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Ab oject is @n investigation into learners’

readiness

or

;S:;ngmous Englisb anguage learning in the Nigerian

udy U5 a quantitative research method to elicjt resCOntext. The
- Nigerian undgrgraduate students to examine theijr f Onses from
autonomous English language learning. The majorit eafdmess for
e 18 years old and above. A questionnaire with a SV of stufient;
scale ranging from stro_ngly agree to strongly disagree At ';'Ckert
udents had opportunity to take part was adapted frm which all
conducted bY Cotterall (1995). The questionnaire waso 9. sudy
ensure its validity and later modified to suit this stud _ﬁ:loted 2
chow that majority of Nigerian undergraduate s'tuc}gnts e
ovealed diverse dimensions of autonomy in different “;a;';oug:

wot fully ready for learner autonomy in Engli
. : ish |
learning.rephrase this sentence g anguage

Introduction |
in the Nigerian context, teaching is generally done using the

raditional approach whereby students are expected to accept
whatever their Lecturers tell them without questioning. Most of tr?e
Jents experience the process of rote learning which is highly
acher-centered. The authority is not spread out, individuality or
S not encouraged. The general belief is that this system of
. tr.ansfer does not trigger creativity and interest within
s since the Lecturers decide the whole learning process.
Ay unsafe apd unsubstantiated generalizations! This
=2 passive rather than an active role, which hinders
earning. Since the students rely mainly on their
O study .nd research materials), they do
den their sources of study
sh language proficiency-
me the sole aim of
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e Are Nigerian
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1 most scholars agr

omy ({‘iirlrcd from tcacherg :)e sm;h R o
" ility LIS i ; ent. Autonomous
oDl e learning 1§ S€° by Little (1996) as a feature of

: ;f”& '_n‘”“: that leads to long-term success,
g lea™ .‘LHOIGC (1981) perceives learner autonomy as the
W otance of ,-Ggp(.).nsibi!?ly for, and his ability to “take
m “wn learning”. It mvolyes planning for learning,
ot & e in the process, monitoring the procedure and

g " oyaluate that learning outcome.

- able IC Dickinson (1994) believes that learner

n{

woiM} mc\}z.therrﬂore‘ : : :
\ q in which the learner is totally responsible

\‘ri(‘\'\l

e

all

o is 8 Situatio 1
gono™ e decisions concerned with his or her learning and the
o oll O stion Of those decisions. Success as an autonomous

AP s when he independently*‘set goals; chooses materials,
e :an 4 tasks; exercises choice and purpose in organizing and
ethod tasks; and chooses criteria for evaluating

‘;an Out the Chosen . ’
3"‘;eami”g outcome for the purpose of learning” (Dam 1995:
w volves skills and the attitudes that the

25 Autonomy

gmenshave, and can ped to certain degrees (P. Benson,

be develo

A
2\1 V)

Although many researchers define learner autonomy from a
ittle (1990: P7) suggests that “learner

b tonomy 1S essentially a matter of the learners psychological
sion to the process and content of learning”. That means a
e must be willing to learn and that “willingness depends both
gmotivation and the confidence to take responsibility for the
wauired” (Little, 1996). Likewise autonomy is not only the
1o learn, but also the chance to become a better
ny, 1993: P 436).However, autonomous English
iing is not only freedom from the control of the

constraints of the curriculum, or even the freedom to
o """ In fact, the most important freedom that
implies, i the “learner's freedom within himself, by the
cty 1o surpass the limits of intrinsic motivation”
m‘n’ 43). Subsequently, it is the work of the
# H\:m learning environment for learners
'8 the learners' learning styles and using various

shierent point of view, €.8.. L
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ives 18 paramount as they represent the model
guden’ Lrning. mentors and advisors to learners (Baldkmﬁo'

’ C led

‘,Hgt!l-‘l
00"’

L of learners for Autonomous Language Learning

Rendines ere discusses various research findings on autonomous

ning in different contexts.

3§ ?,nguatimonomous language learning is not widespread, but all

3 . learners. irrespective  of their context or cultural

\ 7 :hn{;,uaﬂund are unique individuals that can be autonomous in their

3 | )ackgr\:’ay if given the Oppqrtunity (Piers.on. 1996).Therefore,
| Sore any interventions that aim at promotmg_learner autonomy

N § the language classroom are implemented, it is important to
! learners' readiness for autonomous language

& investigate the _ ;
: 4 mingg trom different points of view:

Learners’ intrinsic motivation level towards learning English,

. The use of meta_-ognitive strategies by learners in language
learning,

« Perception of Lecturers by learners and their own learning

of English

|« Ability of learners to contextualize their learning in the real

world situation (Kocak, 2003).

. Little (2004) further explains what makes a learner ready

e dor autonomy through these key principles:

. Recognizing responsibility for one's own learning is the first

autonomy.,

must involve participation in all aspects

are planning, implementing, evaluating

ask the WHY, WHAT, and the HOW of
ti grow their autonomy

y entails that the target language

i\

f communication in and outside the
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e (zooj?gcg:/ee;ompared thre
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In a study C, alaysia. wh'er'e Shek e "f‘t the stl.ld
universities 7 niversities lac Y In legy in Sy 8 4
ian publl nd they wanted a More tey, erg Englpf ‘
were low In Enggsh proﬂcie“cy*c
Pillay, 1995), ,

 cince primary school (d t\éwer ) It Wa

learning it sin _ndergraduate studen e not g, oneVer
ferred to be SpOOl‘I-fed by the L mgus q

. ect
cultural factors OF situations ed

onducted BY

learning an
could be a result ©

% :

construilew“e Holec's (1987) study ascertains that Studer,
1 ] :

e the materials, methods to be used, anq tech .. 0

It for them to define objectives andch“"]ues

it was difficu e ; Valys,
:?eL:rnlitngw progress. Likewise, in 2 study on learner attit,qq, toii?‘*
celf-direction conducted byBroady (1996),he discovey, %

re partially ready for autonomous English thet

:;zfrirrl\tgs aas thgy think the teacher should be guiding ratl;‘:rgltl;ge
controlling everything in the classroom. an
Research conducted on autonomous language learnipg

Hong Kong by Pierson (1996) reveals a discouraging imageg n
learners and their willingness for autonomy. It was revealed thOI
the Chinese learners were not willing to be autonomoys, 4 that_
preferred the traditional approach, they depended highly on t;y,

syllabus, and were unwilling and lacked initiative to take charge :f
their own learning (Pierson, 1996). ' :
Cotterall (1999) reports that between 43-69% of studentsr

still want the teacher to take the central domineering rol i
teaching. They expect their Lecturers to offer help on issues ar
solve the fiifﬁculty, tell them how long they should spend on#
fask, explain why each task is being carried out and tell them hd
‘ next. This shows that these students are not ready fo

V2 they expect the teacher to shoulder all it
..ﬁ"" meant for learners and this contradicts the et
' °f~-lﬂt0nomous English language learning. 4
12t Affican students could work autonom®!
| I given the chance was also r".;
Sak . & with  his studenti;,

P& ‘%’

able to choo
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: Kuchah" study shows that Afric

CamerOC‘;Z“ enges they:t_tfa;e :'n learnin agn‘gtl‘i‘::‘ents. despite

g ply pOsitive = Pce or SUtonomgy, g 4
reﬂ‘o.ng inde & direction s initiated, Kycp 5o gua
,earnlnts ere creative enOUgh to Choose wher tovered fh“ 'gz
wde" one could suggest this may haye |, een dye learn English
Aifhoufo;tab'e classroom or harsh weather rather th:o 3 Physically
o™ OUS. However..he reported that they alsont n
uton© sterials of their'mtereft which enabled them \:Iem out to
get ; ning objectives with their teacher, and the tese O Negotiate

ghez od various tasks and activities based on her in retyen

odology

 study uses 3 quantit.ative. rese'arch method to elicit respo
m students of two Ur_nversmes in llorin, Kwara State of Nigeria
o examine their readiness for autonomous English |an
earing. The majority of st}.lden.ts are 18 years old and above. The
| estionnaire used a 5 point Lickert scales ranging from strongly
agree 1O strongly disagree and was adapted from a study
conducted by Cotterall (1995). The questionnaire was piloted
anong 20 foundation students at the University of Nottingham,
Malaysia Campus to ensure its validity and later modified to suit
this study.
The questionnaire, a participant information sheet, and a
consent form were administered to 50 students from each of the
ools. A total number of 100 questionnaires were returned.

s Analysis -

ected data were analyzed and interpreted as rigorous
ive analysis with the use of SPSS to confirm the reliability
idy 50 as to give meaning to my research questions.
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The chart above sho
study, 50 were male a

Gender of the responden?

|M..

—

ws of the 100 students w
nd 50were female. 1o took

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent |
100 100 100.0

Darti,,»‘_

CUW

Percm

Age of the Respondents

0

M Below 18
years




ve shows that 75% of the respon

Ndent
aboVv Sa
t @ f them are 20 years and 4 yea
e CT:\/ 10% © bove and 159, a:;
ﬂd yeals
p " 18
N o the Questionnaire
;es
Rgs@%//m" [ Frequency | Percent Valid m
g il Percent | perce
S e | 25 343 1250 3500
roné 75 63.7 1750 1000
et 100 100.0 |100.0 :
To!al
“ant lecturers tO Frequency | Percent | Valid [ Cumulative 1
I;plam everything - | Percent | Percent
“ongly Disagree | 20 19,6 20,0 %2200
- piegree 10 9.8 L1020 30.0
Undecided ]0 : 9.8 » ]0.0 40.0
- Agree 60 58.8 | 60.0 100.0
o 0 |10 |1000 |
| am ready to|Frequency | Percent | Valid Cumulative
s¢ where and Percent | Percent
learn
80 78.4 80.0 80.0
20 19.6 20.0 100.0
100 100.0 [100.0
jency..| Percent [ Valid | Cumulative
TS . Percent | Percent
BEE 8 {100 |10.0
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M Frequency | Percent | Valid e
should give Percent oy,
guidance in the 3 %
T e
Disagree 15 14.7 150 [j5a~
Undecided 20 19.6 20.0 Mo
Agree 65 63.7 |650 = FW
total 100 1000 {1000 | =
| am ready to set Frequency Percent Malid
my learning bercent
objectives : A ;
Undecided 25 14.5 250
Agree 50 490 |500 |75
Strongly agree 25 245 | 055 ~fas
Total 100 100.0 |100.0
[ am willing to give | Frequency | Percent Valid ;:%52
my view in the ' ; :
class e
Strongly Disagree | 20 196 - oaons
Disagree 20 - | |19:6° GRS
Agree 60 i
total 100

| am willing to | req
negotiate my enj g
law 3 i



WI”lng to Frequency Pemm
oy english Percent %
momtoe ]earnin 55 5 \\ erCent
ua 3.9 ‘
H Ia.n re€ 15 14 25.0 %
8 08 g 7 S50
J ndeclde 30 294 |30 0 70.0
8 gy 1000 | 1000 |9

ga the lecure Frequency [Percent Valid | Comuaioe
s o Fhe Percent Percet:\?twe
decision concerning
earnin
Undecided 30 s -
Agree 50 49.0 |(50.0 o
| gtrongly Agree 20 el )
' | Total 100 100.0 | 100.0 x

- mrial Frequency PPercent | Valid Cumulative
otes to learn Percent | Percent
english courses
| Disagree 10 96  [10.0 10.0

| Undecided 25 245 |250 |35.0
Agree 65 63.7. | 65.0 100.0
- 100 100.0 | 100.0
SION OF FINDINGS

ity of the respondents, 75%. agreed that the Lecturers
sose them to more techniques that: can assist them to
Gourses better, although 25% of them strongly

S &Lhich Jevel of responsibility on the lecturer to

hodfand structured processes is reflective of
om. This

o to exercise more freed
study (2004). mentioned here

onomy building process it
a greater understanding



: d hOWitcan
of why autonomy is ,mportant . S8 et
e le'(‘]“.nii;:g‘()()t’/o of the rESPOﬂd:ﬂtS iﬂg;;edthatt
. S“_Ijl,‘a{o Cxplain everythlng tot ;ngo/ e E“Sllsh 3%
the Lecturers o of them disagreed, o m-o“z'y la
classroom, W | die

and 10% were

o 10% _
X l}ndscided- Given such a higher

« it illustrates that they need a sh;
dependen(tj 'Iearrff's; ]otle structures before ?ny f ﬂf}t\::
e y;i take place. Similar to Thang's (2003)% one
awarenessl dan universities on readiness for 5, - Fafisg
three Malay o-cultural structure has traditiona"y been

revailing soci .
feacher-driven and is deeply entrenched in the Mings

5.
learner Also. the majority of respondents are not ¢

alternate venues OF scheduling of classes — 80% of ¢
nd only 20% agreed that Iearr.\ers should partaje -
discussion in spite of many studies suggesting that ,
responsibility for the learning process will be gaineq
more opportunity to determine the time and place of
1991: Nunan, 1997; Benson, 2001).

Furthermore, 55% of respondents disagreedm’f
strongly disagreed with the notion of choosing their
for English language learning, although 35% gave th
This is unlike the Cameroonian students in Kuchah’s
were confident to choose their own learning m
further built their confidence. | |

This study also indicates that 65% of the
that they still need a lot of guidance from
learn English, while 15% of them
undecided. e

Additionally, a slight ma
agreed and 25% strongly agreed th
learning objectives if given the
undecided.,




 of giving their view, and an qual nym,
El‘, 200/
o,

‘rongly -ifilarl V. 75% of the studen‘ts agreed that th :
i o English language learning process wit g 'Lee feady to
Cturers i

e thance- while 25% of the respondents were |,
o fh‘f,,ch egard to the learners willingness to
“".tﬁq orocess, 5% of the respondents disagrren
! arﬂz)% agreed and 15% were undecided. This js
e 001 who views self-assessment as an ?ntrary =
lensoi_‘e + of autonomous English language learning that ::f,o”a"'
,i, l'ale ness to know their own self competence, This i
earﬂ”:u" of the learners' lack of learner training in the field ;ﬁbe
g2 188 gl 0 Little's argument (1994), classroom activity js '
: the gefining components used tf) promote learner autonomyr::
s the students the Qpportumty to know their weaknesses in
t;.etargEt language Ie.arnlng and how important it is to improve
1 itin view of this, a great number of the respondents,50%
and 20% strongly agreed with the idea that Lecturers
id include them in the decisions to choose classroom activities.

uowever, 30% of the respondents were undecided.

subsequently, a large number of the respondents, 65%

ed that they need theit tutorial notes to be able to learn

agiish, although 10% disagreed while 25% were undecided. This
1ar to Pierson’s Hong Kong study of 1996 which found that

ese learners lack initiatives as they majorly depend on the

earn.

ndeCided_
Onitor their
ed with ths,

aat Nigerian Undergraduates students are not yet
ous language learning. The majority of the
2 manner that showed disagreement
yomous English language learning.
majority of the respondents
pitosthis process. The students
aterials as the domain of
ian context.

- |earning was not
_ This can also be

e
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that this Is under the contro| of the
$

tions, or a sa i ch _

do not have Op Y in Suc o 1

managemen‘ge‘ the management would be reluctant to h e
Besiaes. .

matters. scision making.
- cuch decist :
control over SUEE T Nigerian context rely highly o

+ As the majority of them want thej, tUto:il
“the Lecturers to exp!ain everything tq th :
spondents are still teacher-depep, % em, y
he localized educ'aftonal COnteyt andt' "y |
are unable to alter their view of traditional roles in the q‘tu )
: isients of knowledge. At 0g,
as passive recipien 2 0% |
However, on an en<fo'uraglng .note, resPOnden g ,
to be more involved in deC.IS!On making on theijr ‘eal‘nin :“{ill‘p';
and processes. They are willing to learn through “ESOtiaﬁqM""-
teamwork. Although, they are not su.re. about their ab?-\ g
managing the learning, they have the initiatiye to lear :
given the chance. ‘ Well
They also stated that they wanted the ]
more techniques to learn English courses better.
a degree of openness to learner training, if given
Although, the Nigerian undergraduates students
not currently fully ready for autonomy in the
courses there are promising indications of wil
different approach in language learning pr
training and support is given. Since learner 3
process, it could be achieved over time by
exposure to alternatives.

d to a belief

-ibute
attribu nd they

for direct inpu

shows that most. re
partly ingrained in t

eCtUI‘ers to Do
ThlS demo ,
the Qpport e p
from this stygy
ir English lanoee
lingness to adas
ovided that prog
utonomy is a grag
learner training a

Implications for Language Teaching and Recommendations
This study is a starting point towards creating awareness to @
autonomous English language learning among the Ng§
Undergraduates students, Due to parental insistence whosé
focus is for their children to pass the national exams, 88
could be age-dependent. This shows that lack of readiness!
Part of the learners in the Nigerian context is !
Nigerian educational system where autonomy s not
§overnment and educational stakeholders '“‘
school managers especially at the Undergradud =y
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utonomy language learnin sho
cﬂ‘nceptt tfh: local and regional levels Ingschooulls* c:: ‘gradua"y
fpeot rechniques and works!\ops On language :\:::l; With
o "\ make the learners Progressively understan yhe o s
::1 vl “gesides. the major g?al of education j morence
: 0" knowledge, rather “the end Product of eqy, fl'.ian
M”"é ndent learner” (McDevitt, 1997), e

itting

" hermore. due to the constraints of the
:::erS- policies need to be conducive to changes that
akehO st autonomous Enghsh. language learning, Also, the
oo hould be sufficiently motivated to be responsible for any

s
® s they take. The school management should offer the kinds
Y in the student

':Hmmg techniques which lead to autonom
g'g!ish language courses (Benson 2007):
*" jtis worth noting that learner Autonomy is not a one-siged
s, but one that has to be negotiated and developed between
s Lecturers and the learners; therefore, teacher autonomy needs
:,:occur in tandem with learner autonomy. Although it is not
walitic for Lecturers to practice autonomy except they have the
mowledge of teacher training (Dam, 2007). In view of this. most
eurers might not be aware of this- autonomy concept in the
serian context, consequently, it would be helpful to further
igate the Lecturers' perceptions towards autonomous
ge learning, and the challenges of implementing it in the
& schools.
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