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Abstract- The purpose of this study was to examine EFL students'
and teachers' perception and practice of learner autonomy at
Wolyta Sodo University, Ethiopia. To achieve this purpose,
descriptive survey method was employed. Simple random
sampling was used to select 112 subjects out of 398 student
population. The obtained data were analyzed by employing
statistical tools such as frequency, percentage, mean, Chi-square
and independent sample t-test using SPSS window 15 software.
Participants’ responses show that students did not seem to exert
effort in involving autonomous learning activities. Similarly, the
teachers were not able to encourage learners to do these activities
and tasks by themselves. On the other hand, there is no significant
difference in students and teachers perception of taking
responsibility. Independent sample t-test between teachers' and
students' perception of students' ability in language learning is
3.34, p= 0.00. Concerning language learning strategy use students
and teachers usually employ cognitive strategies. Teachers rarely
employ monitoring and evaluation strategies in their instruction.
English language teachers are recommended to be aware of the
value of independent language learning, to be prepared to assume
new roles in the classroom, to prepare autonomous learning
contents and tasks in their instructions. They should provide
learners with choice based on their needs and involve them in
decision-making in their learning so that their motivation is
enhanced.
Index Terms- autonomy, readiness, learner responsibility, selfregulated learner, perception, autonomous learners

I. INTRODUCTION

I

t is a commonly held belief that education is meant to bring
about desirable behavioral changes in the learner in terms of
knowledge, skills and attitude. It should, in the main, have the
purpose of effecting durable outcomes on the target learners.
Besides learning specific contents and acquiring skills that are
relevant to certain fields, students need to be able to get, from their
school experiences, the methods and techniques that help them
become self -learners in their future studies and real life, too.
These methods and techniques enable learners to develop
autonomy in acquiring further knowledge and understanding. In
connection with this, the following quote is worth noting: "The
value of education resides not alone in the knowledge which has
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been acquired, but even more, in the skills which give students
independence in expanding further knowledge and understanding”
(Blue, 1988: 129).
Over the last twenty years and as a consequence of the
changed views in the field of English Language Teaching, a great
emphasis has been put on the role of learners (Dickinson, 1989;
Tudor, 1993). That is, language teachers started to put students at
the center of classroom organization respecting their needs,
strategies and styles. This resulted in the emergence of the notion
of learner-centered education which views language learning as a
collaborative process between teachers and learners rather than a
set of rules to be transferred to the learners from teachers.
According to Tudor (1993) learner-centeredness is not a method,
nor may it be decreased to a set of rules. However, it is an
approach, which views students to have more active and
participatory roles in the learning process than in traditional
approaches.
This new perspective of learner-centeredness has changed
the roles of learners and teachers in the classroom. In today’s
language classroom, learners are expected to take more
responsibility for their own learning, and teachers are expected to
help learners become more independent inside and outside the
classroom. These developments have brought the concept of
“learner autonomy” in the field of language teaching (Aoki, 1999;
Benson, 2001).
In a learner-centered classroom, the curriculum involves
learners in some ways. According to Nunan (1989), in a learnercentered classroom teachers and learners will work collaboratively
for the curriculum development and learners will be allowed to
make decisions on content selection, methodology and evaluation.
Nunan (1996) also discusses the two complementary aims of
learner-centered classrooms. One of them focuses on language
content, the other focuses on learning process. He adds that
throughout the achievement of these aims, learners need to decide
what they want to learn and how they want to learn. In this phase,
it is the teacher’s duty to create such conditions in which they
educate students in the skills and knowledge they require while
making choices about the process and content of their learning.
Tudor (1993) has suggested that if teachers were to create those
conditions, students will be able to benefit most from the teaching
and learning process, particularly in the following areas: (a) more
relevant goal setting with the contributions of students, (b) more
effective learning enriched with students’ preferences, (c) more
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benefit from activities, the content of which decided by students,
(d) more efficient study program with more student involvement.
Moreover putting an emphasis on the learner in a foreign
language learning process has been the greatest possible
importance for some approaches. One of them is communicative
language teaching (CLT), which emerged with the changed views
on the nature of language learning in the 1970s and 1980s. The
issue of learning how to learn, or developing autonomous learning
skills has been recognized in language teaching circles, especially
since the advent of the movement towards communicative
language learning and teaching (Tudor, 1993; Sharp, 2002;
Nunan, 1989).
According to (Wenden, 1991; Voller, 1997; Dickenson
1988), one useful effect of the movement towards more
communicative language instruction has been the recognition
given to the role the students play in the process of learning a
language. In effect, the old belief that the teacher teaches and
learners learn has never been influential as such and, as a result,
there has been a shift of emphasis in classroom instruction, and
research from the process of teaching to the process of learning.
As Wenden further comments, this shift of attention needs a
student- centered approach and participatory model of teaching.
This prominent shift towards learner-centeredness in language
education has led to the emergence of the concept of learner
autonomy.
The concept of autonomy first entered the field of language
teaching with adult self-directed learning and autonomy, defined
as the capacity to take charge of one’s own learning (Holec, cited
in Little, 1991; Littlewood, 19970). In self-directed learning, the
objectives, progress and evaluation of learning were determined
by learners themselves.
Fostering the development of learner autonomy rests on the
pedagogical claim that in formal educational contexts, reflectivity
and self-awareness produce better learning (Little, 1991; White,
1995; Voller,1997).Little, as cited by Mesfin (2008) summarizes
the arguments in favor of learner autonomy in learning a language
up in to two key points. First, if learners are reflectively involved
in planning, monitoring and evaluating their learning, they learn
more successfully than if the teacher does these on their behalf
because in the former case, the learning becomes more
meaningful, personal and focused, and second this reflective
engagement in learning is likely to enable the students to
effectively integrate the learnt input with their schematic
knowledge.
The idea of learners’ taking more responsibility in the
learning process is supported for two reasons: learning can only
be performed by learners themselves and learners need to gain the
ability to carry on learning after formal education (Holec, 1981;
Hedge, 1994; Little wood, 1999). Moreover, Little (1991)
highlights that this responsibility involves taking the control in
many processes which have traditionally belonged to the teacher
such as deciding on learning objectives, selecting learning
methods, evaluating and monitoring the learning process, etc.
Learners become active participants accepting responsibility for
their own learning. According to Benson and Voller (1997), this
responsibility shift requires some changes in teachers’ roles.
On the other hand, autonomous learners take control of
their learning with the help of critical thinking skills and learning
strategies. For example, some researchers (Wenden, 1991; White,
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1995; Cotterall, 1999) mention the crucial role of using metacognitive strategies in autonomous learning. In the cognitive
literature on learning, autonomous learning is referred to as selfregulation, and planning, monitoring and evaluating are
commonly referred to as the three key strategies required for selfregulation
The recent literature abounds with studies that focus on
promoting the necessary skills required for autonomous or selfregulated learning such as teaching students learning strategies,
raising students’ awareness on the learning process, increasing
student involvement to help them become more self-regulated or
autonomous ( Dickenson, 1988; Lee, 1991; Benson and
Voller,1997). All these concepts are related to teaching students
how to think, how to learn and to take control over their learning.
The traditional teaching methods requiring passive learning
are not efficient to meet the demand of language learning, and that
encouraging greater learner autonomy greatly assists students to
learn efficiently and effectively (Holec, 1981; Wenden, 1991;
White, 1995; Little wood, 1999). Developing autonomous
learning is indispensable as the aim of all education is to help
people think, act and learn independently in relevant areas of their
lives. In this respect, a strategy for developing autonomy in
language teaching and learning will require, among other things,
enhanced willingness and readiness to take charge of learning,
self-awareness to improve motivation and cognitive and metacognitive language learning strategies. It is necessary to research
the participants’ perception and practice of learner autonomy. In
order to find out whether students and teachers are ready for
developing autonomy in learning English calls for a research.
In Ethiopia, where English is learned not as second
language, but as foreign language, learners need to be autonomous
because their environment provides few opportunities to actually
use English in daily life. Learner autonomy has recently been
gaining increasing popularity in language teaching circles as
evidenced by the great emphasis it has received in the ELT
literature. As Dornyei (2001) puts it, a great many books and
articles have recently emphasized the role learner independence
plays in producing effective and life- long language learners, by
creating in them a sense of responsibility or duty-mindedness,
which helps them to take the lion's share in their language study.
It is often stressed that if students are committed to their learning,
the problem of motivation is likely to be solved since autonomous
learners can develop attitudinal conditions that can alleviate
setbacks in motivation (Little wood, 1999). It is with this rationale
that Brookes and Grund (1988:1) firmly argue in favor of
autonomous language learning, saying, "It seems axiomatic that
learner autonomy should be the goal of every learner and every
teacher".
Learners need to participate in the teaching learning
process to a great extent. They are expected to be responsible for
their own learning before they join universities. Voller (1997)
suggests that in learning cultures which are teacher centered there
can be adjustment problem to a more student centered approach.
Voller also adds that when preparatory students’ progress to
tertiary level education, there can be difficulties. The learning
process needs to shift from being passive to active: from teacher
dependence to more learner independence. Concerning this,
Dikenson (1988) states that university-level language learning
involves higher, more demanding skills and tasks such as reading
www.ijsrp.org
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a novel, analyzing a poem or story, listening to lectures, or writing
a research paper where learning independently is sought.
Therefore, grade twelve students should be helped to practice
autonomous learning practices.
There is a sound theoretical argument favoring learner
autonomy in learning language. Learner autonomy leads to
success in the language being learned (Scharle and Szabo 2000;
Dornyei, 2001; Onozowa, 2010). Involving students in decisions
about learning goals, activities, materials, assignments, etc. means
providing them with a share of the responsibility over their own
language learning (Little, 1991). This opportunity enables them to
evaluate the process and outcome of their language learning
(Clark, 1978). Sharing responsibility on decision making process
can help learners develop a sense of responsibility for their own
learning, which is the basic component of learner autonomy.
Similarly, since the adoption of student-centered approach
and communicative language teaching which require among other
things, "training learners to monitor and assess themselves to be
an emphasis on the subject of student freedom to participate
actively in language learning, rather than being coerced only to act
according to the teachers’ wishes and preferences.”(Scharle and
Szabo, 2000:22). Particularly, it is taken for granted that high
school English language teachers are aware of how to encourage
students to become independent learners of the language.
The fact that there has been a shift in approach to the
teaching and learning of English has not been a guarantee for the
development of learner autonomy. There are symptoms that the
situation in Ethiopian high schools is otherwise. Freshmen
teachers at Wolyat Sodo University are often heard of complaining
about their students' inclination to entirely rely on their teachers,
considering the latter solely responsible for student success or
failure.
Similarly in the context where the researcher works
teachers are still responsible for a list of management tasks such
as selecting learning materials and topics, keeping records and
evaluating progress, allocating time to tasks and so on. Moreover,
from the point of view of learner autonomy, these tasks may be
considered as diminishing students' perception of taking
responsibility since the act of learning something must always be
personal, individual act (Dickinson, 1989). But there is no
independence and autonomy when at least some of the
responsibilities specified are not vested in the students, but
entrusted to the teachers.
Learner autonomy can be promoted not only by the
students' readiness but also by the teachers' readiness and
commitment to develop it. It equally requires the teachers'
awareness and effort. The teacher and students should work
together for the same goal, producing independent learner.
However, if the teachers' practices and views in language learning
do not relate in any degree, it would be very difficult to achieve
autonomy in learning language. Furthermore, as it has been
indicated earlier there is a scarcity of researches conducted on
learner autonomy. That means, even though the learners are poor
to take control of their learning by themselves, there is knowledge
gap on how to develop learner autonomy on the grade level in
focus. Thus this study was partially a reaction to this situation. It
tried to achieve to answer the research questions and achieve the
objectives that follow them.
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1.2. Research Questions
The study will try to answer the following research questions:
1. Do EFL freshmen students and teachers at Woayta Sodo
University employ autonomous language learning
activities in the teaching -learning process?
2. Is there a significant difference between EFL freshmen
students' and teachers' perceptions of learner autonomy
(responsibility and ability perception) in learning English
at Woayta Sodo University?
3. Do EFL freshmen students and teachers employ language
learning strategies (cognitive and meta-cognitive
strategies) in the teaching-learning process at the school
in focus?
1.3. Objectives of the Study
1.4.1. General Objectives of the Study
The main intent of this study is to investigate EFL freshmen
students and teachers perception and practice of learner autonomy
at Woayta Sodo University.
1.4.2. Specific Objectives of the Study
The study has specific objectives given below
1. The study intends to assess whether EFL freshmen
students and teachers at Woayta Sodo University use
autonomous learning activities in the teaching -learning
process.
2. It investigates the difference in perceptions of learner
autonomy (responsibility and ability perception) between
EFL freshmen students and teachers in learning English
at Woayta Sodo University.
3. It tries to find the language learning strategies (cognitive
and meta-cognitive strategies) employed by EFL
freshmen students and teachers in the teaching-learning
process at the university in focus.
1.5. Significance of the Study
This study is significant in various ways. First of all, it is
believed that it can initiate EFL teachers, especially those who
teach freshmen, to take practical actions to produce independent
learners of the language by bringing the issue of learner autonomy
to the attention of these teachers and helping them to revitalize
their awareness of the matter. Secondly, it helps EFL teachers to
know the extent of their students’ readiness to accept
responsibility and take control of their learning before adopting
learner training. Third, the study can benefit teachers who are
likely to alert their learners into activities and practices pertinent
to the development of autonomy in learning English. Furthermore,
the study can be of help for syllabus designers and material writers
to take into consideration the task of creating syllabuses and
materials that are geared towards encouraging students to develop
autonomous learning skills in studying English. It can serve as a
preliminary idea for any interested researcher in the area.

II. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This chapter gives a brief account of the methodology
employed in this research. It highlights the research design,
population of the study, sampling technique, and data gathering
www.ijsrp.org
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instruments, procedure of data collection and the methods used in
data analysis.
2.1. Research Design
This study employs a descriptive survey design, including
both quantitative and qualitative techniques. Survey methodology
is chosen since it provides a quantitative or numeric description of
trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population by studying a sample
of that population (Creswell, 2003). A survey is also suggested for
examining the relationship between and among variables to
answer questions and hypothesis. Therefore, it could be useful to
describe the existing situation about students' and teachers'
perception and practice in developing learner autonomy. In
addition, this method, as Payne (2004) points out, is used to mix
qualitative and quantitative methods in data collection and
processing, that is, it adopts a mixed approach research design.
2.2 Population of the Study
The target population of the study is EFL freshmen students
and teachers at Wolyta Sodo University. There were 110(76 males
and 34 females) freshmen EFL students and 12 teachers in the
university in 2006 E.C academic year. Freshmen students were
chosen since it is crucial to practice autonomous and independent
learning as higher education institution is increasingly sought.
2.3 Sampling
Comprehensive sampling was employed to include all of
the 110 students enrolled in two sections to fill out the
questionnaire. Most scholars suggest including all the population
in a study when the number of the population is too small (Kumar,
1996; Gay and Airasian, 1988; Creswell, 2003). Moreover, eight
teachers were randomly selected to fill out the questionnaire and
for classroom observation.
2.4. Data Collection Instruments
To elicit the data from participants (students and teachers),
the researcher used three data gathering methods. Namely:
questionnaire,
interview
and
classroom
observation.
Questionnaire and interview were chosen because questionnaire is
believed to be a useful tool to gather data on a wide range of topics
from a large number of respondents, while interview has the
advantage of generating active face-to-face interaction between
the researcher and the informant (Kumar, 1996).
2.4.1. Questionnaire
2.4.1.1. Construction of the Questionnaire
Questionnaire was designed to see freshmen EFL students'
and teachers’ perception and practice of learner autonomy at
Wolayta Sodo University. Prior to the construction of the
questionnaire, relevant literature was reviewed. For this purpose,
the questionnaire was constructed to compare activities and tasks
students involve in learning English autonomously and teachers'
practices in promoting autonomy, students' and teachers'
perception of each other’s responsibilities, students' and teachers'
perception of students’ abilities, and cognitive and meta-cognitive
strategies students and teachers employ in developing learner
autonomy.
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The rationale behind this compilation was that each section
could be thought of as manifestations of autonomous language
learning behavior. That is, when the relevant literature was
searched for, it was inevitable to come across the relationship
between learner autonomy and the areas mentioned above. For
instance, Littlewood (1996) states that learners’ willingness to
assume responsibility is the center of the notion of autonomy.
Furthermore, Crabbe (1993) states the necessity of learners’ using
opportunities inside the classroom to attain success. Finally, in the
cognitive literature on learning, autonomous learning is referred to
as self-regulation, which requires students’ use of three strategies:
planning, monitoring, and evaluation. Zimmerman (1989)
portrays a detailed picture of a self-regulated learner by stating that
they are meta-cognitively active participants in their own learning
process and they initiate and direct their own efforts to acquire
knowledge and skill instead of relying on teachers or others.
2.4.1.2. Pilot Study
Before piloting, the first draft of the questionnaire was
given to a friend lecturer in the field of curriculum at Wolyta Sodo
University to evaluate the items in the questionnaire critically in
terms of content validity, face validity and clarity of the items.
Some items which were not directly related to the topic were
discarded and appropriate correction was made. Then, the
students’ questionnaire was translated into Amharic with a friend,
who earned second degree in Amharic since the questionnaire was
taught to be difficult for the students to comprehend. After
revising the first draft of the questionnaire, the Amharic version of
the questionnaire, was piloted to the non-sample students of 22
students with the intention of checking the effectiveness of the
questionnaire and making improvements. Similarly, pilot study on
teachers' questionnaire was conducted using three lecturers in the
field of curriculum at Wolyta Sodo University. Following the pilot
study, improvements were made in both questionnaires. Doublebarreled questions, unclear instructions, ambiguous items and
inadequate scales were improved. For example, items 15, 22 and
30 of the students' questionnaire which lacked clarity were revised.
The participants involved in the pilot study were not included in
the sample during the administration of the final form of the
questionnaire.
In order to estimate the reliability of the questionnaires
Cronbach's alpha was calculated for the internal consistency of the
items. Cronbach's alpha measures internal consistency reliability
by determining how all items on a test relate to all other test items
and to the total items (Gay and Airasian, 1988). The results were
0.56 and 0.51 for students' and teachers' questionnaires
respectively which indicated moderate reliability.
2.4.1.3. Questionnaire for Students
A questionnaire of 45 items was administered to students
so as to find out the participants perceptions and practices of
autonomous learning at Wolyta Sodo University. Eight of the
items in section two and seven items in section three of the
questionnaire were adapted from Spratt, Humphreys and Chan
(2002) and some items from O' Malley and Chamot (1990) and
Oxford(1990) were modified and used as a data collection
instrument on language learning instrument.
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Final draft of the questionnaire included two major parts.
Part one contains students' personal information. Part two consists
of four sections which include a total of 45 items. In section one,
for practices of learner autonomy, students indicated their
agreements or disagreements with the statements on five-point
Likert scales ranging from 5 indicating "strongly agree", 4
indicating "agree", 3 indicating "undecided", 2 indicating "
disagree" and 1 indicating "strongly disagree". For responsibility
perception section (item 16– 23) respondents were required to
indicate their responses under three categories, 'teacher's
responsibility', 'both teachers' and students' responsibility' and
'student's responsibility'. The ability section (item 24-30) was
arranged in a 5-point Likert scale (5- indicating "very good" 4
indicating "good", 3-indicating "uncertain", 2-"poor", 1-indicating
"very poor" ). For language learning strategy use (31-45), students
indicated the frequency of strategy use - with the statements on
five-point Likert scales ranging from 5 indicating "always", 4
indicating "usually", 3 indicating "sometimes", 2 indicating "
rarely" and 1 indicating "never"
2.4.1.4.. Questionnaire for teachers
The teachers’ questionnaire was designed in line with the
students’ questionnaire. A version of the same questionnaire was
administered to the teachers of the sample group (see Appendix
B). The items in section one were designed with the view to elicit
information about the extent to which teachers use activities and
tasks that support learner autonomy (item 1-15), section two was
meant for teachers' perception of students' and their own
responsibility (item 16-23), section three for teachers perception
of students' ability (item 24-30), section four for cognitive strategy
(item 31- 36) and section five meta-cognitive strategy (items 3745) are included.
2.4.2. Interview with Students
The purpose of the interview was to gather more
information about students’ ideas about learning English as a
foreign language autonomously. A semi-structured interview was
conducted with six students. That means, out of 110 students, 6
students were taken (5.4 percent of the participants). The students
who participated in the interview were selected using simple
random sampling method. All the participants selected were
willing to participate in the interview after the researcher
discussed the objective of the study and assured them
confidentiality. The interview, conducted in Amharic language,
was recorded, and later transcribed and analyzed on the basis of
the frequencies. It took 45 minutes to complete conducting the
interview. The result was used as a counter check of the data
obtained from the students' questionnaire.
2.4.3. Classroom Observation
When observation is combined with other data collecting
tools, it allows for an interpretation of the situation which is being
studied. Four teachers out of twelve were selected on voluntary
basis. Two of the sections in which each of the teachers were
observed twice. A check list was constructed by the researcher in
order to specify the tasks and activities used within the classroom
to promote autonomy of the learners. The checklist contained five
points with two columns of 'Yes' or 'No' answers. At the end of the
observation, the 'Yes' or 'No' categories were changed into fivehttp://dx.doi.org/10.29322/IJSRP.9.02.2019.p8652
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point scales namely: Ineffective (0), less effective (1), fairly
effective (2), effective (3), and very effective (4)The researcher
objectively considered the learning opportunities created by
teaching situations to promote learner autonomy in language
learning. The co-observer and the researcher together saw the
English lessons and put a tick mark on the checklist when they
observed opportunities, strategies and procedures. Each session
was scheduled for 45 minutes. The observation was conducted for
eight periods all together; the four teachers were observed twice
each. Totally, the classes were observed for six hours.
2.4.4. Procedure for Data Collection.
The selection of representative samples were carried out
using lists of freshmen EFL students collected from department.
The final draft of the questionnaire was administered to 110 (76
males and 34 females) the participants. The questionnaire was
administered on-the-spot to avoid duplication of responses and to
maximize return rate of questionnaire copies.
After gathering the students in a separate room, the
researcher distributed the questionnaires and read through the
cover page of the questionnaire to the students and explained the
objective of the study before requesting them to answer the
questions. Participants’ confidentiality was guaranteed. The
students completed the questionnaire in approximately 30 minutes
time. The researcher told them to complete the questionnaires
carefully and honestly. They were told that every student had to
work on by himself/herself without asking a friend. On the same
day, the teachers were given the questionnaires and collected the
following day.
Following arrangements of place and time in accordance
with the convenience of student respondents, the interview was
conducted in a classroom. The interview with students, Amharic,
was conducted with each interviewee individually. One interview
session was used with one student; the interactions were audiorecorded and played back during data analysis.
After the questionnaire and interview data were collected,
classroom observation was conducted based on arrangements of
place and time in accordance with the convenience of the
informants.
2.4.5. Method of Data Analysis
Both quantitative and qualitative methods were applied in
the analysis of the data.
2.4.6. Quantitative Data Analysis
The data obtained through questionnaire were analyzed
using different kinds of statistical tools which were processed
through Statistical Packages for Social Science (SPSS) window
15.0 software. Descriptive statistical techniques of frequency,
percentage and mean are used for data analysis. A 2x3
contingency table Chi-square is used to find out if there is a
significant difference between freshmen EFL students' and
teachers' perception of responsibility in learning English as a
foreign language. Besides, independent sample t-test is used to
compute their perceptions of students'.
The total scores for activities, perception of responsibility
and ability, and language learning strategies for the two groups of
participants were computed. The mean and grand mean were
employed to measure the central tendency of responses. The grand
www.ijsrp.org
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mean was calculated by adding all the means of the items divided
by the number of items. For example, the grand mean for students'
responses in section one is the mean values of students' responses
on all of the fifteen items divided by fifteen. When grand mean
value of the items in any of the variables was observed to be less
than three, the researcher interpreted it as the respondents'
tendency to "disagree". Grand mean values of three and greater
than three were interpreted as “Undecided” and “Agree "in that
order.
On the other hand, the researcher made an attempt to
classify and summarize items that measure similar things together.
For example, item number 31, 32 and 35 'elaboration strategy', 40
and 41 'monitoring strategies', 37, 38 39 and 45 'evaluation
strategies' were analyzed together to make the discussion brief.
On the other hand, for a negative statement on section one (item8) the point values were reversed. Concerning this, (Gay and
Airasian, 1988) states that the point values of Likert scales
(SD=5,D=4, U=3, A=2, SA=1) need to be reversed for negative
statements, that is, SA=1, A=2, U=3, D=4, SD=5.
The Chi Square (a 2x3 contingency table Chi-square) was
used to analyze if there was a significant difference between the
perception of students and teachers regarding responsibility in
learning English. According to Gay and Airasian (1988), the chisquare is appropriate when the data are in frequency counts or
percentages occurring in different categories. It compares the
proportions actually observed in a study to the proportions
expected, to see if they are significantly different. In the case of
this study, the categories are 'teachers responsibility', 'both
student's and teacher’s responsibility' and 'student's responsibility'.
In order to analyze whether there was significant difference
between the perception of students and teachers regarding
students' ability in learning English, independent sample t-test was
used. The t test for independent samples is used to determine
whether there is probably a significant difference between the
means of two independent samples (Gay and Airasian, 1988). The
difference was taken to be significant at alpha 0.05.
Regarding the classroom observation a checklist with five
sets of points to be observed was prepared with categorical 'yes',
'no' columns. Each point had four sub-points under it. At the end
of the observation, the 'Yes' or 'No' categories were changed into
five-point scales namely: Ineffective (0), less effective (1), fairly
effective (2), effective (3), and very effective (4). In other words,
if only 2 of the sub-points under one of the points were observed,
then the point under observation was marked as 'fairly effective
(2)'. Similarly, if 4 of the sub-points under any one of the points
were observed, the point under observation was marked 'very
effective (4), etc.
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In order to achieve the objectives of the study and seek
answers to the research questions raised in the first chapter of this
research, necessary data were gathered using three methods:
questionnaire, interview and classroom observation. The data
collected were analyzed statistically using percentage, mean
value, independent sample t-test, Chi-square and qualitative
description. In the next sections, the data gathered through each
method are treated separately and interpretations are made with
the intention to reach possible conclusions that can lead to
workable recommendations. In this study, three research questions
were explained regarding freshmen EFL students' and teachers'
perception and practice of learner autonomy in learning English as
a foreign language. One-hundred and ten of the questionnaires
were ready for analysis. The results are presented in the same order
with the research questions produced for the study.
3.1.1. Autonomous Learning Activities and Tasks
The first research question was aimed at investigating
whether freshmen EFL students and teachers practice autonomous
learning activities and tasks in learning-teaching process. Section
one of the students' and teachers' questionnaires consist of 15
items designed to examine whether students involve in
autonomous learning activities in language learning process and
teachers promote learner autonomy. The items on the teachers'
questionnaire were analyzed in line with the students'
questionnaire in all analysis sections of this study.
The items of this section were grouped into five categories
to make the analysis manageable: Autonomous learning activities
related with setting goals (item 1, 2, 3, 10 and 11), self-evaluation
(item 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 12), cooperative learning activities (item
13, 14 and 15). Descriptive statistics was used to present the
percentages, frequencies and means of the items.

2.4.7. Qualitative Data Analysis
The data obtained through interview were grouped in to
themes and coded. The interview data was analyzed based on the
basis of frequencies. Besides, the responses were grouped and
described thematically as supplementary evidence following the
discussion of quantitative data.

III. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
3.1. Findings
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S.
n
1

2

3

10

11

Table.1. Students’ and Teachers' Responses on Setting Goals in Learning English
Items
SA(5)
A(4)
I set goals by myself in learning English

I set goals on improving my grade/score I
previously earned in English

I plan what activities to do in learning
English

I set goals on the tasks and exercises I should
study by myself in learning English

I plan how much vocabulary I need to study
a day

404

UD(3)

DA(2)

SDA(1)

Mean

S

19(17.2)

17(15.4%)

1 (1%)

46(42%)

27(24.4%)

2.5

T

6(75%)

2(25%)

-

-

-

4.7

S

31(28.3%)

36(32.3%)

2(2%)

22(20%)

19(17.4%)

3.3

T

5(62.5%)

2(25%)

S

32(29.5%)

43(39%)

4(3.5%)

13(12%)

18(16%)

2.5

T

-

-

1(12.5%)

2(25%)

5(62.5%)

1.5

S

18(16.1%)

25(22.7

3(3%)

35(31.8%)

29(26.4%)

2.8

T

2(25%)

-

-

2(25%)

4(50%)

2.0

S

17(15.5%)

15(13.6%)

6(5.4%)

28(25.4%)

34(30.9%)

2.9

T

2(25%)

1(12.5%)

1(12.5%)

4(50%)

2.6

1(12.5%)

4.5

S

2.8

T

2.9

Grand Mean

Keys: SD=strongly disagree DA= disagree UD (3) A= agree SA= strongly agree, T= teacher S= students
Goal setting is an important component of autonomous
learning. As can be seen from item 1 in the table above, the
majority of the students reported their disagreement in setting
goals for their own learning (M=2.5). However, almost all of the
teachers reported their agreement about helping learners to set
goals in learning English (M= 4.7).
Besides, on the second item the majority of the students
reported that they set goals on improving their results/grade
(M=3.3). Similarly, the majority of the teachers indicated their
agreement about guiding learners to plan what to do in learning
English (M=4.5).
However, on the third item most of the students indicated
their disagreement to plan activities to do in learning English
(M=2.5). On the other hand, most of the teachers reported their
disagreement about encouraging students to plan what activities to
do by themselves (M=1.5).
The tenth item was designed to find out whether students set
goals about the tasks and exercises they need to study by
themselves and whether teachers motivate learners to set these
goals. In reacting to this item, the majority of students reported
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their disagreement about designing tasks and exercises by
themselves (M=2.8). Concerning teachers' responses to this item,
two-third of them showed their disagreement (M=2.0) to
encourage learners set goals about tasks and exercises by
themselves.
The grand mean of the students responses on the entire goal
setting activities (M=2.8) confirms the finding that students lack
setting goals in their learning. Students lack the readiness to
involve in goal setting which is the basic aspect of autonomous
learning. Although teachers reported that they encourage goal
setting, the grand mean values of their responses (M=2.9) show
their inadequate effort to help learners to set goals. The data show
that teachers take on most of the responsibility in relation to this
activity.
The other items in section one of the questionnaire are
related with self-evaluation, which is an important basic activity
in autonomous learning. The table below presents the frequency,
percentage and mean values of students and teachers on this
activity.
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Table 2 Students’ and Teachers' Responses on Evaluation Activities in Language Learning
S.
n
4

5

6

7

8

9

12

Items

SA(5)

A(4)

UD(3)

DA(2)

SDA(1)

Mean

S

33(30%)

16(14.6%)

2(1.8%)

35(32%)

24(21.8%)

2.9

T

-

2(25%)

4(50%)

2(25%)

2.3

I judge the effectiveness of activities,
topics and materials I do in the English
classroom

S

21(19.1 %)

20(18.2%)

3(3%)

30(27.3%)

26(23.6%)

2.5

T

2(25%)

-

-

2(25%)

4(50%)

2.2

I figure out solutions to problems in
learning English by myself

S

18(16.1%)

25(22.7%)

3(3%)

35(31.8%)

29(26.4%)

2.8

T

-

2(25%)

-

2(25%)

4(50%)

2.0

S

44(40%)

27(24.5%)

2(1.8%)

20(18.2%)

17(15.5%)

3.6

T

-

-

1(12.5%)

5(62.5%)

2(25%)

1.5

S

43(39.1%)

36(32.7%)

2(1.8%)

12(11%)

15(13.6%)

2.2

T

1(12.5%)

1(12.5%)

-

4(50%)

2(25%)

2.4

S

12(11.9%)

18(16.1%)

-

34(31%)

43(39.1%)

3.1

T

-

-

1(12.5%)

5(62.5%)

2(25%)

1.9

S

18(16%)

20(18%)

5(4.5%)

32(29%)

35(32.5%)

2.6

T

2(25%)

-

2(25%)

3(37.5)

1(12.5%)

2.5

I note what I have learned and achieved
after each reading lesson

I wait until the teacher helps me in seeking
out solutions for learning problems

I do not evaluate my language learning
progress by my myself

I discuss my language learning progress
with friends

I think about how I can learn better to suit
my learning styles

Grand Mean

S

2.4

T

2.2

Keys: SD=strongly disagree DA= disagree UD (3) A= agree SA= strongly agree, T= teacherS= students
On item 4 which aims to find out whether students evaluate
their progress after reading lessons the majority of them showed
their disagreement(M=2.9). Similarly, three- fourth of the teachers
reported their disagreement about encouraging learners to evaluate
their progress after reading lessons (M=2.3).
On the other hand, the majority of the students (M= 2.8)
showed their disagreement about figuring out solutions to their
language learning problems by themselves (Item 6). This suggests
that they tend to depend on their teachers in solving learning
problems. In addition, more than two-third of the students reported
that they their teachers help in seeking out solutions to their
problems in learning English (Item 7). On the other hand, three
fourth of the teachers showed their disagreement in letting
students to look for solutions to problems in learning English by
themselves (M=2.0). In other words, the data show that teachers
had the tendency to solve students’ learning problems instead of
encouraging learners to do this by themselves. Autonomous
http://dx.doi.org/10.29322/IJSRP.9.02.2019.p8652

learners attempt to seek ways of solving their learning problems
by themselves which the participants of this study lack.
The eighth and ninth items were intended to find out
whether students evaluate their learning progress and whether
teachers encourage learners' self-evaluation. For example, in
reacting to the eighth item, 71.8%, (39.1% 'strongly agreeing' and
32.7% 'agreeing'), of the students reported that they do not
evaluate their learning progress. Besides, the responses to item 9
displays that 70% of the students reported their disagreement
concerning talking about their progress. However, two-third of
the teachers reported their disagreement on helping learners to
evaluate their language learning progress. In addition, 87.5% of
the teachers showed their disagreement about encouraging
students to talk about their learning progress (item 9). Therefore,
the data show that students and teachers do not seem to promote
evaluation of learning progress. Their practice in relation to this
activity does not seem to be autonomy supportive.
www.ijsrp.org
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The twelfth item intends to find out whether they evaluate
the learning process in relation to suit their learning styles and
preferences, and whether teachers respond to students' learning
styles in learning English (M=2.9). On the other hand, the majority
of the teachers reported their disagreement about providing
learners with opportunities that suit different learning styles
(M=2.5). From the data we can see that students lack to find out
whether the learning situation satisfies their styles and preferences
and that teachers lack promoting learner styles and preferences.
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The findings of this section reveal that students lack to exert
their effort to involve in evaluative activities like evaluating
learning progresses, evaluate task effectiveness, and identify
solutions to learning problems and assess ways that suit their
learning styles. The grand mean of their responses on all of these
items (M=2.2) confirms this finding. Similarly, the grand mean of
teachers' responses on these items (M=2.4) does not seem to
support learners' self-evaluation.

Table 3 Students' and Teachers' Responses on Cooperative Learning Activities
S.n

Items

13

I organize my own learning in group
works by myself

14

15

I work cooperatively with other
students

I involve in autonomous learning
activities like project work

Grand mean

SA(5)

A(4)

UD(3)

DA(2)

SDA(1)

Mean

S

25(22%)

22(19%)

29(27%)

34(32%)

2.7

T

4(50%)

2(25%)

-

2(25%)

S

23(21%)

11(10%)

1(1%)

35(32%)

T

5(62.5%)

3(37.5%)

S

18(16%)

11(10%)

T

2(25%)

6(75%)

4.0
40(36.4%)

2.7
4.6

3(3%)

33(30%)

S

45(41%)

2.3
4.3

2.5

T
4.3
Keys: SD=strongly disagree DA= disagree UD (3) A= agree SA= strongly agree, T= teacher S= students
Cooperative learning activities like group and pair works are
learning conditions in which learners practice taking control of
their learning. Using such activities learners can have the
opportunity to plan, coordinate and evaluate their learning. On the
thirteenth item, more than half 59% of the students indicated their
disagreement (both 'strongly disagree' and 'disagree') that they
organize their own learning by themselves where as 41% of them
agreed on this item. Similarly, 75% of the teachers indicated their
agreement, that they encourage students to organize their own
learning by themselves. Organizing ones learning requires
managing effort and time in learning. The majority of the students
reported that they organize their own learning.
Moreover, on the fourteenth item students disclosed that
they work cooperatively with other students and that teachers
involve learners in cooperative learning. For this item, a
significant number of student respondents indicated their
disagreement (32% 'strongly disagreeing' and 36.4% 'disagreeing')
to work cooperatively with other students. The data show that
students lack the need for relatedness. Concerning teachers’
responses to this item, three-fourth of them disclosed their
agreement (both 62.5% 'strongly agreeing' and 37.5 'agreeing') that
they motivate learners to work cooperatively with other students.
The last item was aimed to ferret out whether students
involve in autonomous learning activities like project work. As it
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can be seen from the data, 71% of the students disclosed their
disagreement about involving in such activities whereas only 26%
of them indicated their agreement. However, all of the teachers
showed their agreement that they motivate students to involve in
project works. The findings of items 13 through 15 are consistent
with each other both for student (Grand mean=2.5) and teacher
respondents (Grand mean=4.3) in which students reported their
disagreement that they work with others and organize their
learning.
However, the findings indicated that teachers
encouraged learners to work cooperatively and organize their
learning. This finding is inconsistent with the teachers’ responses
to item 3 above in which the teachers' practice was found to be
unsystematic and unplanned to help learners take responsibility in
group works.
On the other hand, the aggregate percentage values of all the
15 items show that 22.5% and 20.6% of the students indicated their
strong agreement and agreement respectively concerning their
involvement in autonomous learning activities. Similarly, 28.1%
and 26 % of them strongly disagree and disagree respectively
about involving in autonomous learning activities and tasks. On
the other hand, 25.8% and 17.5% of them reported their strong
agreement and agreement respectively where as 26.6% and 27.5%
of the teachers indicated their strong disagreement and
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disagreement about encouraging learners involve in autonomous
learning activities.
Table 4: Grand Mean Distribution of Students' and Teachers'
Responses on all of the Autonomous Learning Activities
Cooperative
learning

Grand
Mean

Goal
setting

Selfevaluation

2.8

2.6

2.5

2.4

2.9

2.5

4.3

2.8
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activities. Similarly, the grand mean for teachers (M=2.8) indicate
that they do not seem to help learners in setting goals, encourage
them to evaluate their language learning performance by
themselves. However, the majority of the teachers reported that
they encourage learners to set learning goals and involve learners
in cooperative activities.

Keys: T= teacher S= students

3.1.1.2. Students' and Teachers' Perceptions of Learner
Autonomy in Learning English
The second research question was about student' and
teachers' perception of learner autonomy in learning English as
foreign language. This question was aimed at investigating the
participants’ perceptions of responsibility and ability in learning
English and whether there was significant difference between their
perceptions with regards learner autonomy.

To sum up, the grand mean for students (M=2.4) in all of
the autonomous learning activities indicate that they do not seem
to exert effort to learn English by themselves. They do not seem
to involve in autonomous activities and tasks such as setting goals
for their learning, figuring out solutions to problems and
evaluating learning progress and involve in cooperative learning

3.1.1.2.1. Students' and Teachers' Perceptions of
Responsibility in Language Learning
The data concerning responsibility were gathered by section
two of the questionnaire (See Appendix A). With the help of
descriptive statistics, the percentage and frequencies of the items
are presented.

S
T

Table 5 Students' and Teachers' Responses on Responsibility Perceptions
No

16
17
18
19
20
21

Item
In teaching and learning English, whose
responsibility should it be?

Teachers
responsibility

Both
teachers
and
students responsibility

Students
responsibility

Deciding the objectives of the English
lesson
Deciding what will be learnt in the next
English class
Deciding how long to spend on each
activity
Choosing what materials/activities to use
in the English class
Identifying students' weaknesses and
strengths in learning English

S
T
S
T
S
T
S
T
S

47(43%)
7(75%)
53(48.2%)
5(62.5%)
61(55.4%)
5(62.5%)
58(53%)
7(87.5%)
65(59.1%)

43(39%)
1(25%)
38(34.5%)
2(25%)
30(27.3%)
2(25%)
40(36%)
1(12.5%)
28(25.4%)

20(18%)

17(15.4%)

2.65
5.79

T
S

4(50%)
63(57.3%)

3(37.5%)
33(30%)

1(12.5%)
14(12.7%)

2.56

T

3(37.5%)

4(50%)

1(12.5%)

S
T
S
T

72(65.5%)
6(75%)
30(27%)
1(12.5%)

27(24.5%)
1(12.5%)
68(62%)
5(62.5%)

10(9%)
1(12.5%)
12(11%)
2(25%)

S
T

56.2(51.1%)
4.7(59.4%)

38.4(34.9%)
2.4(30%)

15.4(14%)
0.9(10%)

Making sure students make progress
during English lesson

22

Evaluating learning performance

23

Correcting students' mistakes in learning
English
Cumulative average frequencies
Average Chi-square value

Chisquare
(x2)
2.75

19(17.3%)
1(12.5%)
19(17.3%)
1(12.5%)
12(11%)

2.65
2.35

2.13
2.04

2.86

Where the observed Chi-square value(x2 ) is less than the table(critical) value for Chi-square (x2, 5.99, with df=(R-1) (C-1) =2 and
alpha= 0.05, was taken as not significant difference between the responses of students and teachers concerning responsibility
perception
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Table 5 reveals the percentages, frequencies and the Chisquare values of students’ and teachers’ responses to their
perceptions of each other's responsibilities. A 2x3 contingency
table regarding responsibility was conducted to evaluate any
significant differences between the perceptions of teachers and
students.
The data on table 5 show that the majority of students and
teachers gave more responsibility to teachers than students. On the
sixteenth item, 43% of students and 75% of the teachers gave more
responsibility to the teacher concerning the decision to be taken on
objectives of the English lesson(x2=2.75). Similarly, 48.2% of the
students and 62.5% of the teachers considered decision making
about the content of English lessons as teachers'
responsibility(x2=2.65).Furthermore, concerning the decision
about the time limit to be spent on each activity (item 18),55.4%
of the students and 62.5% of the teachers thought this as teacher's
responsibility, (x2=2.35). Moreover, on item 19 both students and
teachers shared similar belief regarding materials and activities to
be used in the English class(x2=2.65). In this item, too, both groups
of respondents gave more responsibility to the teachers than
students. The data from both groups of respondents on items 16,
17, 18 and 19 indicate that approximately 76% of the students and
84% of the teachers on the average considered teachers as more
responsible for decisions relating to formal language instruction.
Similarly, on item 20 the majority of students (59.1%) and
teachers (50%) believed that teachers were more responsible for
identifying students’ weaknesses and strengths in learning English
with(x2=5.79).
On item 21, while the majority of the students (57.3%)
thought that teachers were more responsible for making sure
students make progress during English lesson(x2=2.56), 50% of
the teachers believed that both students and teachers were
responsible in this regard.
Furthermore on item 22, both students and teachers showed
similar perception of responsibly, 65.5% of the students and 75%
of the teachers gave more responsibility to the teacher than the
students for evaluating learning performance (x2=2.13). While
only 9% of the students considered students more responsible in
evaluating learning performance 12.5% of the teachers considered
this as students’ responsibility.
However, only on item 23, both students and teachers had
the notion of shared responsibility, 68% of the students and 62.5%
of the teachers considered correcting students’ mistakes in
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learning English as both students, and teachers’
responsibility(x2=2.04).
On the other hand, the cumulative average frequencies of
both students and teachers concerning responsibility perception
(See table-5) depicts that the majority of both students and
teachers gave more responsibility to teachers. Out of 110 students,
56.2 of them gave responsibility to the teacher, 38.4 of them were
ready to share responsibility with the teacher and only 15.4 of
them on the average considered themselves more responsible in
the process of language learning. Similarly, while 4.75 of them
considered themselves responsible, 2.4 of them were ready to
share responsibility with their students. But only 0.9 of them on
the average gave more responsibility to students than themselves
in language learning.
To sum up, the observed Chi-square value (the average of
Chi-square value for all of the responsibility perception items
(2.75 +2.35+2.65+5.79+2.56+2.13+2.04 divided by seven=2.86)
is not greater than the table value, 5.99. This shows that there was
no significant difference between students’ and teachers’
perceptions of responsibility. In other words, there is a match
between perceptions of the two groups concerning responsibility
in learning English. That means, both students and teachers
considered that teachers were more responsible than students in
deciding what will be learnt in the next English class, how long to
spend on each activity, choosing what materials/activities to use
in the English class, identifying students' weaknesses and
strengths in learning English, making sure students make progress
during English lesson and evaluating learning performance which
were related to formal language instruction. However, only in one
of the eight items both students and teachers had the notion of
shared responsibility to correct students' mistakes in learning
English.
3.1.1.2.2. Students' and Teachers' Perceptions of Abilities in
Language Learning
In the third section of the students' and teachers'
questionnaire (See Appendix A and B) both groups of participants
in the study were asked how they thought about students’ abilities
to behave autonomously. With the help of descriptive statistics,
the percentage and frequencies of the items are presented. An
independent sample t-test was used to see whether there was
significant difference between students’ and teachers’ perceptions
of students’ ability in learning English.

Table-6 Student' and Teachers’ Responses on Perceptions of Ability in Learning English
No

Items

24

Carry out learning goals

25

Plan works in learning English

S

5

4

3

2

1

Mean

42(38.2%)

38(34.5%)

7(6.4%)

14(12.7%)

9(8.2%)

3.8

1(12.5%)

2(25%)

4(50%)

1(12.5%)

2.4

47(42.7%)

5(4.5%)

12(11%)

16(14.5%)

3.5

2(25%)

2(25%)

4(50%)

18(16.4%)

7(6.4%)

40(36.6%)

T
S

30(27.3%)

T
26

2.7

Learn successfully without teacher supervision
S
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12(10.9%)

33(30%)

2.5

www.ijsrp.org

International Journal of Scientific and Research Publications, Volume 9, Issue 2, February 2019
ISSN 2250-3153

409

T
27

S

31(28.2%)

38(34.5%)

T
28

26(23.6%)

43(39.1%)

T

30

4(50%)

2(25%)

2.0

8(7.3%)

12(11%)

20(18.2%)

3.3

3(37.5%)

2(25%)

3(37.5%)

2.0

2(1.8%)

20(18.2%)

19(17.3%)

3.3

2(25%)

2(25%)

4(50%)

2.6

21(19.1%)

17(15.5%)

21(19.1%)

3.1

2(25%)

2(25%)

2(25%)

2.7

4(3.6%)

20(18.2%)

16(14.5%)

3.6

4(50%)

2(25%)

2.5
3.3
2.4

Choose the exercises and tasks to work on
S

29

2(25%)

Make choices about what work to do

Evaluate learning abilities
S

22(20%)

29(26.6%)

T

2(25%)

S

35(31.8%)

T
S
T

2(25%)

Test yourself to see how much you have learned

Grand mean

45(41%)

Keys-Very good-5, Good-4, uncertain-3, Poor-2, Very poor-1T=teachers, S=students
In the table above, while the highest percentage of students’
responses for each of section three item is in ``Very Good``/
``Good`` columns, the majority of teachers’ responses are in either
``poor`` or`` very poor`` columns (See items 25, 24, 27, 28 and
30). In these items students showed positive perception about their
ability where as teachers did the reverse.
However, only on item 26, which asked whether students
had the ability to learn successfully without teacher supervision
both groups of respondents held similar belief, 36.6% and 30% of
the students reported ``poor`` and `` very poor`` respectively.
Similarly, 50% and 25% of teachers indicated ``poor`` and ``very
poor`` respectively concerning their perception of students ability
to learn successfully without teacher supervision. Only 6.4% of
them reported that they were uncertain about their ability. Even
though students evaluated their ability positively, they showed a
need to depend on their teacher's help. The data on item 26 suggest
that the students were taught in traditional language learning
environment where the teacher was seen as a dominant figure in
the language learning process.
Moreover, if we see the mean values of students' responses
on all of the seven items except the twenty sixth item whose mean
value (M=2.5) is more than the average mean (M=3.0), show
students' positive views about their ability. However, the mean
values of the teachers' responses to each of the items on table 5 is
less than the average value (M=3.0).
It is also interesting to note that even though students
consider themselves able to set goals (M=3.8), plan their
learning(M=3.5), decide on what work to do (M=3.3) and evaluate
their learning performance (M=3.1), they prefer to pass
responsibility to the teacher. While students believed that they
were able to learn by themselves (grand mean of their ability
perception is 3.3), they gave more responsibility to their teacher
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than themselves (see the discussion made under responsibility
section).
To sum up, students’ grand mean value on all of ability
perception items 3.3 reveal that they evaluate their abilities
positively whereas teachers’ grand mean on these items, 2.3,
which is less than the average value indicate that they consider
students' abilities in learning English as ‘poor’. This shows
mismatch between perceptions of students and teachers about
students’ ability in learning English.
So far we have seen that there was response difference
between students' and teachers' perception of abilities in language
learning. However, is this difference significant? Table-7 shows
whether or not the difference is significant. The independent
sample t-test answers this question.
Table-7 Independent Sample t-test for Perception of Ability
between Students and Teachers

N

Std.
Error
Mean
110 3.3
5.47
.522
T 8
2.3
3.66
1.45
The difference is significant at p<0.05
S

Mean

Std.
Deviation

t
3.34*.

Sig.
(2tailed)
0.00

While students (Grand mean= 3.3) evaluate themselves
positively, teachers (Grand mean= 2.3) seem to evaluate students
incompetent to learn independently. The results of the independent
sample t-test indicated that there is a significant difference
between the teachers’ and students’ responses in terms of
perception of abilities in language learning (t=3.34, P<0.05). This
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significant difference shows that there is a mismatch between
students and teachers concerning their perception of ability.
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3.1.1.3.1. The Cognitive Strategies Employed by Students and
Teachers in Teaching Learning EFL
The data regarding cognitive strategies were gathered by
section 4 of the students’ and teachers’ questionnaire which
contained six items on a five point Liker scale. Descriptive
statistics was used to portray the percentage, frequencies and
means of the responses.

4.1.1.3 Language Learning Strategies Employed by Students
and Teachers in Teaching Learning EFL
In the third research question, the aim was to find out the
extent of language learning strategies freshmen EFL students and
teachers employ. The findings of this question are presented here
below.

Table 8 Students' and Teachers' Responses on the Use of Cognitive Strategies in Teaching-Learning EFL
S.n

Item

31

I judge my ability after I read books
(academic or general)-

32

I judge the quality of materials while
I am reading-

33

I use English language reference
books ( dictionaries, encyclopedia,
journals, etc)
I take the responsibility to outline a
summary of reading text
I relate the skills I learned in reading
lessons in dealing with extensive
/intensive reading
I take charge of taking the main
idea/points from lecture/books

34
35

36

5

4

3

2

1

Mean

S

49(44.5%)

27(24.5%)

7(6.4%)

10(9.1%)

7(6.3%)

3.7

T
S

47(42.7%)

6(75%)
26(23.6%)

9(2.7%)

2(25%)
9(8.1%)

11(10%)

3.5
3.5

T
S

2(25%)
33(30%)

2(25%)
37(33.6%)

1(12.5%)
10(9.1%)

3(35.5%)
21(19.9%)

9(8.1%)

3.3
3.6

T
S
T
S

2(25%)
34(30.1%)
45(40.9%)

4(50%)
26(23.6%)
4(50%)
37(33.6%)

2(25%)
11(10%)
2(25%)
9(9%)

18(16.3%)
2(25%)
9(9%)

T
S

2(25%)
37(33.6)

4(50%)
35(31.8%)

1(12.5%)
-

T
2(25%)
6(75%)
S
T
Keys-Always-5, Usually-4, Sometimes-3, Rarely-2, Never-1T=teacher, S=student
Grand mean

Table-8 illustrates the percentages and frequencies of
students’ and teachers’ responses in employing cognitive
strategies in learning and teaching English respectively at the
stated grade level.
As can be seen from the data, the majority, 44.5% always
and 24.5% usually, of the students reported that they judge their
ability. On the other hand, 75% of the teachers reported that they
usually encourage learners to judge their ability after reading
books. The data indicated that the students seemed to judge their
ability after reading materials and teachers tried to promote this
strategy,
Furthermore, the data on item 32 show that the majority
(42.7% always and 23.6 % usually) of the students reported that
they judge the quality of materials while they read, whereas only
18.1% (for both rarely and never) of them do this. The number of
students who reported frequent use of elaboration strategy on this
item exceeds those who rarely and never use by 48%. The
responses of both students and teachers to the above two items
show that they use elaboration strategy in the language learning
process.
On item 33, the majority (66.6%) of the students, 30 %
always and 33.6% usually, reported that they use English language
learning reference books. Only 9.1% of them reported that they
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4 (3.6%)

4.5
3.2
3.3
3.9

1(12.5%)
13(11.8%)

7(6.3%)

3.9
3.3

-

-

11(10 %)

4.3
3.5
3.8

sometimes use this strategy. Similarly, 75% (25% always and 50%
usually) of the teachers encourage students to use reference books
in learning English. The data indicate that teachers provide
appropriate information on how to use materials in learning
English.
Item 34 was about students' use of summary writing skills
in learning English and whether teachers encourage learners to use
this skill. On this item, 64% of the students indicated that they
always and usually make a summary of a reading text where as
50% of the teachers reported that they usually help learners to
write a summary of reading text by themselves.
Concerning students' use of elaboration strategy in learning
English, most (74.5%) of the students, 40.9% always and 33.6%
usually, reported that they relate the skills they learned in reading
lessons in dealing with extensive reading lessons (item-35).
Concerning the teachers’ responses, three-fourth of the teachers
(75%), 25% always and 50% usually, encourage students to relate
the skills they learn in reading lessons in dealing with extensive
reading.
On item 36, the majority 65.4%, 33.6% always and 31.8%
usually, of the students indicated that they take note in learning
English. On the other hand, 13.6 % of them rarely and never do
this. With regards teachers' responses, 25% and 75% of them
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reported that they always and usually encourage students to take
notes by themselves respectively.
The mean values of the items show that the most frequently
employed cognitive strategies by students were elaboration
strategies on item 31, 32 and 35 (M=3.7), followed by resourcing,
item 33,(M=3.6), note-taking (M=3.5) and summarizing
(M=3.2).On the other hand, teachers employ resourcing (M=4.5)
strategy most frequently followed by note-taking (M=4.3),
elaboration(M=3.5) and summarizing (M=3.3).
Generally, the data on this section indicate that students and
teachers employ cognitive strategy in the learning process. The
grand mean values of, on all of the cognitive strategy items,
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students (M=3.5) and teachers (M=3.8) usually employ cognitive
strategy.
3.1.1.3.2. Meta-cognitive Strategies Employed by Students and
Teachers in Teaching Learning EFL
The data regarding meta- cognitive strategies were gathered
by section 5 of the students’ and teachers’ questionnaire which
contained nine items on a five-point Likert scale. Descriptive
statistics was used to portray the percentages, frequencies and
means of the items.

Table 9 Students' and Teachers' Responses on the Use of Meta-cognitive Strategies in Teaching- Learning English
sn

Item

37

I actively think about what I
have learned in my language
class

38

39

40

41

language class
I take diaries on my learning
success and weakness

I try to evaluate the
effectiveness of strategies I use
to learn English better

When I study information I pay
much attention to how well I
understand it

I try to analyze what difficulty
I actually have in learning
English

5

4

3

2

1

Mean

S

13(11.8%)

20(18.2%)

14(13%)

40(36.3 %)

23(20.9%)

2.6

T

-

2 (25%)

-

4(50%)

2(25%)

2.6

S

11(10%)

20(18.2%)

8(7.3%)

38(34.5%)

33(30%)

2.4

T

-

-

-

4(50%)

4(50%)

1.5

S

11(11%)

24(23.5%)

5(4.5%)

41(37.3%)

32(29.1%)

2.5

T

-

2(25%)

-

4(50%)

2(25%)

1.3

S

21(19.1%)

15(13.6%)

-

40(36.2%)

34(31%)

2.5

T

-

-

1(12.5%)

5(62.5%)

2(25%)

1.9

S

7(6.4%)

16(17.3%)

9(8.2)

45(40.9%)

33(30%)

2.3

2(25%)

2(25%)

4(50%)

-

2.8

T
42

43

44

I set an action plan of how to
solve learning problems or
improve my learning

I set objectives about the
language skills I need to
improve

I plan my schedule so I will
have enough time to study
English

S

20(18.2%)

19(17.2%)

10(9.1%)

27(24.5%)

34(30.9%)

2.7

T
S

-

2(25%)

2(25%)

2(25%)

2(25%)

2.5

22(20%)

14(12%)

8(7.2%)

35(31.8%)

33(30%)

2.7

5(62.5%)

2(25%)

1(12.5%)

-

-

4.5

28(27.3%)

35(36.4%)

11(10%)

28(27.3%)

6(5.5%)

3.4

2(25%)

4(50%)

2(25%)

-

-

4.0

T
S
T
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45

After I have learned English, I
think about the way I have
learned it

Grand mean
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S

15(14.5%)

11(11%)

9(8.2%)

34(32.7%)

40(40.9%)

2.3

T

-

2(25%)

-

4(50%)

2(25%)

2.3

S

2.6

T
Keys- Always-5, Usually-4, Sometimes-3, Rarely-2, Never-1, T=teachers, S=students

Table-9 illustrates the percentages and frequencies of
students' and teachers' responses to the usage of meta-cognitive
strategies in learning English. As can be seen from the data on item
37, 36.3% and 20.9% of the students rarely and never respectively
think actively about what they learned in language class. However,
only 3.7% of the students indicated that they always and usually
think about what they have learned in English class. Similarly,
75% (50% rarely and 25 % never) of the teachers reported that
they help students practice this reflective exercise. Only 25% of
them indicated that they usually help learners to practice this
strategy. Furthermore, 34.5 % and 30% of the students replied
rarely and never respectively concerning taking diaries on their
learning success and weakness (item-38). Similarly, all of the
teachers reported that they rarely (50 %) and never (50%)
encourage students to take diaries.
With regards items 39, 66.4% of the students reported that
they rarely (37.3%) and never (29.1%) evaluate the effectiveness
of strategies they use to learn English. On the other hand, 50% and
25% of the teachers reported that they rarely and never encourage
students to reflect on their strategy use.
The findings items 37,38 and 39 show that students and
teachers rarely employ evaluating strategy in the learning process.
Concerning item 40, the majority of the students (n=74)
indicated that they rarely (36.2%) and never (31%) monitor their
comprehension in learning English (M=2.5). Similarly, 62.5% of
the teachers rarely help learners practice monitoring and 25% of
them never promote this strategy. Similarly, on item 41 more than
three-fourth of the students, (40.9%) rarely and (30%) never,
analyze what difficulty they have in learning English whereas only
6.4% and 17.3% of them do this always and usually respectively.
Concerning teachers responses to this item, while 50% of them,
25% usually and 25% sometimes, help learners to analyze their
difficulty in learning English, 50 % of them responded that they
rarely do this.
The findings of items 40 and 41 show that both students and
teachers rarely employ monitoring strategy in the learning and
teaching process.
The aim of item 42 was to find out whether students set an
action plan to solve and improve their learning, and whether
teachers guide learners towards this direction. For this item, 24.5%
and 30.9% of the students employ this strategy rarely and never
respectively. Similarly, 50% of the teachers reported that they
rarely (25%) and never (25%) help learners to set an action plan.
Besides, responses to items 43 indicate, 61.8% (31.8%
rarely and 30% never)of the students reported that they set
objectives about the language skills they need to improve.
However, the majority of the teachers usually employ setting goals
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in their instruction. On the other hand, on item 44 the majority
(n=73) of the students indicated that they always (27.3%) and
usually (36.4%) prepare schedule for studying English. Similarly,
75 % (25% always and 50% usually) of the teachers usually help
students to plan schedule for studying English.
The findings of items 43 and 44 show that while students
employ planning strategy sometimes, teachers usually employ this
strategy in their instruction.
Finally, students' responses to item 45 show that while
74.6% of the students reported that they rarely (32.7%) and never
(40.9%) reflect on their language learning, only 25.5% of them
responded that they think about what they have learned. On the
other hand, 75% (50% rarely and 25% never) of the teachers fail
to help students think about the way they learn English.
The findings of this item reveal that students lack to use
reflection strategy and teachers do not seem to encourage students
to employ this strategy. This result is consistent with the findings
of item 39 in which case students did not seem to reflect on their
strategy use and teachers did not encourage learners to do so.
Generally, the items under meta-cognitive language
learning strategy can be grouped into three which include items
concerning planning (item 42, 43, and 44), monitoring (item 40
and 41) and evaluation strategies (item 37, 38, 39 and 45). The
grand mean score of students' responses to items 42, 43, and
44(M=2.9) show that they sometimes employ planning in learning
English. Similarly, teachers employed planning strategy in their
instruction usually (M= 3.7). However, students rarely use
monitoring (M=2.4) and evaluation strategies (M=2.4) in learning
English. Besides, teachers rarely employ monitoring (M=2.4) and
evaluation (M=1.9) strategies. The findings of this section show
that students and teachers lack employing meta-cognitive
strategies in the learning process. The grand mean values on
students' (M=2.6) and teachers' (M=2.7) use of meta-cognitive
strategies are less than the average value(M=3.0) on the five point
Likert scale ranging from 1 never to 5 always show the
respondents' tendency to employ meta-cognitive strategies
rarely(See table 9).
3.1.1.4 Open-ended Question Results
Three open-ended questions were presented in item number
46, 47 and 48 of the teachers’ questionnaire in order to let them
express viewpoints freely Appendix B). Item 46 was intended to
find out whether the teachers were aware of autonomous learning.
It is not expected that teachers promote learner autonomy without
being aware of what it means. Four of the teachers did not seem to
demonstrate adequate awareness of the issue, for example, one of
these teachers defined the term learner autonomy as, “It is
necessary learning autonomous subject or language, and I advised
www.ijsrp.org
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them to practice and develop autonomous language." In this
statement the expression ‘autonomous subject or language' looks
vague. Still another in defining the term 'learner autonomy' said,
“I think learner autonomy or autonomous learning mean, students
learn with interest.” The second respondent also did not clearly
define the term. From the teachers’ responses we can see that they
do not have adequate awareness about learner autonomy.
However, four of the teachers could define the term learner
autonomy emphasizing that it is a situation in which students study
independently. For example, one of these teachers stated, "The
student by himself or herself takes the initiative to learn much
more than the teacher tells him/her." Another teacher said, “The
students learn independently, but they should be award about
language learning." Therefore these teachers seem to have shown
reasonable understanding of autonomy even though they did not
indicate that autonomous learning requires learners to take control
of and be responsible for their own learning.
Even though, all the teachers expressed their belief in the
essentiality of autonomous language learning, six of them could
not justify the rational for learner autonomy properly. For
example, one of the teachers in stating the rational for autonomy
stated, “Language is governed by law and rule, it needs freedom
for communication".
Besides still another expressed, “Yes,
because it is autonomous language system that makes students
better, it is best through autonomous learning." The justifications
given are not clear. However, those who showed understanding of
the notion of learner autonomy could justify their claims stressing
that language learning primarily needs individual efforts and
continued practices and that learner autonomy promotes self –
confidence. For example, one of these teachers indicated his/her
justification as, "Yes, because if students work by themselves they
can achieve more."
The last question in the teachers’ questionnaire was
intended to identify their perception of learner autonomy. Five of
the teachers stated that students are inadequate in deciding on
activities, objectives and materials to learn. Besides, two of the
teachers said that they had objectives set by the school which they
could not change and that time never allowed them to direct
students in this direction. Still the other revealed that he/she had
to shoulder the responsibilities him/herself since the students were
reluctant to involve in decision making.
The findings of the preceding paragraph reveals that
teachers perceive their students incompetent in learning by
themselves, and that the teaching learning procedure is already
determined by the school and did not involve students in decision
making.
From the findings of the open ended questions we can infer
that teacher’s inadequate awareness of learner autonomy could be
one factor for the inadequate practice in motivating learners
towards autonomy (Grad mean= 2.8).
3.1.2. Students' Interview Results
As mentioned in chapter three, an interview was held with
six students using a semi- structured interview schedule. In order
to address these themes, the four leading questions presented
below were raised with relevant probes.
- Do you involve or do autonomous learning activities such
as assignments, projects, group and pair works? If yes,
what do students gain by involving in such activities?
http://dx.doi.org/10.29322/IJSRP.9.02.2019.p8652
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In learning English, do you need your teacher's help all
the time? If no, mention the situations in which you need
your teacher's help?
Do you get involved in decision making concerning
various aspects of the learning process?
How do you think about your ability to learn English
autonomously? What are your views of learning English
by yourself?

In this section, the interviewees ' responses to the above
major questions and to respective probes are described, and where
possible, an attempt is made to link the findings from the
interview, with the results obtained through students’
questionnaire.
The first interview question was intended to elicit
information pertaining to the interviewees' willingness to involve
or do autonomous learning activities such as project works, group
and pair works. Four of the students said that they did not want to
involve in such activities. They said that such activities were time
killing, effortful and demanding. However, only two of them said
that they wanted to do autonomous learning activities
cooperatively. They said that they could learn from their friends
than doing by themselves. This finding is consistent with the
findings of the questionnaire in which the majority of the students
disagreed (M=2.5) to practice these activities
The purpose of the second interview question was to elicit
information whether students need their teacher's help all the time.
Four out of the six interviewed students said that they did not want
their teacher's help in learning English all the time. However, they
expressed that they need the teacher's help in some situations. For
example, when they faced new tasks and activities they could not
do, when they wanted to have in depth exploration of the language
item they are learning, etc. Here below are quotes from two
students concerning their need for help:
Student A: "No, expecting my teacher to render me a help
can lead me to be dependent. I need help when it is difficult for
me to comprehend a language".
Student B: "No, I only need my teacher's help when a
language task which I have been working is really difficult to fully
accomplish by myself".
Two of the students; however, showed their interest to be
helped by their teachers. One of these students, for example, said,
"Yes, the teacher should always be closer to me. I can learn better
from my teacher than learn by myself."
Concerning the third interview question on perception of
responsibility, more than half of the interviewees considered
teachers responsible in decision making related with objective of
the English lesson and the materials to be learned, etc. They said
that their role was receiving knowledge from the teacher; it is the
teacher’s job because they are trained and know better than
students. For example, student D said, "No, it's the teacher's
responsibility to make such decisions. They are trained for such
activities".
However, one of the interviewees stated that he/she likes
involving in decision making but the teachers did not allow them
to involve in such decision making. For example here is the report
highlighting this:
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We are aware of our needs and want to share these needs
with teachers. However, they say that they already have objectives
set by the school and they cannot change this. Thus, the lessons
become very boring.
The interview results show that four out of the six students
did not show interest to involve in decision making and they
considered their teacher responsible concerning decision making
in the learning process. The result of the interview is consistent
with the questionnaire result in which the majority of the students
(N=56%) gave responsibility to the teacher (See table 5).
Concerning the fourth interview question which was
intended to identify students’ perception of their ability in learning
English, the majority of them expressed their beliefs that they are
competent in learning English by themselves. For example, four
of the interviewees said setting aims was not difficult, but two said
that they were not able seeming they have no awareness. The
questionnaire results gave a mean of 3.8 which is the highest of
the students’ perceived ability to set goals (See table 6). The
interview data show that students believed that they were able to
set goals by themselves.
The other interview question in the form of probe was
students’ perception of their ability to evaluate learning progress.
Three of the six interviewees said evaluating progress was no
problem, two said it was difficult, and one said that he would have
to ask the teacher to test him on writing. The majority of the
interviewee expressed their beliefs that they were able to evaluate
learning progress. This finding is consistent with students' score
for their perceived ability to evaluate their own progress (M=3.6)
on the questionnaire (See table 6).
Furthermore, the interviewees were asked about their
perception of their ability to choose exercise and all the
interviewees said that they would have no problem choosing
exercise and task to work on if they had the opportunity although
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one considered this as a difficult activity. There was a mean score
of 3.3 for perceived ability to choose exercises and tasks.
Therefore it can be said that the interview data is consistent
with the questionnaire data in which students considered
themselves competent.
The last interview question in the form of probe was
concerning students perceived ability to evaluate their ability by
identifying their weakness and strengths. Four of the interviewees
out of six said that evaluating ability was no problem; one said
he/she was not able and one said that he/she would ask the teacher
to evaluate his/her weakness and strengths; the mean score on the
questionnaire for this item was 3.1. Therefore, the result of both
the questionnaire and interviewee show that students consider
themselves able to evaluate their ability.
Generally, the findings of the interview are consistent with
the results found in the questionnaire concerning perception of
responsibility and ability. Concerning responsibility perception,
the students see the teacher more responsible in learning English.
Besides, they perceive themselves able to learn English by
themselves. However, they did not want to involve in cooperative
learning activities.
3.1.3. Classroom Observation Results
In order to find out grade twelve teachers actual classroom
practices in promoting learner autonomy, a semi-structured
observation was conducted using a checklist that consisted of five
items with four sub points each (See appendix G, pp. 98). The
teachers' activities were observed and rated with categories of
'Yes' or 'No' which were changed into five-point scales namely:
Ineffective (0), less effective (1), fairly effective (2), effective (3),
and very effective (4)

Table 10 Teachers' Actual Classroom Practices of Promoting Learner Autonomy
S.n

Items

4
F %

Scales
2

3
F

%

F

1
%

F

0
%

F

%

4

100

1

Encourage learners to set some learning
goals

2

Encourage learner responsibilities

3

Encourage self-evaluation

4

Involve learners in decision making

1

25

3

75

5

Provide opportunity for strategy
use

2

50

2

50

Total

1

-

25

25%

37.5%

3

75

4

100

87.5 %

75%

keys: 4-very effective, 3- effective, 2-fairly effective, 1-less effective, 0-ineffective
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The first activity observed was teachers' involvement of
learners in setting learning goals. As can be seen from the table in
all of the observations none of the teachers were observed
promoting goal setting. Therefore, the teachers' practices in
relation to this behavior were ineffective.
The second activity observed was teachers’ encouragement
of responsibility in collaborative work. The observation revealed
that almost all the teachers put students in small groups but they
did not use activities that require sharing responsibility and they
did not encourage or assign students any group roles to which they
could be held responsible. However, one of the teachers observed
was effective in putting students into groups and assigning them
responsibilities. 75% of the teachers’ practices in relation to
promoting responsibility were less effective. Therefore, the
teachers’ practices in relation to this behavior were less effective.
The third activity observed was teachers’ encouragement of
self-evaluation. All of the teachers were less effective to encourage
students’ self-evaluation. However, in one of a teacher's class peer
correction was encouraged. Therefore, all of the teachers' practices
in relation to this behavior were less effective.
The fourth activity observed was teachers’ encouragement
of learners in decision making. During the observation none of the
teachers asked the students to choose from different activities and
tasks, letting them decide on their pace of learning, etc. However,
only a teacher was observed letting students to choose a friend to
work with. 75% of the teachers' role in relation with this behavior
was in effective.
The fifth activity observed was teachers' practice of
promoting strategy use. In two of the classes observed teachers
were encouraging students to make use of strategies in relation to
language skills. However, meta-cognitive strategies were not
observed. Therefore, teachers’ practices in relation to this behavior
were fairly effective.
Generally, 87.5% of the teachers' practices in promoting
learner autonomy were less effective and 75% of them ineffective
categories which imply that teachers did not seem to encourage
goal setting, responsibility, self-evaluation and decision making.
3.2. Discussion
The first research question was aimed to find out whether
students and teacher practices autonomous learning activities in
learning English. The majority of the students did not seem to take
control of their learning (grand mean on students’ practices in
learning English by themselves is 2.4). The result shows that
students did not seem to exert their efforts to set goals for their
learning, and evaluate their learning process. Dickinson
(1995:127) characterizes autonomous learners as “those who have
the capacity for being active and independent in the learning
process; they can identify goals, formulate their own goals, and
can change goals to suit their own learning needs and interests.
The findings on the students' effort to set learning goals is
inconsistent with Dickinson's description of autonomous learners.
Similarly, the students did not seem to evaluate their learning. This
is inconsistent with Thanasoulas (2000) who argues that the
analysis of one’s strengths and weaknesses, or language learning
process is a primary step in a cluster of autonomous learning
activities to guide learners to the next stages of their learning
process. If learners position themselves in a place where they
could assess their skills and knowledge gap and strive to
http://dx.doi.org/10.29322/IJSRP.9.02.2019.p8652
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compensate their deficiencies by investing the required time; it is
likely for them to succeed in learning English independently. This
further gives them a better opportunity to see how much their
learning is on a series of progress.
This implies that students lack effort to take control of their
learning. This finding is consistent with Mesfin (2008) who
studied learner autonomy in learning English at Mekele Yohannes
Preparatory School found out students were not exerting effort to
improve their English skills and that they were not responsible for
their own learning. The main reason for this similarity might be
due to the fact that in both of the research settings (both of them
being in the same educational system) students were taught in
teacher-led classrooms where learners were rendered little support
to take control of their learning. The questionnaire data also reveal
that students were reluctant to involve in cooperative learning
activities (M=2.5) .This is consistent with the findings of the
interview which disclosed the fact that the majority of students
did not want to involve in cooperative learning activities like
group and pair works in which they can practice decision making,
planning and evaluating. This suggests that they lack the readiness
to take responsibility for their own learning. This finding is
inconsistent with what Dickenson (1992: 140) stated, “Students’
involvement in cooperative learning activities enable them to be
self-motivated and self-regulated learners taking responsibility for
their own learning" .
Furthermore, the findings show that teachers lack the
readiness to promote autonomy (the grand mean for teachers'
practices on autonomous learning activities is 2.8).This implies
that teachers seemed to lack providing learner choice and sharing
responsibility which are keys in the development of learner
autonomy. For example, the teacher did not seem to share their
responsibility in evaluating students' learning, and involving
learners in decision making which traditionally are considered to
be the teachers' responsibility. In the development of learner
autonomy providing learners with choice for their learning is very
important. Teachers can encourage learner set goals and define
objectives, and evaluate their learning process by giving them
choice in the learning process. The findings of this study imply
that teachers did not seem to encourage these autonomous learning
activities by encouraging learner choice. Learner choice implies
that students can work at their own pace, deciding on questions of
what, when, how and how often (Holec, 1987; Williams and
Burden, 1997 Pierce and Kalkman, 2003). These scholars further
confirm that learner choice in making-decisions in learning such
as setting objectives, defining contents and progressions,
monitoring the procedure, and evaluating the outcome of learning
is very important for the development of autonomy. However, the
classroom observation reveals that 75% of the teachers’ practices
in relation to promoting responsibility and decision making were
in effective.
The findings of teachers’ practices are not consistent with
the findings of the study conducted by Coban (2002) that
investigated teachers’ practices in promoting learner autonomy in
Gazi Preparatory School in Turkish which found out that the
teachers were more likely to support ways of developing learner
autonomy, particularly in giving choice to learners, selfmonitoring and self- evaluation. Furthermore, the result is not
consistent with the study conducted by Chung (2005) who
examined the motivating style based on teachers' disposition to
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control students or support their autonomy. The results implied
that teachers who were autonomy-supportive to students showed
a significant motivating style and intended to support students'
intrinsic motivational as well as internalization processes.
However, this result was consistent with the study conducted by
Tekle (2010) who found out that English teacher at Baso
Secondary School lack the commitment to train students to be
independent learners through sharing responsibility.
The questionnaire data also show that teachers encourage
their students to work cooperatively with other students.
Nevertheless, the classroom observation data revealed that
teacher’ practices in relation to this was not systematic, and
approached in unorganized and unplanned ways. For example, the
researcher observed that almost all of the teachers were not
assigning group members’ responsibilities in setting collaborative
works.
On the other hand, the result of the open-ended questions
showed that four of the teachers could not define the term and
failed to justify why learner autonomy is important. The other four
of them described learner autonomy but they could not state the
rational for promoting learner autonomy. This result is consistent
with the findings of their practices in promoting autonomous
learning activities. From the findings we can infer that teacher’s
inadequate awareness of learner autonomy could be one factor for
their inadequate practices of in encouraging learners towards
autonomy. Little (1995) states that learner autonomy depends on
teacher autonomy. It is unreasonable to expect teachers to foster
the growth of autonomy in their learners if they themselves do not
know what it is to be an autonomous learner.
For the second research question, the findings of the Chisquare showed that there was no significant difference between
students’ and teachers’ perceptions of responsibility. The observed
Chi-square value (x2= 2.86) shows that there was no significant
difference between students’ and teachers' perception of
responsibility in language learning. That means, both students and
teachers considered that teachers were more responsible than
students in deciding what will be learnt in the next English class,
how long to spend on a given activity, choosing what
materials/activities to use in the English class, identifying students'
weaknesses and strengths in learning English, making sure
students make progress during English lesson and evaluating
learning performance which were related to formal language
instruction. However, only in one of the eight items both students
and teachers had the notion of shared responsibility to correct
students' mistakes in learning English. The findings of interview
with students also confirm that students consider teachers more
responsible. Four of the interviewed students out of six gave
responsibility to their teachers concerning decision making in
learning English.
The findings of responsibility perception are inconsistent
with Wenden's (1991) claim that autonomous learners exercise
choice of materials, methods and tasks for their learning.
Similarly, teachers’ unwillingness to share responsibility with
students does not support what Voller (1997) suggested, that the
teacher should share responsibilities concerning decision making
with learners so as to develop sense of responsibility in the
learners. These results are; however, consistent with a study
conducted by Kuram (2009) in the field which investigated the
perceptions of preparatory students and teachers regarding
http://dx.doi.org/10.29322/IJSRP.9.02.2019.p8652
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responsibilities and abilities related to autonomous learning. The
findings of this study was that students do not take responsibility
for their learning although they have the ability and teachers
themselves take on most of the responsibilities by perceiving their
students incapable of fulfilling their responsibilities. The teacher’s
traditional role as decision maker may be the reason for students
to give much responsibility to teachers than themselves
The findings of ability perceptions revealed that there is a
significant difference between students and teachers. Students
perceive themselves capable (M=3.3) in several areas such as
setting objectives, making choices and monitoring their progress.
The results of the interview also showed that the majority of
students evaluated their ability in learning English positively.
They believe that they have the ability to take control of their
learning but they failed to practice autonomous learning and share
responsibility with the teacher. However, the mean score on
students’ practices of autonomous learning (M= 2.4) indicate their
low performance of autonomous learning. On the other hand,
teachers considered students incompetent (M=2.3) to take control
of their own learning. This shows that teachers are not ready to
share responsibility with students.
The third research question was aimed at finding out the
language learning strategies used by students and employed by
teachers in their instructions.
Autonomous learners are able to monitor their own learning.
In doing so, they use learning strategies. Cognitive strategies
enable learners to manage the learning process as well as learning
materials through direct ways (Oxford, 1990). Strategies such as
elaboration, resourcing, summarizing and note-taking were
included in this study. The result of the descriptive statistics
indicated that both students and teachers valued the use of
resourcing and elaborating followed by note-taking and
summarizing in which both groups of respondents reported the
frequency of their strategy use on a five point Likert scale. The
most frequently used strategies were resourcing and elaboration.
The result of employing elaboration strategy is consistent with a
study conducted by Chamot (1989).Students (grand mean= 3.5)
and teachers (grand mean=3.8) reported that they usually employ
cognitive strategy in the learning process.
Concerning the meta-cognitive strategies employed, the
results of the descriptive statistics displayed that while students
sometimes use planning which involves learners through
autonomous self-management of time and learning process,
teachers most frequently employed this strategy in their
instruction. The result of this strategy use by students was
inconsistent with previous study by (Chien, 2004) which found out
that the most frequently used strategies were planning strategies.
This study also revealed that monitoring and evaluation strategies
were appeared to be employed by the students and teachers least
frequently. This finding is consistent with the study conducted by
Cotterall (1999) who investigated the language learning beliefs of
a group of students with the help of a survey and the result
indicated that the use of two strategies ‘monitoring and evaluating’
were quite limited.
In the study, cognitive strategy was reported to be used more
frequently than meta-cognitive, and the most frequently used
strategies among meta-cognitive strategy were planning strategies.
The findings of cognitive and meta-cognitive language learning
strategies is consistent with the study conducted by Johnes(1995)
www.ijsrp.org
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who investigated learning strategies used by foreign language
students and their teachers

4.

IV. SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter deals with the summary of the findings,
conclusions, recommendations of alternative solutions for
promoting learner autonomy based on the findings of the study.
The purpose of this study was to examine freshmen EFL
students’ and their teachers’ perception and practice in the
development of learner autonomy at Wolyta Sodo University. In
order to achieve this objective the following research questions
were formulated:
1. Do EFL freshmen students and teachers at Woayta Sodo
University employ autonomous language learning
activities in the teaching -learning process?
2. Is there a significant difference between EFL freshmen
students' and teachers' perceptions of learner autonomy
(responsibility and ability perception) in learning English
at Woayta Sodo University?
3. Do EFL freshmen students and teachers employ language
learning strategies (cognitive and meta-cognitive
strategies) in the teaching-learning process at the school
in focus?
In the course of answering these questions, descriptive
survey method was employed. To this effect questionnaire,
interview and classroom observation were utilized as instrument
during data collection. Comprehensive sampling was used to
include 110 subjects (76 males and 34 females) and twelve
teachers in the study. Accordingly, these informants participated
and provided dependable data. Furthermore, the obtained data
were analyzed by employing statistical tools such as frequency,
percentage, mean, Chi-square and independent sample t-test using
SPSS window 15 software.
4.1. Summary of the Major Findings
The major findings of the study are summarized as follow:
1. EFL students' and teachers' responses concerning their
practices (M=2.4 and M=2.8 for students and teachers
respectively) show that students did not seem to exert
effort in involving autonomous learning activities such as
goal setting, evaluating learning and collaborative
learning. The interview data show that five out of the six
interviewed students did not want to do autonomous
learning activities. Similarly, the teachers did not seem to
encourage learners to do these activities and tasks by
themselves.
2. EFL teachers of this study did not show awareness of
learner autonomy in learning English.
3. The result of classroom observation revealed that 87.5%
of the teachers' practices in promoting learner autonomy
were less effective and 75% of them were ineffective
which show that teachers did not seem to encourage goal
setting, responsibility, self-evaluation and decision
making, and this is consistent with the result of the
teachers’ questionnaire concerning their practices of
promoting learners autonomy.
http://dx.doi.org/10.29322/IJSRP.9.02.2019.p8652
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While 51.1% and 59.4% of the students and teachers
respectively gave more responsibility to the teacher,
34.9% and 30% of the students and teachers respectively
had the notion of shared responsibility. Only 14% and
10% of the students and teachers respectively gave
responsibility to the students in learning language. The
interviewee data also indicated that four out of six
interviewed students considered their teachers more
responsible concerning decision making in the learning
process. The result of the 2x3 contingency table Chisquare concerning the difference in perception of
responsibility between students and teachers (x2=2.86)
did not indicate significant difference.
While the students consider themselves able (the grand
mean value on their perception of ability is 3.3) to set
goals, plan their learning, decide on what work to do and
evaluate their learning performance, teachers (grand
mean value on their perception of ability is 2.3) believed
that students’ ability was poor. The result of the
independent sample t-test between teachers' and students'
perception of ability in language learning is 3.34, p=
0.00.
The grand mean values of students and teachers in
employing cognitive strategies are 3.5 and 3.8
respectively which indicate that they usually employ this
strategy. Elaboration (M=3.6) and resourcing (M=3.6)
were the most frequently employed cognitive strategies
by the students followed by note-taking (M=3.5) and
summarizing (M=3.2).On the other hand, teachers
reported employing resourcing (M=4.5) followed by
note-taking, (M=4.3) elaboration (M=3.5) and
summarizing (M=3.3) strategies frequently in their
instruction.
While students employ planning (grand mean=2.9) in
learning English sometimes, teachers employ planning
(grand mean= 3.7) strategy in their instruction usually.
However, students use monitoring (grand mean=2.4) and
evaluations (grand mean=2.4) strategies rarely in the
learning process. Besides, teachers rarely employ
monitoring (grand mean=2.4) and evaluation (grand
mean=1.9) strategies in their instruction.

4.2. Conclusions
Based on the findings and discussions made in this study,
the following conclusions were made.
1.

2.

Freshmen EFL students at Wolyta Sodo University
do not seem to involve in tasks and activities that
promote their autonomy. Similarly, EFL teachers of
the university lack using autonomy supporting
practices. They lacked to involve learners in making
decisions related to their own learning, and did not
seem to encourage learner choice by helping
students to learn at their own pace. This might be due
to their lack of awareness about learner autonomy.
There is similarity between students and teachers
perception of responsibility in learning English.
Both students and teachers considered that teachers
were more responsible in making decision related to
www.ijsrp.org
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3.

4.
5.

6.

formal language instruction, such as deciding what
and how to learn and evaluate learning performance.
The teachers see themselves as taking almost all
responsibility because they perceive students lack
the ability to take responsibility in language learning
process.
The fact that teachers consider students incompetent
to take responsibility for their learning might be one
factor for teachers’ inadequate autonomy supportive
practices.
The students and their teachers usually employ
cognitive strategies in the instructional process.
While the students sometimes tend to plan their
learning, their teachers help them practice this
strategy in the learning process. However, the
students and their teachers rarely employ monitoring
and evaluating meta-cognitive strategies.
Generally, the results indicate that even though
students perceive themselves positively, they are
unwilling to take responsibility and control their
learning, and that they continue to see the teacher as
a dominant figure who is the decision maker in the
classroom. On the other hand, teachers lack the
ability to move their students towards autonomous
learning.

learning, evaluating their learning progress, choosing tasks to be
done, etc.
Finally, empirical investigations need to be made on ways
of employing learner training in order to develop learner
autonomy.
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