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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 autonomy 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. 

Key words: learner autonomy, student teachers, readiness, autonomous learning, gender. 
 
Introduction. The notion of learner autonomy has attracted considerable attention in language learning 

and research on foreign language learners over the last four decades (e.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 learning (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 strategies, 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 & Ali, 
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 learner 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 learner 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 activities in and out the classroom), c) 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, learner 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 learning 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: I think it (learner autonomy) is quite crucial to reduce students’ dependency on teachers which 

allow the learners 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: I 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 

S5: 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, learning 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 learning, 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.  
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Table 1 – Students’ Perceptions of their own and their teachers’ responsibilities 
 

In English lessons, whose 
responsibility should it be to, 

Completel
y the 

teacher’s 

Mostly the 
teacher’s 

partly 
mine 

Half mine, 
half the 

teacher’s 

Mostly 
mine, 

partly the 
teacher’s 

Completel
y mine 

M SD 

 f % f % f % f % f %   

1. make sure you progress during 
lessons 

1 .8 23 19.2 71 59.2 21 17.5 4 3.3 3.03 .733 

2. make sure your make progress 
outside class. 

5 4.2 7 5.8 28 23.3 51 42.5 29 24.2 3.77 1.019 

3. stimulate your interest in learning 
English 

1 .8 10 8.3 40 33.3 51 42.5 18 15 3.63 .870 

4. identify your weaknesses in 
English 

5 4.2 10 8.3 43 35.8 42 35 20 16.7 3.83 1.042 

5. make you work harder 1 8 4 3.3 22 18.3 57 47.5 36 30 4.03 .835 

6. decide the objectives of the 
English course 

37 30.8 65 54.2 15 12.5 2 1.7 1 .8 1.88 .751 

7. decide what you should learn next 39 32.5 58 48.3 13 10.8 7 5.8 3 2.5 1.98 .948 

8. choose what activities to use in 
your English lessons 

39 32.5 59 49.2 15 12.5 5 4.2 2 1.7 1.93 .877 

9. decide how long to spend on each 
activity 

33 27.5 56 46.7 19 15.8 7 5.8 5 4.2 2.13 1.017 

10. choose what materials to use in 
your English lessons 

28 23.3 62 51.7 17 14.2 7 5.8 6 5 2.18 1.018 

11. evaluate your learning 20 16.7 54 45 35 29.2 7 5.8 4 3.3 2.34 .939 

12. evaluate your course 37 30.8 46 38.3 25 20.8 6 5 6 5 2.15 1.074 

13. decide what you learn outside the 
class 

0 0 3 2.5 17 14.2 52 43.3 48 40 4.21 .777 

 

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 
 

How do you think you would be at: Very Poor Poor OK Good 
Very 
Good 

M SD 

 f % f % f % f % f %   

14. choosing learning activities in class? 0 0 12 10 53 44.2 47 39.2 8 6.7 3.43 .763 

15. choosing learning activities outside 
class? 

0 0 2 1.7 27 22.5 58 48.3 33 27.5 4.02 .756 

16. choosing learning objectives in the class? 20 16.7 64 53.3 25 20.8 7 5.8 4 3.3 2.26 .921 

17. choosing learning objectives outside the 
class 

1 .8 3 2.5 31 25.8 55 45.8 30 25.0 3.92 .826 

18. choosing learning materials in the class? 23 19.2 72 60 19 15.8 5 4.2 1 .8 2.08 7.69 

19. choosing learning materials outside the 
class? 

0 0 3 2.5 64 53.3 43 35.8 10 8.3 3.50 .686 

20. evaluating your learning 1 .8 0 0 33 27.5 68 56.7 18 15 3.85 .694 

21. evaluating your course 0 0 0 0 35 29.2 67 55.8 18 15 3.86 .652 

22. identifying your weaknesses in learning 
English 

0 0 0 0 37 30.8 68 56.7 15 12.5 3.82 .635 

23. deciding what you should learn next in 
your English lessons 

0 0 16 13.3 39 32.5 63 52.5 2 1.7 3.43 .741 
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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 seems 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 30.8 50 41.7 22 18.3 11 9.2 2.06 .929 

25. note down new words and their meanings? 10 8.3 56 46.7 39 32.5 15 12.5 2.49 .820 

26. send letters to your pen-friends? 94 78.3 26 21.7 0 0 0 0 1.22 .414 

27. read newspapers in English? 38 31.7 61 50.8 20 16.7 1 .8 1.87 .709 

28. send e-mails in English 38 31.7 67 55.8 13 10.8 2 1.7 1.83 .682 

29. read books or magazines in English? 1 .8 71 59.2 40 33.3 8 6.7 2.46 .634 

30. watch English TV programs 12 10 73 60.8 29 24.2 6 5 2.24 .698 

31. listen to English radio? 12 10 70 58.3 33 27.5 5 4.2 2.26 .692 

32. listen to English songs? 0 0 0 0 48 35.6 72 60 3.69 .492 

33. speak English with native speakers? 82 68.3 38 31.7 0 0 0 0 1.32 .467 

34. practice using English with friends? 0 0 75 62.5 40 33.3 5 4.2 2.42 .574 

35. watch English movies? 0 0 0 0 29 24.2 91 75.8 3.76 .430 

36. write a diary in English? 11 9.2 73 60.8 30 25 6 5 2.26 .692 

37. use the internet in English? 0 0 7 5.8 83 69.2 30 25 3.19 .523 

38. review your written work on your own? 4 3.3 60 50 46 38.3 10 8.3 2.52 .698 

39. attend a self-study centre? 12 10 81 67.5 27 22.5 0 0 2.13 .559 

40. talk about your teacher about your work? 20 16.7 75 62.5 22 18.3 3 2.5 2.07 .670 

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

 
In your last academic term,  
in class, how often did you: 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often M SD 

 f % f % f % f %   

41. ask the teacher questions when you do not 
understand? 

1 .8 85 70.8 22 18.3 12 10 2.83 6.74 

42. make suggestions to the teachers? 34 28.3 78 65 8 6.7 0 0 1.78 55.3 

43. take opportunities to speak English? 0 0 48 40 60 50 12 10 2.70 .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 to 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 learning 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 
 

In English lessons, whose responsibility should it be to 
Responsibility 

Gender Yours Your Teacher Both 

1. make sure you make progress during lessons 
Males 14,1% 25% 45.1% 

Females 23,5% 15,7% 60.9% 

2. make sure your make progress outside class. 
Males 75% 5,4% 19.6% 

Females 59,4% 14,1% 26.6% 

3. stimulate your interest in learning English 
Males 59,4% 1,8% 28.6% 

Females 73,5% 6,3% 20.3% 

4. identify your weaknesses in English 
Males 69,6% 3,6% 26.8% 

Females 51,6% 12,5% 35.9% 

5. make you work harder 
Males 92,8% 0% 7.1% 

Females 64,1% 7,9% 28.1% 

6. decide the objectives of the English course 
Males 0% 89,3% 10.7% 

Females 4,7% 81,2% 14.1% 

7. decide what you should learn next 
Males 7,2% 82,9% 8.9% 

Females 9,4% 88,2% 12.5% 

8. choose what activities to use in your English lessons 
Males 5,4% 94,2% 10.7% 

Females 6,3% 76,8% 14.1% 

9. decide how long to spend on each activity 
Males 10,7% 70,3% 16.1% 

Females 9,4% 72,6% 15.6% 

10. choose what materials to use in your English lessons 
Males 0% 85,1% 5.4% 

Females 21,8 % 65,4% 21.9% 

11. evaluate your learning 
Males 10,7% 64,9% 26.8% 

Females 7,8% 78,4% 31.3% 

12. evaluate your course 
Males 1,8% 85,2% 12.5% 

Females 17,2% 61,7% 28.1% 
13. decide what you learn outside the class Males 92,9% 46,9% 5.6% 
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As for the rest of the items, both view most of the responsibilities as the teachers’ and only making sure 
to 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 (α = 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 

 

 N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard Error 
Mean 

Significance 

Decision-Making Abilities 
Male 56 3.45 0.23 0.0310 0.997 

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 (α = 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 

 

 N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard Error 
Mean 

Significance 

Autonomous activities outside 
the class 

Male 56 2.29 0.16 0.0214 0.939 

Female 64 2.38 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 seemed 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 

 

 N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard Error 
Mean 

Significance 

Autonomous activities in 
class 

Male 56 2.31 0.32 0.042 0.02 

Female 64 2.26 0.39 0.049  

 
In terms of gender differences of learner 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. 
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EFL БОЛАШАҚ ОҚЫТУШЫЛАРЫН ЖӘНЕ АВТОНОМДЫ ТҰРҒЫДА ОҚИТЫН 
СТУДЕНТТЕРДІҢ ГЕНДЕРДІК АЙЫРМАШЫЛЫҒЫ ЗЕРТТЕУ 

 
Аннотация. Шет тілі (EFL) ретінде ағылшын тілін ойдағыдай меңгерудің маңыздылығына және 

оқушылардың автономиясының ғылыми еңбектерінің көптігіне қарамастан, бұл зерттеу Индонезия контекс-
тінде лайықты назар аударған жоқ. Сонымен қатар, оқушылардың автономиясындағы гендерлік айырма-
шылықтар маңызды зерттелмеген айнымалы болып табылады. Зерттеуде үш негізгі бөліктің айналасында үш 
мақсат қойылды: 1) оқушы автономиясының тұжырымдамасы мен қатынасы, 2) оқушы автономиясының 
дайындығы және 3) оқушы автономиясының гендерлік айырмашылықтары. Нақтырақ айтсақ, авторлар 
жоғарыдағы мақсаттарды көрсететін келесі сұрақтарды тұжырымдады: 

1. Оқушылардың оқушы дербестігі туралы түсінігі нені білдіреді: 
а) олардың оқушы дербестігі туралы тұжырымдамасы 
б) оқушылардың дербестігі маңыздылығы туралы олардың пікірі 
2. Оқушылардың автономдылыққа дайындығы дегеніміз не?  
a) олардың жауапкершілікті түсінуі және мұғалімдердің оқушылардың дербестігі алдындағы жауап-

кершілігі? 
б) олардың сыныпта шешім қабылдау қабілетін олардың қабылдауы. 
в) Сабақтан тыс уақытта автономды тілдік оқу іс-әрекеттері. 
г) сыныптағы автономды тілдік оқу іс-әрекеті. 
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3. Студенттер оқытушыларының оқушылардың дербестігі мен жынысы арасында айтарлықтай айырма-
шылықтар бар ма? 

Авторлар төртінші курс студенттерінің мұғалімдерінің концептуализациясын, көзқарастарын және авто-
номияны үйренуге дайындығын зерттеу үшін «Карабийік» (2008) 43 қатысушыдан (156 ер адам және 164 әйел 
адам) бейімделген 43 сұрақтан тұратын анкеталық сауалнаманы қолдана отырып, 6 еріктіге сұхбат сұрақтарын 
беру әдіс арқылы зерттеу жүргізілді.Сапалық мәліметтер қатысушылардың бұл құрылысқа оң көзқарасын 
білдірсе де, оқушылардың дербестігі туралы жеткіліксіз түсініктерін көрсетті. Сандық мәліметтердің жалпы 
нәтижелері студенттердің оқытушылары автономды оқу іс-әрекетінің көпшілігінде ағылшын тілінің төмен 
деңгейімен түсіндірілетін, мұғалімге негізделген оқытуға бейімділігімен оқушылардың автономиясына дайын 
емес екендігін көрсетті. Сонымен қатар, оқушылардың автономиясындағы гендерлік айырмашылықтар тұрғы-
сынан, t-тестілеу нәтижелері ерлер мен әйел мұғалімдері арасында автономды оқытудың, шешім қабылдау 
қабілетінің және сабақтан тыс уақыттағы автономды оқытудың міндеттеріне қатысты айтарлықтай айырма-
шылықтар жоқ екенін көрсетті. Алайда, гендерлер мен сыныптағы автономды жұмыстарға қатысу арасында 
айтарлықтай айырмашылық анықталды, бұл ер балаларға қарағанда, мұғалімдерге сұрақ қою және құр-
дастарымен бірге ағылшын тілін үйренуге мүмкіндік беру кезінде ер студенттер әйел студенттерге қарағанда 
көбірек болды. Авторларда студенттік мұғалімдерге деген жағымды көзқараста болса да, дербес оқуға дайын 
емес деген қорытындыға келді. Осылайша, авторлар мұғалімдерге оқыту әдістерін, мысалы, Индонезия 
контекстінде оқушылардың автономиясын ілгерілетуге көмектесетін жобалық-негізделген оқытуды қолдануға 
кеңес берді. 

Түйін сөздер: оқушы дербестігі, студенттер оқытушылары, дайындық, дербес оқыту, жыныс. 
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ИЗУЧЕНИЕ УЧИТЕЛЯ СТУДЕНТОВ EFL ГОТОВНОСТИ  
И ГЕНДЕРНЫХ РАЗЛИЧИЙ АВТОНОМНОСТИ УЧАЩЕГОСЯ 

 
Аннотация. Несмотря на свою важность для успешного изучения английского языка как иностранного 

(EFL) и обилие научных работ в автономии учащихся, исследуемая тема не получила достойного внимания в 
индонезийском контексте. Кроме того, гендерные различия в автономии учащегося как важной переменной, 
которая не была хорошо изучена, также были включены в данное исследование. В этом исследовании были 
три цели, вращающиеся вокруг трех основных частей: 1) концептуализация и отношение автономии уча-
щегося, 2) готовность автономии учащегося и 3) гендерные различия автономии учащегося. В частности, 
авторы сформулировали следующие вопросы, отражающие цели, следующим образом: 

1. Как студенты воспринимают самостоятельность учащихся с точки зрения: 
а) их концептуализации автономии учащихся; 
б) их мнения о важности автономии учащихся. 
2. Какова готовность учащихся к автономии учащихся с точки зрения:  
а) их восприятия личной ответственности и ответственности учителей за автономию учащихся; 
б) их восприятия способности принимать решения в классе; 
в) самостоятельного изучения языка вне класса; 
г) самостоятельного изучения языка в классе. 
3. Существуют ли существенные различия между готовностью учителей к самостоятельности учащихся 

и их полом? 
Для изучения концептуализации авторы провели исследование смешанного метода, которое заключается 

в отношении и готовности учителей четвертого курса к самостоятельности в обучении, используя анкетный 
опрос из 43 предметов, адаптированный из Карабийика (2008 г.) для 120 участников (156 мужчин и 164 жен-
щин) и вопросы интервью для 6 добровольцев. Качественные данные подразумевали, что участники не имели 
достаточного понимания к самостоятельности в обучении, хотя они демонстрировали позитивное отношение 
к этой конструкции. Общие результаты количественных данных свидетельствуют о том, что учащиеся-препо-
даватели не были готовы к автономии учащихся, о чем свидетельствует склонность к преподавательскому 
обучению, которое может объясняться низким уровнем владения английским языком, что отражается на 
низком уровне участия практически в большинстве самостоятельных учебных мероприятий. Кроме того, с 
точки зрения гендерных различий в автономии учащихся, результаты t-теста продемонстрировали отсутствие 
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значительных различий между учителями-учениками мужского и женского пола с точки зрения ответствен-
ности за автономное обучение, способности принимать решения и вовлечение автономного обучения вне 
класса. Тем не менее, была обнаружена значительная разница между полами и вовлечением в самостоятельную 
деятельность в классе, которая отдает предпочтение ученикам мужского пола, а не их коллегам-женщинам, 
что говорит о том, что ученики мужского пола показали больше результатов, чем ученики женского пола, 
задавая вопросы учителям и используя возможности попрактиковаться в английском со своими сверстниками. 
Авторы пришли к выводу, что учащиеся-преподаватели не были готовы к самостоятельному обучению, хотя 
у них был позитивный настрой. Таким образом, авторы рекомендовали учителям применять методы обучения, 
например, проектное обучение, которое могло бы способствовать продвижению автономии учащихся в 
индонезийском контексте. 

Ключевые слова: автономия учащегося, учитель студентов, готовность, автономное обучение, пол. 
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