the practice of learner autonomy is not well-fostered in this context which implies
teacher domination in the teaching and learning process. This result is similar to those by (Bekleyen and
Selimoglu, 2016; Yildirim, 2012; Chan, Spratt and Humpreys, 2002) in which the students regarded their
teachers to be responsible for aspects related to methodology or students progress in the classroom.
Meanwhile, as for the aspects related to learning outside the classroom, for instance, deciding what to learn
and how to assess their learning, the students had a medium degree of beliefs that those aspects were their
responsibilities.

— 291 =——



Bulletin the National academy of sciences of the Republic of Kazakhstan

Table 1 — Students’ Perceptions of their own and their teachers’ responsibilities

Mostly the ; Mostly
In English lessons, whose CempleEl teacher’s Halk mine; mine, Completel
responsibility should it be to y e partly it partly the y mine M. 2
> teacher’s . teacher’s N
mine teacher’s
f % f % f % f % f %
L. eI G11 PrOp eSS Uiaig 1 8 23 192 71 592 21 175 4 33 303 733
lessons
2. make sure your make progress 5 42 7 58 28 233 51 425 29 242 377 1019
outside class.
3. stimulate your inferest in leaning ¢ 1 g3 40 333 51 425 18 15 363 870
English
s IETE T ARSI 5 42 10 83 43 358 42 35 20 167 383 1042
English
5. make you work harder 1 8 4 33 22 183 57 475 36 30 4.03 .835
5. S iheo g Ee sk ak the 37 308 65 542 15 125 2 17 1 8 188 751
English course
7. decide what you should leasmnext 39 325 58 483 13 108 7 58 3 2.5 1.98 948
8. ehueserwhatpiivifiesoruss in 30 325 59 492 15 125 5 42 2 17 193 877
your English lessons
9.decidehowlongtospendoneach 53 75 56 467 19 158 7 58 5 42 213 1017
activity
10. choose what materials tousein - »g 533 oy 517 17 142 7 58 6 5 218 1018
your English lessons
11. evaluate your learning 20 167 54 45 35 292 58 33 2.34 .939
12. evaluate your course 37 308 46 383 25 208 5 5 2.15 1.074
Lo decieewhatyouleamousidetie 5 5 g 55 17 43 B 433 4% 40 4% A

class

Students' perception of their ability in decision-making in the classroom. In terms of student teachers’
abilities in making the decision in the classroom, by looking at the mean scores, the participants rated
themselves as ‘“very good’ in choosing learning activities and objectives outside the classroom, evaluating
their own learning and course and identifying their own weaknesses in learning English. The authorss

presented the result in more detail in table 2.

Table 2 — Students’ Decision-Making Abilities

Very

How do you think you would be at: Very Poor Poor OK Good Good M SD
f % f % f % f % f %

14. choosing learning activities in class? 0 0 12 10 53 442 47 392 8 67 343 763
ilsa's‘;g""smg leamning activities outside 0 0 2 17 27 225 58 483 33 275 402 756
16. choosing learning objectives in the class? 20 167 64 533 25 208 7 58 4 33 226 921
ifa's‘;h""smg leamning objectives outside the ¢ 3 55 31 958 55 458 30 250 392 826
18. choosing learning materials in the class? 23 192 72 60 19 158 5 42 1 8 2.08 7.69
ifa's‘;g""smg leaming maleriplsoutsidethe 5 5 3 5% g 535 43 58 0 83 350 6%
20. evaluating your learning 1 8 33 275 68 567 18 15 385 .09%4
21. evaluating your course 0 0 35 292 67 558 18 15 386 .652
%i‘gil‘il:l?ﬁfymg your weaknesses inleamning 5 o o 37 308 68 567 15 125 382 635
23. deciding what you should leamnextin 5 5 15 133 39 35 63 525 2 17 343 741

your English lessons
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The result above suggested that the student teachers perceived themselves to be very good at choosing
learning activities and objectives outside classrooms, in evaluating their own learning and course, and at
identifying their weaknesses. The confidence of the abilities to make decisions related to learner autonomy
in class scems to be hindered by the actual situation where the students still regard their teachers as most
responsible for all classroom-related autonomous learning activities. In other words, the student teachers
were sure of their abilities to make decision-related to learner autonomy, but they put the teachers as more
capable and had higher authorsities in making decision-related to learner autonomy practices in the class-
room. Another factors which contributed to this situation might arise from the lack of experience and know-
ledge of learner autonomy by the students (Faharani, 2014 & Atayeva, Putro, Kassymova, & Kosbay, 2019)
and students low engagement of autonomous activities indicating medium or even low English language
proficiency. Thus, the teachers might prefer to make all the decisions than sharing chances to students whose
English proficiency were not sufficient enough to help deciding what needs to be done in the classroom.

Students autonomous language learning activities outside and inside the classroom. The next part of
the questionnaire is related to the autonomous language learning activities performed by the students outside
the classroom. According to the mean scores in table 3 indicates that most of the activities were practiced
rarely, for instance, sending letters to pen-friends (M=1.22) speaking with native English speakers (M=1.3),
attending a self-study center (2.13), except for listening to music and watching English movies which were
attended or engaged by students quite frequently.

Table 3 — Students” Engagement in Autonomous Activities outside the Class

In your last academic term, outside of class, without

having been assigned to do so, how often did you: Never Rarely Sometimes Often M SD

f % f % f % f %

24. read grammar books on your own? 37 308 50 417 22 183 11 92 206 .929
25. note down new words and their meanings? 10 83 56 467 39 325 15 125 249 820
26. send letters to your pen-friends? 94 783 26 217 O 0 0 0 122 414
27. read newspapers in English? 38 317 61 508 20 167 1 8 1.87 .709
28. send e-mails in English 38 317 67 558 13 108 2 1.7 1.83 632
29. read books or magazines in English? 1 8 71 592 40 333 8 6.7 246 634
30. watch English TV programs 12 10 73 608 29 242 6 5 224 698
31. listen to English radio? 12 10 70 583 33 275 5 42 226 692
32. listen to English songs? 0 0 0 0 48 356 72 60 3.69 492
33. speak English with native speakers? 8 683 38 317 0 0 0 0 1.32 467
34. practice using English with friends? 0 0 75 625 40 333 5 42 242 574
35. watch English movies? 0 0 0 0 29 242 91 758 376 430
36. write a diary in English? 11 92 73 608 30 25 6 5 226 692
37. use the internet in English? 0 0 7 58 83 692 30 25 319 523
38. review your written work on your own? 4 33 60 50 46 383 10 83 252 698
39. attend a self-study centre? 12 10 81 675 27 225 O 0 213 559
40. talk about your teacher about your work? 20 167 75 625 22 183 3 25 207 .670

Table 4 — Students’ engagement in autonomous activities in the class

In your last academic term,

i clsss, hiswrolten dill goin Never Rarely Sometimes Often M SD

f % f % f % f %

41. ask the teacher questions when you do not 1 3 35 708 22 183 12 10 283 674

understand?
42. make suggestions to the teachers? 34 283 78 65 8 6.7 0 0 1.78 553
43. take opportunities to speak English? 0 0 48 40 60 50 12 10 270 .643
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Table 4 presents the student teachers’ engagement in autonomous activities in their classes in the last
academic term. The findings reveal that asking questions fo the teacher when confusing arises and taking a
chance to speak English in the class are neither highly or poorly engaged but only sometimes performed by
the students, meanwhile, making suggestions to the teacher is rarely done by the students.

A myriad of autonomous language learning activities inside and outside the class are aiming at deve-
loping learner autonomy and their proficiency in the English language. Regarding the activities outside the
classroom, the student teachers only frequently engaged in two activities, which were listening to English
songs and watching English movies. Meanwhile, the rest of the activities seems to be less attractive or
considered useful or might not be feasible to be conducted by the students. Their practices of autonomous
language leaming outside the class might imply their low level of English proficiency. This result was
similar to those work of Kartal & Balcikanli (2019) , Faharani (2014), and Atayeva, Ciptaningrum, Hidayah,
Kassymova, Dossayeva, and Akmal, (2019) who also discovered that only watching English movies and
listening to English songs as the most frequently engaged by the learners.

Regarding in-class activities of learner autonomy, all of the three activities were not well-engaged by
the participants. The lowest level among the three activities was to make suggestions to the teacher, which
virtually had never been done by the students. This could be accounted for the low practice of autonomous
activities in almost all items or perhaps the cultural situation, which views this activity to be less polite for
students to do so since the teachers were perceieved as having more authorsity and knowledge than the students.

Autonomous Learning Responsibilities and Gender. According to the results presented in table 5 be-
low, the discrepancies of perceptions on the responsibilities related to autonomous learning among female
and male student teachers were nearly absent except a few, which was salient in items 6, 10 and 12. Even
though both sex opposites agreed that deciding the learning objectives, making the decision on materials to
use for learning, and evaluating the course were teachers’ responsibility, male students ultimately gave up
them to teachers and female students, though small, still viewed that they had a small portion of responsi-
bilities to participate.

Table 5 — Responsibilities Related to Autonomous Learning of English and Gender

. s . R ibili

In English lessons, whose responsibility should it be to Gonder You:ponm lﬁ;zlr Teacher Both

1. make sure you make progress during lessons Males 14,1% 25% 45.1%
' Y Prog g Females 23,5% 15,7% 60.9%
2. make sure your make progress outside class Males 5% 2.4 19:6%
' ¥ PIoE ' Females 59 4% 14,1% 26.6%
3. stimulate your interest in learning English Miley Bk i Ll it
' Y ErhE Females 73,5% 6,3% 20.3%
. . . . Males 69,6% 3,6% 26.8%
4. identity your weaknesses in English c——— 51.6% 12.5% 35.9%
Males 92,8% 0% 7.1%
3. makeryeu work lianfer Females 64.1% 7.9% 28.1%
. .. . Males 0% 89,3% 10.7%
6. decide the objectives of the English course Fomales 7% 81.2% 1%
Males 7.2% 82,9% 8.9%

7. decide what hould 1 t . .

il ittt Females 9.4% 88.2% 12.5%
8. choose what activities to use in your English lessons Miles 2.4% 94.2% 1078
' Y g Females 6.3% 76.8% 14.1%
. .. Males 10,7% 70,3% 16.1%
9. decide how long to spend on each activity Fomales 9.4% 72.6% 15.6%
. . . Males 0% 85,1% 5.4%
10. choose what materials to use in your English lessons TFomales 318 % 65.4% 21.9%
11, evaluate vour learmin Males 10,7% 64,9% 26.8%
' Y . Females 7.8% 78 4% 31.3%
12 Luat Males 1,8% 85.2% 12.5%
- evaluale your coutse Females 172% 61.7% 28.1%
13. decide what you learn outside the class Males 92.9% 46,9% 5.6%

—— 9 =——
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As for the rest of the items, both view most of the responsibilities as the teachers™ and only making sure
fo make progress in the class was seen as a shared responsibility between the students and the teachers. In
other words, the results displayed in table 6 suggests that both genders perceived themselves as having more
or less similar responsibilities in autonomous learning of English.

Decision-making abilities and gender. Based on the results demonstrated in table 6 (o = 0.997 > 0.05),
there was no statistically significant differences found in the student teachers’ abilities to decide in the
classrooms in terms of gender. In other words, both opposite-sex regards themselves as having similar
abilities to make decision-related to autonomous learning in the classroom.

Table 6 — Decision-Making Abilities and Gender

Standard Standard Error .
N Mean Deviation Mean Significance
. ) o Male 56 3.45 0.23 0.0310 0.997
Decision-Making Abilities
Female 64 3.38 0.24 0.0311

Engagement in autonomous activities outside the class and gender. According to the table below, the
results of the t-test showed that both male and female student teachers engage similarly in various activities
of autonomous learning outside the class (o =0.939 > 0.05). This result means that no statistically significant
difference existed between the opposite gender’s practices of autonomous activities outside their class-
rooms.

Table 7 — Engagement in Autonomous Activities outside the Class

Standard Standard Error -
N Mean Deviation Mean Significance
Autonomous activities outside Male 56 229 0.16 0.0214 0.939
the class Female 64 238 0.18 0.0226

Engagement in autonomous activities in class and gender. Looking at the results of the t-test in table
8 above, statistically, significant differences were exhibited by male and female student teachers (sig =
= 0.02 < 0.05) in terms of their practices or engagements in autonomous practices in the class. In other
words, male students scemed to be more frequently in asking teachers when they were confused, making
suggestions to teachers, and taking more chances than female students to speak in the target language
compared to female students.

Table 8 — Engagement in Autonomous Activities in Class

Standard Standard Error -
N Mean Deviation - Significance
Autonomous activities in Male 56 2.31 0.32 0.042 0.02
class Female 64 2.26 0.39 0.049

In terms of gender differences of leamner autonomy readiness, a significant difference only exists in
class autonomous activities, whereas in terms of responsibilities and abilities to make decision-related to
learner autonomy, both opposite sex regarded themselves to be quite similar. Further, even though asking a
question to the teacher, making a suggestion, and taking a chance were rarely performed by student teachers,
male students seem to dominate these activities. This result might be due to the level of confidence or
bravery of the students in which generally, in this context, male students to be more active than female
students in the classroom. similar finding was also yielded by the study conducted by Yan & Ruimei (2019)
where their male participants had more active participation in making suggestion to their teachers compared
to female students.

Additionally, pertaining to gender and learner autonomy readiness of LA, except for autonomous
learning inside the class, several previous studies supported that no significant difference in terms of gender
and autonomous learning (Cirocki et al. 2019; Razeq, 2014; Razieyeh and Amir, 2013). They discovered
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that no significant differences between male and female students in terms of their practices of autonomous
language learning activities outside the class. However, contrary the result above, other studies which were
carried out to highly proficient and motivated learners showed that female students tended to performed
better in autonomous learning compared to their male counterparts (Jafari, Ketabi, and Tavakoli, 2017;
Alkan and Arslan, 2019). The reason why no difference existed to between genders and learner readiness of
autonomy in this context might be due to their low engagement of autonomous learning or low English
proficiency or perhaps cultural barriers where students still viewed their teachers as having higher author-
sities or more responsibilities for the learning.

Conclusion. This study explored the fourth-year student teachers at a private teaching institute in
Pontianak, West Kalimantan of their conceptualization and attitude of learner autonomy, the readiness of
learner autonomy, and gender differences related to LA readiness. Even though the participants had a fair
understanding and attitude of learner autonomy; however, they were not ready for learner autonomy
indicated by the perception, which still supports teacher domination in the classroom. Moreover, the low
engagement in autonomous language learning activities both in class and outside the class might be due to
their low proficiency in English.

This situation should be taken into account by the institution to re-examine the teaching practice to
support student teachers” development of learner autonomy by encouraging students to practice more
autonomous activities outside the classroom to enhance their language proficiency. Moreover, the teachers
or lecturers should be able to come up with strategies that support more involvement from the students, for
instance, providing students chances to involve in the decision-making process and be more responsible for
their progress by using project-based learning.

As for the future study, investigating the readiness of learner autonomy might provide better insights
on how poor and good students engage in a myriad of autonomous language learning activities. Besides, a
further qualitative study is in need to shed light on the factors causing a low level of readiness for learner
autonomy in the Indonesian context.

Acknowledgment. The researchers would like to express their gratitude and appreciation for the
chairman of English Study Program of the private teacher education institution at Pontianak and all the
fourth-year student teachers who took part in this study.
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EFL BOTAITAK OKBITYIIBLTAPBIH ’KOHE ABTOHOM/IbI T¥PYBIJA OKHTBIH
CTYAEHTTEPAIH TEHAEPIK AUBIPMAIIBLIBITBI 3EPTTEY

Annoramusa, et timi (EFL) perinae arbunmblH TLTH OWAAFBIAAN MCHICPYAIH MAHBI3IBLIBIFBIHA >KOHC
OKYIIBLIAPIBIH ABTOHOMUSCHIHBIH, FRIIBIME CHOCKTCPIHIH KONTITIHS KapaMacTaH, Oyi1 3epTrey MHIoHe3Ha KOHTCKC-
TIHAC TAMBIKTBI Ha3ap ayxapraH koK. COHBIMCH KaTap, OKYIIBLIAPABIH ABTOHOMHSCHIHIAFHI TCHACPIIK aHBIPMa-
IIBLTBIKTAP MAHBI3IBI 3EPTTCIMETCH AMHBIMANBI OOIBIT TAOBLIAIEL. 3EPTTEYAC YII HETI3T OOTIKTIH aitHANACKIHIA YIII
Makcar KOWBLIABL 1) OKYyIObI ABTOHOMHSCHIHBIH TYKBIPBIMJAMAChl MEH KATBIHACKI, 2) OKYIIbI ABTOHOMHSCHIHBIH
JAWBIHABIFEL JKOHC 3) OKYIIBI ABTOHOMHSCHIHBIH TCHIACPIIK ANBIPMAMIBUIBIKTAPEL. HAakThIpak aWTtcak, aBTopiIap
JKOFAPBITAFBl MAKCATTAPABI KOPCETCTIH KEICCI CYPAKTAPIbI TYKBIPBIMIAIBL.

1. OKynIbLIapabiH OKy bl AepOecTiri Typasl TYCIHITI HEeHi Oixaipeni:

a) OJIAPABIH OKYIIBI IEPOCCTIr Typabl TY>KbIPHIMIAMACHI

6) OKyIIBIIAPIBIH JCPOCCTIri MAaHBI3ABLIBIFEI TY PAJIbI OJAPABIH MMiKipi

2. OKynIbLIapablH ABTOHOMIBUIBIKKA TAHBIHIBIFBI JCTCHIMI3 HE?

a) ONapABIH >KAyaNKCPIILTIKTI TYCIHYl KOHEC MYFATIMACPAIH OKYIUBLIAPABIH ACPOCCTITI aTABIHAAFBI JKAyal-
KepIIimiri?

0) omapaBIH CHIHBINTA MM KAOBIIIAY KaO1IeTiH 01apIblH KaOBLIIAY L.

B) CabaKTaH THIC YAKBITTa ABTOHOMIBI TUTIIK OKY iC-0peKeTTepil.

T) CBIHBITITAFBI ABTOHOM/IBI TLIIIK OKY iC-OPCKETI.
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3. CryaeHTTEp OKBITY IIBUIAPBIHBIH OKY IIBITIAP/IBIH ASPOCCTITT MEH JKbIHBICHI APACBIHA AHTAPIBIKTal aibIpMa-
IOBLTBIKTAP Oap Ma?

ABTOpNap TOPTIHII KypC CTYACHTTEPIHIH MYFAIIMIACPiHIH KOHICTITY ATH3ANMSICHH, KO3KAPACTAPBIH JKOHE aBTO-
HOMUSIHBI YHPEHyTE JAHbIHABEFBIH 3epTTey YIIiH «Kapaduitik» (2008) 43 xkateicymsiaas (156 ep amam »xoHe 164 ofien
amam) OefiiMaenTeH 43 cypakTaH TYPaThIH AHKETABIK CAyaTHAMAHBI KOJITAHA OTBIPHIIL, 6 EPIKTIre cyx0aT CypaKkTapbiH
Ocpy omiC apKbUTBI 3CPTTEY KYprisinai.Camampslk MOTIMETTEP KATHICYIIBLIAPABIH OYJ1 KYPBUTBICKA OH K63KAPACHIH
Oinmipce ae, OKyIIBUIAPABIH ASPOCCTITI TYPANBI KETKITIKCI3 TYCiHIKTEPiH KopceTTi. CaHmbIK MOTIMETTEPIIH SKAJIIIBI
HOTWOKEIIEPl CTYACHTTEPIAIH OKBITYIBIIAPHI ABTOHOMIBI OKY 1C-OPCKETiHIH KOMIILTITIHAC AFBLIIIBIH TiUTIHIH TOMCH
JCHICHIMCH TYCIHIIPINICTIH, MYFAIIMIC HETI3ACATCH OKBITYFa OCHiMILTITIMCH OKY IBLIAPIBIH ABTOHOMIICHIHA TAHBIH
eMec eKeHIriH kepcerTi. COHBIMEH KaTap, OKYIIbIIAPIbIH ABTOHOMHUSCHIHIAFHI TCHACPIIIK albIPMAIIBLTBIKTAP TYPFbI-
CBIHAH, t-TCCTINICY HOTIDKCIICPl CPJICP MCH OHMET MYFAMMICPi apachlHIA ABTOHOMABI OKBITYIBIH, IICIIIM KaObLIIay
KaOiNeTiHiH 'koHE CabaKTaH THIC YaKBITTAFbl aBTOHOM/IBI OKBITYIbIH MIHACTTCPIHE KAThICTHI AHTAPINIBIKTAH adbIpMa-
IIBUTBIKTAP YKOK €KEHIH KOPCeTTi. Anmaiiia, TeHaepIep MEH CHIHBINTAFbl ABTOHOMIBI >KYMBICTAPFA KATBICY apachIHIA
AUTAPIBIKTAH AMBIPMAINBUTEIK AHBIKTAIARL, Oy ¢p Oamanmapra KaparaHOa, MYFAIIMACPTe CYpakK KO KOHC Kyp-
JacTapbIMeH Oipre arbUIMbIH TUTIH YHPEHyTEe MYMKIHIIK Oepy Ke3iHae ep CTYACHTTED dHEN CTYACHTTEPre Kaparanaa
Ke0ipek 001Ipl. ABTOPIApAA CTYACHTTIK MYFATIMIACPTE ACTCH JKAFBIMIBI KO3KapacTa 00j1ca aa, aepdec OKyFa JalbiH
€MeC JercH KOpBIThIHABFA Kemmi. OchlIalmmia, aBropiap MyFadiMIEpre OKBITY dmicTepiH, Mbicanel, MHAOHE3mA
KOHTEKCTIHAC OKY IIBLIAPIbIH ABTOHOMILICHIH LITEPLIIETYTE KOMEKTECETIH KOOAIBIK-HETI3ACITCH OKBITY AbI KOJIAHYFa
KeHec Oep/i.

Tyiiin ce3aep: OKyIIsI 1epOECTIiri, CTY ACHTTEP OKBITY IIBUIAPHI, JAHBIHIBIK, ACPOCC OKBITY, KBIHBIC.
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M3YYEHHUE YUUTEJA CTYAEHTOB EFL TOTOBHOCTH
U IT'EHJEPHBIX PA3JIMYAU ABTOHOMHOCTH YUYAIIIETOCHA

Annoramus. HecMoTps Ha CBOIO BAKHOCTB 1A YCICITHOTO H3YVUCHHS AHTTHHCKOTO SA3BIKA KAK HHOCTPAHHOTO
(EFL) u oOumie HAyIHBIX pabOT B ABTOHOMMH YYAIMUXCS, HCCICYEMAast TEMA HE TOJYYHIa JOCTOHMHOTO BHUMAHHS B
HMHIOHE3MICKOM KOHTEKCTE. KpoMe TOro, reHACpHBIC pa3Iuyus B ABTOHOMHH Y4aIIerocs Kak BaKHOM MEPEMEHHOM,
KOTOpPad HE ObLTA XOPOIIO H3YUCHA, TAKKS OBLTH BKIFOUCHHI B JAHHOC HCCICAOBAHKC. B 3TOM HCCIICIOBAaHWH OBLTH
TPU LCJHM, BPALIAKOIIHECS BOKPYL TPEX OCHOBHBIX 4AacTEH: 1) kOoHUeNTyanu3auus W OTHOLICHHE ABTOHOMHH y4a-
IIETOCA, 2) TOTOBHOCTh ABTOHOMHH VYAIIECTOCA U 3) TEHACPHBIC PA3IM4MA ABTOHOMHH YYAIIErocs. B 4acTHOCTH,
aBTOPBI C(HOPMY THPOBAIIH CIIECAYIOIIUE BOTIPOCHI, OTPAKAIOIINE LIEJIH, CICAYIOIIM 00pa3oM:

1. Kak CcTyJeHTHI BOCHPUHUMAKOT CAMOCTOSITEIbHOCTD YUAIIUXCS C TOUKH 3PCHUS:

a) UX KOHLUECOTY ATM3aLUU ABTOHOMHUH YVUAIIUXCS,

0) X MHCHHA O BAKHOCTH ABTOHOMHH VYALIHXCL.

2. KakoBa rOTOBHOCTb YUAIIKMXCS K ABTOHOMHH YYAIIUXCS C TOUKH 3PCHUSL

a) UX BOCIPUATHUSA JHYHON OTBETCTBEHHOCTH U OTBETCTBEHHOCTH YUUTENCH 32 ABTOHOMHIO YYAIUXCS,

0) UX BOCIPHATHA CIOCOOHOCTH MPHHUMATH PCIICHHSA B KJIaCCE;

B) CAMOCTOATEILHOTO H3YYCHHUS A3bIKA BHE KJIACCa,

T) CAaMOCTOSATEIBHOTO H3yUYCHHUS SA3bIKA B KJIACCE.

3. CymIeCTBYIOT I CYIICCTBCHHBIC PA3IHYHA MCSKIY TOTOBHOCTBIO YUHTCICH K CAMOCTOSATCIIBHOCTH VUALIIXCS
H UX TIOJIOM?

JUta M3y YeHH KOHIENTY ATH3AIHH ABTOPBI MPOBETIH HCCACIOBAHUE CMEIIAHHOTO METOA, KOTOPOE 3aKIII0YAETCA
B OTHOIICHHH W TOTOBHOCTH VUHTCJICH UCTBEPTOTO KyPCa K CAMOCTOATCIIEHOCTH B O0YUCHHH, HCIIONIB3Y S AaHKCTHBIH
ompoc u3 43 mpeaMeToB, aganTHpoBaHHbN n3 Kapaduitnka (2008 1.) aya 120 yuacTaukoB (156 MyxumH U 164 xeH-
IIIH) ¥ BOTIPOCHI HHTCPBBIO 11 6 J0OPOBOIBICE. KaueCTBCHHBIC JAHHBIC TIOAPA3YMCEBAJIH, YTO YIACTHUKH HEC HMCITH
JTOCTATOYHOTO MOHMUMAHHUS K CAMOCTOATCILHOCTH B OOYUCHHH, XOTS OHH ICMOHCTPHPOBAIH MO3HTHBHOC OTHOIICHHC
K 3TOH KOHCTpYKumH. O0mue pe3yIbTaThl KOJIHICCTBCHHBIX JAHHBIX CBUACTCIBCTBYOT O TOM, UTO YUAIHCCA-TIPSTIO-
JABATCIIA HEC OBLIM TOTOBBI K ABTOHOMHH YUAIIHXCA, O UYCM CBHIACTCIBCTBYCT CKIIOHHOCTH K IPEIOJABATCIECKOMY
0OYUCHHIO, KOTOPOC MOXKET OOBACHATHCA HHU3KHM VPOBHCM BIIAJACHHS AHTTHHCKHM S3BIKOM, YTO OTPAKACTCA HA
HH3KOM YPOBHC YUACTHS MPAKTHYCCKH B OOJBIIMHCTBE CAMOCTOATCIBHBIX YUCOHBIX Mepompuaruii. Kpome toro, ¢
TOYKH 3PSHHS TCHACPHBIX Pa3IUYUi B aBTOHOMUH YUALHXCs, PE3YJIbTATHI -T€CTA MPOACMOHCTPHPOBAIA OTCY TCTBHE
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3HAUUTEIBHBIX PA3THMUUN MEKIY YUUTEC/LIMU-YUCHUKAMH MYCKOTO H YKCHCKOTO MOJIA C TOUKH 3PSHUS OTBETCTBCH-
HOCTH 32 aBTOHOMHOC OOYUCHHC, CITOCOOHOCTH NMPHHHMATH PCIICHHA M BOBJICUCHHC ABTOHOMHOTO OOYHUCHHUS BHC
kmacca. Tem He MeHEe, ObI1a O0HAPYIKCHA 3HAYUTCIIFHAS PA3HHIIIA MCYKIY ITOJIAMH H BOBJICUCHHEM B CAMOCTOATCIBHYEO
JEATCABHOCTD B KJIACCE, KOTOPAS OTAACT MPEANOUYTECHUE YUCHUKAM MY>KCKOTO MOJIA, a HE UX KOJIJIEraM->KCHIUHAM,
YTO TOBOPHT O TOM, HUTO YUCHHKH MY’KCKOTO IOJA MOKA3aaH OOJBIIC PE3yIbTATOB, YCM VUCHHKH KCHCKOTO 10JIA,
3a/1aBasi BOIMPOCHI YUUTE/LIM H UCHOJb3Y 51 BOSMOKHOCTHU MOMPAKTHKOBATHCS B AHTIMICKOM CO CBOMMHU CBEPCTHUKAMHU.
ABTOPHI IPHIILTH K BEIBOAY, YTO YUAIMUCCA-MPETIOAABATEIH HE OBLTH TOTOBBI K CAMOCTOSATCIBHOMY OOYUCHUIO, XOTS
Yy HUX OBLT MO3UTHBHEIN HACTPOI. Takum 00pa3oM, aBTOPHI PEKOMEHIOBATIH YIHTEISIM MIPHMEHATD METOIBI OOy UCHH S,
HATIPUMEP, MPOCKTHOS OOYHUCHHE, KOTOPOC MOTJIO OBl CIOCOOCTBOBATH NMPOIBIDKCHHIO ABTOHOMHH VYAIMUXCSA B
HHIOHC3HHCKOM KOHTCKCTEC.
KmoueBnbie ¢JI0BA; AaBTOHOMHES YUANICTOCS, YIHTCIIb CTY ACHTOB, TOTOBHOCTH, ABTOHOMHOC OOYUCHHE, TIOT.
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