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In 2004 the Chinese Ministry of Education issued the ‘College English Curriculum Requirements’ in an effort to revitalise English language teaching in China. This official document underpins ‘College English’, a compulsory course for non-English majors in the first two years of university study. In a break with the past, the policy documents placed considerable emphasis on the development of learner autonomy. Despite the aspirations of the new curriculum requirements, in practice it has been observed that many teachers may struggle to implement their content (He & Zhong, 2007; Lin & Chen, 2009; Xu, 2014). To better document this mismatch and identify its causes, this study investigated 668 students’ and 182 teachers’ beliefs, practices and readiness for autonomy in the context of the College English course. Through questionnaires and interviews, this research found that both the students and teachers appeared psychologically, but not technically or behaviourally, ready for autonomy. The challenges to the promotion of autonomy in Chinese universities seem to be more about pedagogical than cultural impediments. We conclude the paper with a number of implications to enable classroom practitioners to better integrate the development of autonomy into the curriculum.
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Introduction
In 2004 the Chinese Ministry of Education introduced the College English Curriculum Requirements (the Requirements hereafter), an official curriculum designed to provide guidelines for English instructions in Chinese universities and colleges,  The Requirements, states that one of the objectives of College English (CE), an EFL course for all the non-English majors in their first two years of college study, is to develop students’ autonomous learning ability, which is “an important indicator of the successful reform of the teaching model” (The Requirements, 2004, p.23).
Against this background, a great deal of effort has been made in the Chinese tertiary EFL context to develop learner autonomy. Research, however, has reported that many students continue to have low levels of autonomy (He & Zhong, 2007; Lin & Chen, 2009; Xu, 2014). Our aim is to identify the reasons for this. In particular, we look at the key variables of ‘learner and teacher readiness’ for autonomy, that have been identified in previous research as “both a starting point for autonomous learning activities and a consequence of past learning experiences” (Higgs, 1988, p. 45) and as having a major impact on learners’ development of autonomy (Cotterall, 1995; Murphy & Hurd, 2011; Vieira & Barbosa, 2009). In this article we investigate if, and to what extent, learner and teacher readiness plays a role in the development of learner autonomy in the Chinese tertiary context. 
 
Literature review 
Definition of learner autonomy and teacher autonomy
To understand readiness for autonomy, we first need to conceptualize the constructs of “learner autonomy” and “teacher autonomy”. Holec (1981) conceives of the former as learners’ ability to take charge of their own learning. In this view, autonomous learners are able to determine their learning objectives, define content and progression, monitor and evaluate learning outcomes in their learning process (Dam, 1995; Hedge, 2000; Holec, 1981; Little, 1991; Littlewood, 1996; Wenden, 1991).
Others see learner autonomy as an attitude towards learning in which learners are prepared to take responsibility for their own learning (Benson, 2005; Broady & Kenning, 1996; Dam, 1995; Little; 1991; Scharle & Szabo, 2000). Wenden (1991, p.53) argues that autonomous learners are willing to take on responsibility, see themselves as having a crucial role in the language learning,  are  self-confident, believing in their ability to learn and self-manage their learning.
The behavioural attributes of autonomous learners show that they are capable of performing actions associated with their ability and attitudes related to autonomy. Reinders (2011, p.45) argues that the definition of autonomy as either an ability or as a particular kind of learning act is incomplete and to have an ability to do something but not do it would hardly be useful. The profiles of autonomous learners given by Candy (1991), Hedge (2000) and Wenden (1991) also suggest that an autonomous learner is not simply one who has the skills and attitudes to manage their own learning, but one who is capable of performing actions associated with these skills and attitudes.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK16][bookmark: OLE_LINK17]Like learner autonomy, the concept of “teacher autonomy” has been subject to ongoing discussions in the literature. Thavenius (1999, p.160) defines teacher autonomy as “ability and willingness to help learners to take responsibility for their own learning”. Little (1995, p.179) sees it as “having strong sense of personal responsibility for their teaching, exercising via continuous reflection and analysis the highest possible degree of affective and cognitive control of the teaching process, and exploring the freedom that this confers”. Smith & Erdogan (2008, p.84) identified two dimensions of teacher autonomy in the literature: the capacity for self-directed development and freedom from control by others. But Raya & Vieira (2015) contend that such freedom seldom exists in the school setting. Teacher autonomy is not about being free from external constraints and acting according to one’s desires but is essentially about being willing and able to challenge non-democratic traditions and developing a professional sense of agency in teaching that is directly connected with promoting the learners’ agency in learning (Ibid, 2015, p. 38).
As can be seen from the above, although there is lack of consensus on a holistic definition, the main characteristic of learner autonomy and teacher autonomy involve willingness, ability and behaviours to take charge of one’s learning/teaching. In this paper both learner autonomy and teacher autonomy are defined as “the extent to which willingness and capacity to take charge of learning/teaching is demonstrated”.
.
Learner and teacher readiness for autonomy
Since Riley (1988) raised concerns about the cultural appropriateness of autonomy in language learning, the validity of the concept of learner autonomy has triggered a large body of research that address learners’ and teachers’ readiness for autonomy in non-Western cultures. Table 1 summarises the key studies published based on their context (country and level of education), describes the purpose of the studies, their research methods and their key findings. 










	Reference
	Context 
	Purpose
	Methodology
	Conclusion

	Cotterall (1995)
	ESL learning in a New Zealand university

	To find out learners’ readiness for autonomy, to determine learners’ beliefs about language learning
	1.  The items for the questionnaire were developed from a series of interviews with ESL students about their language learning experiences; 
2. The questionnaire was administered to 139 ESL learners from 32 different countries;
3.  Exploratory factor analysis was conducted to identify clusters of learner beliefs.
	1. Six clusters were identified:1) the role of the teacher, 2) the role of feedback, 3) learner independence, 4) learner confidence in their study ability, 5) experience of language learning, and 6) approach to studying;
2. The relationships between the six clusters of beliefs and autonomous language learning were identified.

	Chan ( 2001)
	ESL learning in a Hong Kong university 
	To gauge student readiness for autonomy by examining learners’ attitudes and perceptions of language learning, teacher and learner roles, their learning preferences and perception of autonomy

	1. A questionnaire survey was administered to 20 second-year language major students; 
2. The survey focused on five areas: 1） aims and motivation for language learning (open-ended questions),  2) perceptions of the teacher’s and their own roles (closed questions), 3) learning styles and preferences (closed questions), 4) perceptions of autonomous learning (interview questions) and 5) the extent to which they consider themselves autonomous learners (interview questions).
	1. The students gained an initial awareness of the different roles of the teacher and themselves.
2. To a large extent, they could be judged to 
be reasonably autonomous in several ways.
3.  They demonstrated positive attitudes towards the autonomous approach.


	Chan, et al. (2002）
	ESL learning in a Hong Kong university 

	To gauge tertiary students’ readiness for autonomous learning  by investigating the relationship between
students’ attitudes towards autonomy and their autonomous practice
	1. A 52-item questionnaire probed students’ views of their responsibility and decision-making ability in learning English, their motivation level and actual autonomous learning behavior. 
2. The questionnaire was administered to 508 undergraduates from a range of academic departments.
3.     Follow-up interviews were conducted with 26 of the participants.
	Students did not appear to be ‘ready’ for autonomous learning. Basically, their beliefs and motivation did not result in autonomous language learning behavior. They had a strong preference for a dominant teacher role and a relatively less autonomous student role.

	Guo (2007)
	ESL learning in seven universities in China
	To probe students’ attitudes and behavior concerning learner autonomy
	1. A questionnaire was developed which consisted of eight parts: 1) attitudes towards the teacher’s role, 2) attitudes towards the learner’s role, 3) general confidence in autonomous English learning, 4) strategy use and monitoring, 5) monitoring the learning process and performance, 6) formulating learning objectives and plans, 7) monitoring the use of the learning methods and 8) identifying the importance of classroom teaching and learning. 
2. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted to assess the content domain.
3. The questionnaire was administered to 292 postgraduate non-English majors. 
	1. Students generally held strongly positive attitudes towards autonomous learning but exhibited only a moderate frequency of autonomous learning behaviors outside of class.  

2. Students’ attitudes and behaviors were
statistically significantly correlated.

	Thang & Azarine  (2007）
	ESL learning in three Malaysian universities
	To determine students’ readiness for autonomy 

	1. A 44-item questionnaire was administrated to 756 first-year undergraduates.
2. The questionnaire consisted of three sections: 1) 18 items about students’ inclination towards teacher-centeredness, 2) 18 items about their inclination towards autonomous learning and 3) 8 items about students’ computer literacy.
3. Exploratory factor analysis was used to look for the students’ learning preferences.
	The majority of the participants were found to be teacher-centered. But this does not mean that the learners were not capable of being autonomous as they did possess autonomous learning characteristics such as awareness of the importance of reading widely and using appropriate learning strategies.

	Januin (2007)
	ESL distance learning in one higher learning institution in Malaysia
	To explore learner readiness for autonomy by investigating learners’ perceptions of the teacher’s role, the learners’ reliance on the teacher and the learners’ beliefs in their own language learning ability
	1. A questionnaire was designed and modified from Cotterall (1995), which focused on the students’ perceptions of the teacher’s role, their reliance on the teacher and their language learning beliefs.
2. The questionnaire was administered to 72 distance learners. 
	1. The participants believed in the traditional authoritarian view of the teachers’ role.
2. They held a high degree of reliance on their teachers. 
3. Many of the students were undecided when asked about their confidence and beliefs in their own language learning ability.

	
Édes (2009)
	ESL learning at a Hungarian 
university

	To explore students’ beliefs and behaviors in   autonomous learning
	1. The study used questionnaires, interviews and teacher notes.
2. A 20-item questionnaire, adapted from Chang (2007), was administered to 11 first-year English majors to determine their level of autonomy.
3. Three out of the 11 participants were chosen for a case study as they demonstrated a discrepancy between their beliefs and behaviors.
	1. Participants all viewed teachers as the providers of knowledge.
2. They exhibited individual differences in applying specific learning strategies, which were largely determined by their personal qualities and their perceptions of the demands of the courses they were taking and the general learning context itself.

	Vieira & Barbosa (2009)
	EFL learning in Portuguese secondary schools

	To investigate learner readiness for autonomy by examining learners’ willingness and ability to take on responsibility for their learning 
	1. Questionnaire survey was conducted among 464 students and 92 teachers covering all 8 levels of EFL learning;
2. The student questionnaire asked about 1) learner beliefs about agency in language learning, 2) perceptions of their use of regulation strategies in class, and 3) perceptions of frequency of out-of-class tasks that involve FL contact..
3. The teacher questionnaire asked about 1) teacher beliefs about learners’ sense of agency in language learning, 2) teacher perceptions of learner use and beliefs about regulation strategies in class and 3) teacher perception of the number of learners who undertake out-of-class tasks that involve FL contact.
	Learners perceive themselves as having a moderate degree of readiness to assume responsibility for learning, whereas the teachers perceive learners to have a rather low degree of readiness for autonomy.

	Yildirim (2012)
	Indian ESL learners who studied in the USA

	To explore ESL learners’ perceptions of autonomous learning 
	1. This was a case study with four graduate Indian students in the USA.
2. Three semi-structured interview sessions were conducted, which focused on the students’ perception of teacher and learner responsibilities in the language learning process.
	1. The participants considered the teacher as the main figure in the language classroom. 
2.  They felt that the students themselves were responsible for aspects of language learning such as deciding on what to learn outside class, and evaluating what has been learned. 
3. They felt that students and teachers had a shared responsibility in increasing students’ interest in learning English.

	Piyawan (2012)
	ESL learning in a university in Thailand 
	To find out student readiness for autonomy by examining their perceptions of their roles and the teachers’, the locus of control and their use of learning strategies
	1.  A questionnaire was administered to 91 students.
2.  The questionnaire consisted of three parts: 1) learner perceptions of their own and their teachers’ roles in language learning, 2) learner views as to who is in control of the classroom activities, the learner or the teacher, and 3) learner perceptions of their ability to manage their own learning.
	The majority of the students in this study were not yet ready for learner autonomy. However, although not yet fully prepared for learning autonomously, many of the students displayed the potential to become more autonomous.

	Razeq (2014)
	EFL learning in a university in the Palestinian Territory
	To investigate students’ readiness for autonomous learning by examining learners’ perceptions of their learning responsibilities, their autonomous learning ability and their actual autonomous learning activities 
	1. A 43-item questionnaire was designed, modified from that of Chan, et al.(2002) and administered to 140 first-year students.
2. Follow-up interviews were conducted with 12 students.
	1. The learners perceived their teachers as responsible for most of the areas related to their learning.
2. However, the participants reported that they had the ability to learn autonomously if given the opportunity to do so.
3. The most common activities that students reported using outside of class were watching TV and listening to songs.

	Sonmez (2016)
	EFL learning in a Turkish university






	To explore students’ readiness for autonomous language learning with regards to their motivation level, use of metacognitive strategies, perceptions of their own and their teachers’ responsibilities and practice of autonomous language learning 
	1. A 49-item questionnaire, adopted from Kocak (2003), was administered to 100 students.
2. The questionnaire consisted of five parts: 1) 20 items on students’ level of motivation, 2) 8 items on their use of metacognitive strategies, 3)   12 items on their perception of learning responsibilities, and 4) 9 items on their out-of-class learning activities.
	1. Participants were not only extrinsically
but also intrinsically motivated in  some cases. 
2. They also perceived themselves to apply some metacognitive strategies and their perceptions about taking responsibility were dependent on the task.
3. They appeared to be willing to engage in out-of-class activities to learn the language.
	




	Yao & Li (2017)
	EFL learning in a Chinese university
	To examine students’ readiness for listening autonomous learning 
	1. A 47-item questionnaire was designed by the authors and administered to 229 first-year students. 
2. The questionnaire was used to investigate students’ perceptions of English listening autonomous learning, their attitude towards the present learning mode, their knowledge and use of cognitive listening strategies and metacognitive listening learning strategies, their perceptions of their listening learning reality and areas in which they are still in need of teachers’ help
3. Fellow-up semi-structured interviews were conducted among  10 participants to better understand their learning reality, needs and reasons behind. 
	1. Students in general liked the autonomous learning mode and were confident of self-improvement, but they were not active in this mode. 
2. A large number of students could apply the cognitive listening strategies, but less than half of them used metacognitive learning strategies. 
3. Lack of motivation, lack of self-discipline, lack of interest and the intangible feature of listening learning outcomes were four factors behind students’ inactiveness. 

	Chan (2003)
	ESL teaching in a Hong Kong, university
	To investigate teachers’ perspectives on learner autonomy
	1. [bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]The questionnaire mirrored the student questionnaire developed by Chan, et.al.(2002) and consisted of five parts: 1) teacher perceptions of their responsibilities, 2) perceptions of students’ decision-making ability, 3) their awareness of autonomy as a learning goal, 4) the autonomous learning activities they encouraged students to take up and 5) their understanding of learner autonomy (designed as open-ended questions).
2. The questionnaire was administered to 41 English teachers.
	1. The teachers generally regarded themselves as mainly/more responsible for the majority of the language-related decisions, though (a) they claimed to regard autonomy as important and (b) they regarded students as able to make some of these decisions themselves.
2. There seemed to be a less positive teacher attitude to students’ readiness to accept overall responsibility for their own learning.
3. They generally felt uncomfortable with asking students to make learning decisions.

	Nakata (2011)
	EFL teaching in Japanese high schools
	To investigate  teacher readiness for promoting autonomy by exploring their  perceived importance of and the use of strategies for promoting learner autonomy

	1. A 23-item questionnaire was developed by the author. The first 10 items asked about the perceived importance of certain strategies for promoting learner autonomy and their use of these strategies in their practice. The subsequent 13 items asked the participants how important they perceived certain strategies for promoting their own professional autonomy to be and about how frequently they actually made use of these strategies in their practice. 
2. The questionnaire was administered to 74 teachers of English.
3. Another four participants were chosen to participate in a focus group interview.
	Many Japanese EFL high school teachers, while understanding the importance of autonomy, are not as yet fully ready for promoting it with their learners.

	Borg & Al-Busaidi (2012)
	ESL teaching in a large university in Oman

	To study teacher beliefs and practices regarding learner autonomy

	1. A questionnaire was administered to 61 teachers of English. 
2. The questionnaire had three sections: 1) teacher perceptions of learner autonomy in language learning and its value, 2) perception of the desirability and feasibility of the promotion of autonomy, and 3) the extent to which their learners are autonomous and whether they provide opportunities to promote autonomy.
3. 20 out of the 61participants were interviewed.
	1. The teachers viewed learner autonomy as a set of skills or abilities that learners need to master in order to learn independently.
2.    There was a significant gap between the extent to which teachers felt it was desirable to involve learners in a range of decisions about their learning and teachers’ beliefs about the feasibility of doing so.
3.   The teachers had diverging views about the extent to which their learners were autonomous.
4.  The majority of the teachers believed that they promoted learner autonomy in their teaching. 

	Dogan & Mirici (2017)
	ESL teaching in nine public Turkish universities
	To explore EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices relating to learner autonomy.
	This study replicated Borg & Al-Busaidi’s (2012) , using the same research questions, design and instruments.
	The teachers had highly positive views on different aspects of learner autonomy. However, although they found it desirable they did not feel it was feasible to the same extent. 







	Tayjasanant & Suraratdecha(2016)
	EFL teaching and learning in Thai secondary schools
	To explore Thai teacher and learner beliefs to determine their readiness for autonomous learning
	1. Two sets of participants were chosen from 41 public schools with 76 EFL teachers and 116 lower-secondary schools students. 
2. An audio-recorded public interview was carried out with the teachers and audio-recorded focus-group interviews with their students. 
3. The questions focused on the roles and characteristics of teachers, learners, peers, and parents/communities; the selection of content, materials and resources; classroom learning and learning outside the classroom; factors affecting real-life language learning; and the things that both groups felt needed to be changed about their education. 
	1. Both teachers and students hold positive beliefs about autonomous learning. 
2. A  few mismatches between the teachers’ and the students’ beliefs  became evident.
3. The general ideas tend to support a learner-centered approach and communicative methods promoting autonomous learning. 




The studies in Table 1 allow us to make a number of observations about students’ and teachers’ readiness for autonomy and also to identify areas for further research.  
What is clear from previous studies is that both learner readiness and teacher readiness for autonomy have a strong impact on the extent to which learner autonomy work in specific contexts. Knowledge of readiness for autonomy can therefore give insight into aspects of learning and teaching that will contribute to the development of learner and teacher autonomy and is an essential step before any pedagogical intervention can be designed. 
Second, although defined differently, the concept of learner readiness for autonomy is generally interpreted as learners’ beliefs about who is responsible for the learning decisions (Cotterall, 1995; Chan, 2001; Chan, et, al. 2002; Guo, 2007; Januin, 2007; Piyawan, 2012; Sonmez, 2016; Vieira & Barbosa, 2009; Yildirim, 2012). The other frequently used constructs are learners’ ability to manage their learning (Chan, et al., 2002; Piyawan; 2012; Razeq (2014), and learner-reported autonomous behaviour (Chan, et al., 2002; Razeq, 2014; Sonmez, 2016; Vieira & Barbosa, 2009). Even when there is some consistency in their focus on learner beliefs, ability and learning practices, they are divergent in what these construct or what readiness for autonomy may include. These inconsistencies are exacerbated by the absence of the conceptualization and operationalization of the construct of “readiness for autonomy” in the literature except for those of Chan, et al (2002), Cotterall (1995), Nakata (2011) and Vieira & Barbosa (2009). The conceptualization and operationalization of a construct are two  crucial steps  in developing a new scale. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Third, further study is needed to understand determinant factors that may affect the extent to which learners and teachers are ready for autonomy. Understanding barriers can provide insight into developing strategies to promote autonomy. Some research (Chan, et al., 2002; Nakata, 2011; Razeq, 2014; Thang & Azarine, 2007; Yildirim, 2012）has tried to identify the possible causes for learners and teachers’ passiveness to take charge of their learning or teaching by resorting to cultural factors. For example, Chan, et al (2002, p.12) fount that the student participants had a strong preference for a dominant teacher role as “Asian students are strongly oriented towards acceptance of power and authority”. But the results of the studies (Chan, 2001; Guo, 2007) suggest that cultural factors cannot always explain differences. In other studies (Razeq, 2014; Thang & Azarine, 2007; Yao & Li, (2017) we can find some contrasting views of student profiles. For instance, Yao & Li’s (2017) study revealed that the students liked the listening autonomous learning mode, were confident of self-improvement and were able to use the cognitive listening strategies, but they seemed to be inactive in this learning mode. They concluded that deep-rooted traditional teacher-dependent learning style in the Chinese context hindered the movement towards learners’ autonomous learning. But could it other contextual factors, such as the teacher? According to Borg & Al-Busaidi(2012, p.6), “teachers’ beliefs and practices can powerful shape both what teachers do and, consequently,  what learning opportunities learners receive”. It is, therefore, important to examine both student and teacher readiness for autonomy in order to give a more comprehensive picture of the phenomenon under study.  
Lastly, the most commonly used method of data collection in the existing literature is the survey questionnaire, but scant attention has been given to reporting the assessment of reliability and validity of the measurements used in the studies, which makes it difficult to interpret and generalize the research results. 
With this research we aim to address the above problems in the following ways. First, we believe that the conceptualization of readiness for autonomy should centre on the constructs of learner and teacher autonomy and allow us to determine whether such autonomy is evident. Given the definitions discussed above with regards to learner and teacher autonomy, we conceptualize student and teacher readiness for autonomy as beliefs and practices with regards to willingness and capacity to take charge of their learning/teaching. The belief dimension embraces their willingness and skills to exercise or promote autonomy, while the practice dimension involves what they actually do to promote autonomy. Second, both quantitative and qualitative data will be collected to minimize the weakness of using a single research method. Thirdly, both students’ and teachers’ perceptions of student readiness for autonomy will be compared as they help to “identify areas of facilitation and constraint as regards pedagogy for autonomy in a school context” (Vieira & Barbosa, 2009:151). Constraints to the development of learner autonomy and teacher autonomy will be explored to better understand what, if any, might be the causes of the low level of autonomy. 

This research specifically addresses the following questions:
1. What are students’ a) beliefs, b) practices, and c ) challenges in developing learner autonomy? 
2. What are teachers’ a) beliefs, b) practices, and c) challenges in developing learner and teacher autonomy?
3. Are there any discrepancies between the teachers’ and students’ perceptions of student readiness for autonomy? 
 
Methodology
Context and participants
This study investigates students and teachers’ readiness for autonomy in one province in China, Anhui, which has 29 state-run colleges and universities that offer four-year college study. We decided to focus on the CE programmes that incorporated blended learning. Our rationale was that autonomy has been identified as a predictor of student success in blended learning (Bouchard, 2009; Gulbahar & Madran, 2009; Lynch & Dembo, 2004; Neumeier, 2005; Poon, 2013) and that readiness in such a context would be even more important than in traditional courses; Komarnicki & Qian (2015, p.800) noted that “in the blended learning environment, where the transactional distance may increase due to the quasi-permanent separation of teachers and learners, between learners in a relatively low-touch, less relationship-oriented environment, students must possess the ability to function autonomously so as to be successful”. There is also an onus on the teachers. Lamb (2008, p.270) suggests that the availability of new technologies requires a consideration by the teacher of ways in which learners can assume responsibility for their own learning. Reinders & Hubbard (2013, p.2) argue that it is impossible that technology would single-handedly serve the pursuit of autonomy by providing learners with tools that enable them to control their learning without the help of a teacher. Launer (2010) points to a new understanding of teachers’ and students’ roles. If teachers and learners cannot handle their new roles, the advantage of flexibility through blended learning backfires and becomes a hindrance for the success of blended learning (Ibid, p. 14).
Of the 29 programmes in Anhui province, 13 (45%) had implemented a blended version of the CE course and seven of those were willing to participate in the survey, which represented more than 60% of the sampling frame.
In China, institutions of higher education develop their own CE syllabus according to the Requirements. The content, materials and pace of learning are generally predetermined by the school. We found that the design of the blended CE course in the seven institutions generally consisted of two parts. The in-class part focused on students’ language “output” and activities such as speaking and writing, while the independent learning part focused on their language “input” like reading and listening and practice of English.
The questionnaires were sent to the seven institutions and each randomly selected two classes of freshmen who just began the blended CE course. In addition, the participant institutions invited their CE teachers to participate in the survey. We obtained 668 valid student responses out of a total of 710 received and 182 valid teacher responses out of 242 received. [footnoteRef:1] [1: The invalid responses refer to those with incomplete responses. If a teacher participant failed to answer all the questions in the two sections, his or her questionnaire would be considered be invalid.] 

An open-ended student questionnaire was administered at the end of the semester in the seven institutions in which 15 randomly chosen students participated in each university, for a total of 103 students.


Instruments
The research employed a combination of quantitative and qualitative approaches. The Scale of Language Learner Autonomy (SLLA) (Lin & Reinders, 2017) was used in this research as an instrument to quantitatively measure students’ level of autonomy. Through both exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, the SLLA has proved to be a valid scale to measure Chinese tertiary students’ level of autonomy. It is composed of three subscales. The first subscale consists of seven items in which students self-report their attitudes towards their own roles and their confidence to take control of their own learning. The second subscale contains 13 items assessing students’ beliefs about their skills in planning, monitoring and evaluating their learning. The third subscale contains 12 items that measure students’ practice in exercising their autonomy. The global scale assesses the extent to which students rate themselves as autonomous learners. Satisfactory alpha reliability coefficients for the three subscales (0.75, 0.92 and 0.91) were reported in this sample.
In this study, a mean score ranging between 5.0 and 4.00 is interpreted as “Ready”; a mean score between 3.99 and 3.00 is interpreted as “approaching readiness” while a mean score below 3.00 is interpreted as “developing readiness”.
The teacher questionnaire consisted of two sections. Section 1 asked about teachers’ perceptions of student readiness for autonomy. It was designed as close-ended questions and mirrored the SSLA with some minor changes. For example, in the teacher version, questions such as “As far as I know, most students…” were used instead of “I think…”, “I believe…”, “I can…”, and “I do…” in the student version. Four items which ask about student perceptions of their own roles in language learning were replaced by two other items designed for teachers to evaluate students’ attitudes towards such roles in the teacher version. Reliability coefficients based on the three subscales for the teacher version were .45, .82 and .81 respectively.  
Section 2 was designed as an open-ended questionnaire to gauge the teachers’ beliefs, practices and challenges with regards to autonomy so as to avoid “the potential gap between beliefs elicited theoretically and teachers’ actual classroom practices” in using close-ended questionnaires (Borg & Al-Busaidi, 2012, p.6). Teachers were asked how they see their students’ level of autonomy, how they interpret their own roles in the promotion of autonomy, what pedagogical skills can be used to promote learner autonomy, what they actually did to promote autonomy and what challenges they met in their attempts (Appendix B). 
The last instrument used in this study was another open-ended questionnaire designed to gain insights into students’ assessment of their own autonomy and obstacles they encountered during the learning process (Appendix C).

Data collection and analysis
All the data were collected from the participants and analyzed with the help of SPSS19.0. Descriptive statistics were used to identify how the participants evaluated student readiness for autonomy. An independent sample t-test was conducted to test for significant differences between students’ and teachers’ responses. A paired samples t-test was conducted to see if any discrepancies existed between students’ beliefs and practices regarding autonomy. Statistically significant levels were reported for p values less than or equal to 0.05. 
Teacher and student responses to the open questions were analyzed in the following steps. First, one of the authors, together with her three assistants, reviewed all the data and deleted incomplete responses. Second, the collected data were read and re-read and coded into categories and labelled into terms. The categories of the teacher open-ended questionnaire were delineated into the following themes: 1) evaluation of students’ level of autonomy; 2) the teacher’s role in the promotion of learner autonomy; 3) approaches to practice the described roles; 4) approaches they’ve tried to promote autonomy; 5) evaluation of the effectiveness of their approaches and 6) challenges in learner autonomy and teacher autonomy. The student open-ended questionnaire was categorized into the following themes: 1) evaluation of their level of autonomy; 2) perception of the blended learning approach; 3) challenges in the learning process. Third, some categories emerged quite clearly by counting the frequency of recurring themes. For the other categories, since the data were extensive, our focus of analysis was limited to participants’ explicit descriptions of the related themes. Three of us read the transcripts independently and coding discrepancies were resolved through discussion until consensus reached.  

Results
Student readiness for autonomy
Table 1 presents the results of the descriptive statistics and the independent t-test of the mean differences in the student and teacher responses to the global scales as well in the three subscales. Statistically significant differences were found between students’ self-ratings and teachers’ ratings of student autonomy. In general, students rated themselves more positively than teachers both in the SLLA and in the three subscales.

Table 1 Comparison of student and teacher responses to the SLLA 
	Scale/Subscale
	ID
	Mean
	SD
	t
	Sig. (2-tailed )

	SLLA
	S
	3.44
	.55
	7.19
	.000

	
	T
	3.01
	1.07
	
	

	Attitude
	S
	4.09
	.55
	9.36
	.000

	
	T
	3.66
	.54
	
	

	Ability
	S
	3.55
	.63
	10.51
	.000

	
	T
	2.92
	.95
	
	

	Behavior
	S
	2.93
	.71
	2.16
	.031

	
	T
	2.74
	1.82
	
	




As seen from Table 1, the mean score of student responses to the Attitude subscale (4.09) indicated that the students had a very positive perception of their roles and strong confidence in language learning, suggesting that they were psychologically ready to take responsibility for their own learning. Although their teachers did not seem to be equally positive, they rated their students as “approaching readiness” in terms of the psychological autonomy (3.66). The data concerning students’ abilities to plan, implement their plans, monitor and evaluate their learning process, show that students regarded themselves as “approaching readiness” (3.55), while the teachers rated their students as “developing readiness” (2.92). But both the students and the teachers perceived students as “developing readiness” for autonomous behaviour (2.93 and 2.74 respectively).
 The analysis of the teachers’ responses to the open questions supported their assessment of students’ readiness for autonomy. Of the 182 responses, 61.5% of the teachers described their students’ level of autonomy as “poor” or “needing to be improved”, 13.2% of them rated it as “fair” or “good”, while another 25.3% failed to directly answer the question.
It is interesting to note that although students had a very positive perception of their level of autonomy at the beginning of the blended course (3.44, Table 1), their perception of themselves was not so positive by the end of the semester. In the open-ended questionnaire, 53.4% of the students rated their level of autonomy as “low”, 19.4% rated themselves as “good” while another 27.2% rated themselves as “medium”. 90.3% of the students said that they preferred the blended CE than the traditional classroom teaching. When asked about the biggest obstacle in the learning process, the students highlighted the following problems (in the order of frequency) due to lack of: 1) support from the teacher (44.7%); 2）self-discipline (40.8%); 3) well-designed course structure (11.6%) and others (2.9%).
[bookmark: OLE_LINK26][bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK28] Table 2 Paired samples statistics between the subscales
	Subscale
	Mean
	SD
	Correlation
	Sig.

	Attitude
	4.09
	.55
	.63
	.000

	Ability
	3.55
	.63
	
	

	Attitude
	4.09
	.54
	.39
	.000

	Behavior
	2.93
	.71
	
	

	Ability
	3.55
	.63
	.69
	.000

	Behavior
	2.93
	.71
	
	



Table 3 Results of the paired sample t-tests between the subscales
	
	Mean
	SD
	SE
	95% CI
	t
	df
	Sig.

	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	
	

	Attitude-Ability
	.53
	.51
	.02
	.49
	.57
	26.75
	667
	.000

	Attitude-Behavior
	1.15
	.71
	.03
	1.09
	1.21
	41.86
	667
	.000

	Ability-Behavior
	.62
	.53
	.02
	.57
	.66
	30.19
	667
	.000



Tables 2 and Table 3 show the results of the paired-sample t-tests of the student responses to the three subscales. With p< .000, three discrepancies were found regarding 1) their beliefs in their own roles and their self-management skills in language autonomy; 2) their beliefs in their own roles and their autonomous learning behaviours; and 3) their stated abilities and their reported autonomous learning behaviours. The observed positive mean differences between the three subscales indicate that students’ perceptions of their attitudes towards autonomy rated highest, followed by those of autonomous ability and then autonomous practices.

Teacher readiness for autonomy

Beliefs about learner autonomy
Through the open questions we were able to analyze teachers’ perceptions of their roles in fostering learner autonomy. In the 239 statements we obtained, the most often mentioned roles were “guide” (f[footnoteRef:2]=136), “monitor” (f=53), and “facilitator” (f=15). Other roles mentioned by the teacher participants included “evaluator”, “planner”, “practitioner”, “organizer” and “participant”. These are reflected in some of the quotes below. [2:  f : frequency] 

 
I think a teacher should act as a guide in students’ development of leaner autonomy. They should guide students as to how to define learning plans, monitor learning process, evaluate their outcomes and provide counsel when needed. (T 12, translated)
I think the teacher is, first of all, a guide who helps raise students’ awareness of learner autonomy and guide them in their process of autonomous learning. He or she should be a monitor in students’ learning process. Moreover, he or she should be an evaluator who offers feedbacks to the outcomes of students’ autonomous learning so that students can make some adaptations based on the problems identified. (T 36, translated)

T 17 shared T 36’s view but added that the teacher should not take the development of learner autonomy as granted. Instead they should attempt to understand their students' learning process and guide them accordingly.
T 1 believed that a teacher plays different roles in the students’ move towards learner autonomy.

In the initial stage, the teacher has to play several roles at the same time, such as a planner, a monitor and a feedback provider. But as students’ level of autonomy develops, they should shift their roles to that of a counsellor. (T1, translated)

It is interesting to note that two teachers mentioned the role of ‘practitioner’ in learner autonomy.

I think that a teacher needs proper ways to arouse students’ awareness of learner autonomy and use proper measures to monitor students’ learning process. But first of all a teacher should be aware of their own autonomy and practice that autonomy. (T 11, translated)

In general, the teacher participants felt that they had a role to play in their students’ move towards autonomy.
	When asked about how they would fulfil these roles and what exactly they should do to promote learner autonomy, their responses seemed to be conflicting. Although their responses varied, three basic dimensions were identified from the survey responses: the controlled view, the learner-based view and the broad view. In the controlled view, it is the teacher who should set the learning goal and tasks, monitor and evaluate students’ performance. In the learner-based view students need to be shown how to develop learning strategies such as setting learning goals, monitoring and self-assessing learning outcomes. In the broad view the promotion of learner autonomy seemed to be equated with general language teaching activities, and so their responses were mostly about changing teacher-led approaches into student-centred approaches or arousing students’ learning motivation. Here is an excerpt of a teacher’s response with the broad view:

        I think the teacher should quit taking the role of knowledge transmitter and try to improve their teaching skills. They could design some classroom activities which are not so difficult for students but at the same time interesting to them  (T 120). 

Reported practices and constraints in promoting autonomy  
172 out of the 182 teacher participants reported to have tried promoting students’ autonomy. The following are excerpts of these teachers who described the practices they tried.

I tried by recommending to students reading materials related to the classroom teaching. But only a few students would do as I told. Students are accustomed to the teacher-centered approach in which students learn passively rather than actively. (T5, translated)
I tried by telling students the importance of the self-access listening in their academic records and answering students’ questions in their self-access listening learning logs. But it’s quite discouraging that my attempts had no obvious impacts on students. Some of them go to the self-access center just to show they are present and they did not give much attention to their teacher’s feedbacks in the logs. (T17, translated)

I’ve tried every possible ways I can think of to promote students’ autonomy. For example, I tried to arouse students’ interest in English by reading English poems and classic articles and recommending student to watch classic movies. But these methods seemed to work for a short period of time and never last long. (T 162, translated)
I tried by asking students to recite new words and text paragraphs after class and check them in class. It’s difficult to say that this method works for all and it depends on whether students are cooperative with the teacher. (T170, translated)
 
Of the 182 teachers, only six reported that their trials proved to be effective. With respect to the biggest constraint in promotion of learner autonomy, three main themes emerged, which were: 1) students’ lack of incentive to learn (f=135); 2) environmental constraints either from the school or from society (f=63) and 3) teachers’ own problems (f=26).
94% of the teacher participants reported to have experienced feelings of frustration in terms of what and how to do to foster autonomy. The problem was mainly attributed to their lack of relevant knowledge and training in learner autonomy (f=132). Below are two excerpts that describe the reasons for this:

I think there might be two reasons for my frustration. First, I failed to present the classes in an effective and efficient way. That’s perhaps one of the reasons students are short of interest and motivation in learning. Second, our theoretical and pedagogical knowledge of how a foreign language should be taught and how learner autonomy could be improved is quite limited. My answers to the questions in this survey are purely based on my experience rather than on teaching theories. (T7, translated)
   
I do not have much knowledge about the theories and practices 
regarding learner autonomy. Although autonomy and blended
learning are encouraged, the traditional assessing system is still 
there, which goes against the conditions required for the new
 environments. (T105, translated) 	
      

Discussion

Student readiness for autonomy
This research relied on three sources of data to interpret student readiness for autonomy: students’ and teachers’ questionnaires administered at the start of and student questionnaire at the end of the semester. Three discrepancies emerged from the data analysis. First, there was a discrepancy between students and teachers with respect to students’ level of autonomy. The students evaluated their level of autonomy more positively than their teachers. They self-reported that they were psychologically ready to take responsibility for their learning and believed they approached readiness for self-managing their learning. But the teachers’ perceptions of students’ level of autonomy in the three subscales were not as positive as their students’. This result is compatible with that of Vieira & Barbosa (2009), who found that learners’ perception of their degree of readiness for autonomy is higher than their teachers’.
The student-teacher discrepancy suggests that dialogue and negotiation are needed between students and teachers to narrow their gaps in the understanding of students’ level of autonomy. Failure to understand students is a significant constraint on efforts to promote learner autonomy in the classroom. If teachers are to play any role in guiding, monitoring or helping student’s development of autonomy, they need to understand, first of all, how they see themselves. This is perhaps the starting point where teachers can engage in their journey to the development of learner autonomy. 
Second, this research found discrepancies in students’ self-report in terms of their attitudes, ability and learning behaviours. There was a gap between their belief about their responsibility and their claimed ability to take on responsibility. The students generally acknowledged their responsibility for their own learning and had confidence in their ability to learn and to take on responsibility for their own learning. However, their strong willingness and confidence to take responsibility for their own learning did not match their self-reported ability to manage their learning. Besides, there were some indications of inconsistency with regard to students’ perceived self-management ability and their reported use of self-management skills. Their perceived ability to manage their learning did not seem to support their reported learning behaviours where specific self-management skills were required. Lastly, there was a gap between students’ beliefs and their reported learning behaviours. Their belief in their own roles in language learning and in their ability to take on responsibility failed to translate into expected autonomous behaviours.
Third, there is a discrepancy between students’ self-assessment of their level of autonomy at the beginning and at the end of the semester. Students’ self-rating of their autonomy in the close-ended questionnaire (administered at the start of the semester) was far more positive than their self-rating in the open-ended questionniare (administered at the end).
The discrepancies reported here seem to indicate that the students were psychologically, but not technically or behaviorally ready for autonomy, especially in the eyes of their teachers. Unlike the studies of Chan (2001), Chan, Spratt, & Humphrey (2002), Piyawan (2012) or Thang & Azarina’s (2007), this research found that the students did not see the teacher as a dominant figure and they were willing to take responsibility in the learning process. This research also revealed that students’ reported learning difficulties focused on the pedagogical and personal constraints such as lack of teachers’ technical help and self-discipline. But the capacity for learners to take learning responsibility is not necessarily innate and complete autonomy is an ideal rather than a reality (Nunan, 1997; Sinclaire, 2000). According to Little (2007, p.17), plenty of evidence suggests learners are often reluctant to take charge of their own learning and they are “accustomed to the passive role school traditionally assigns to learners and distrustful of the idea that they should set learning targets, select learning materials and activities and evaluate learning outcomes”. Therefore, a teacher’s expert guidance is needed in most cases to help students acquire skills required to become more autonomous.  It seems that the problems concerning student readiness for autonomy in this research appear to be attributable less to traditional Chinese culture and more to methodological issues.
The discrepancies found in this research also highlight the value of the triangulated approach in autonomy-based research. Students’ responses to the questionnaire items could well be overly optimistic. The discrepancy between students’ self-ratings of their level of autonomy at the beginning and at the end of the semesterm, and their reported learning difficulties further suggest that the practice of autonomy is more complex than what the students perceived. Therefore, mixed-methods research is preferred to investigate issues relating to readiness.
 
Teacher readiness for fostering autonomy
This research revealed discrepancies between teachers’ beliefs about their roles, professional knowledge about learner autonomy, and their pedagogical practices to promote autonomy. Although the teacher participants understood their roles in learner autonomy and were willing to promote autonomy, their pedagogical intention and practices did not convert into the desired results. These results are similar to those found by Borg & Al-Busaidi (2012) and Nakata (2011).
Although the majority of the teacher participants acknowledged their role as “guide” in the development of learner autonomy, their actual practices did not seem to support this belief. In the survey, students reported lack of academic, affective and technical support from teachers. Besides, there was little evidence of a structured design adopted by teachers in terms of developing learner autonomy. Structure revolves around teachers communicating clearly what they expect students to do to achieve academic goals while a lack of structure yields an environment that is permissive, indulgent, or laissez-faire (Reeve, 2006, p. 231-232).
Another discrepancy can be found in the teachers’ beliefs about their roles and their professional knowledge about how learner autonomy can be promoted. The three dimensions that emerged as to how they should fulfil their roles suggest that there were misconceptions about learner autonomy among the teachers. The first misconception lies in teacher control versus learner control. Little (1999, p.11) makes it clear that the basis of learner autonomy is acceptance of responsibility for their own learning and the development of learner autonomy depends on the exercise of that responsibility in a never-ending effort to understand what one is learning, why one is learning, how one is learning and with what degree of success. The role of the teacher is to help students take greater control of their own learning “in which the teacher moves from seeking to influence the learner to holding back form influencing the learner and the learner moves from seeking and accepting teacher’s influence to seeking empowerment” (Ganza, 2008, p.66). The second misconception reduces autonomy to teaching learning strategies. But promoting autonomy is not simply a matter of teaching a set of strategies. Although research evidence suggests that explicit instruction in strategy use can enhance learning performance, little is shown that it is necessarily effective in enabling learners to develop the capacity for autonomous learning (Benson, 2005, p.149). The third misconception equates the pedagogy for learner autonomy to the pedagogy of language teaching. They did not see any difference between the two. These misconceptions created gaps among the participants as to how learner autonomy could be promoted.
It’s interesting to note that the teachers identified students’ lack of incentive to learn as the biggest constraint to promoting autonomy while the students considered lack of teacher support to be the biggest constrain to autonomy. These results, again, point to the need of dialogues between teachers and students. On the part of the teacher, acknowledging and accepting students’ negative feelings is a way to communicate and understand students’ perspectives, and the negative affect can be actually useful to the teacher as she plans how best to structure the learning environment (Reeve , 2006, p. 230).
The teachers’ reports of their frustration in promoting autonomy further suggest that their learned knowledge failed to provide a road map for how they were expected to develop students’ autonomy. That is, they interpreted and responded to the innovation which calls for learner autonomy in the way related to their prior knowledge, beliefs and practice. The discrepancies between teachers’ beliefs, knowledge and their pedagogical practices suggest that the teacher participants were psychologically ready, but not technically or behaviorally, ready for autonomy.
The discrepancies mentioned above highlight the need to bridge the gap between teachers’ beliefs, professional knowledge and their practices. As teachers’ cognition is greatly influenced by previous learning experiences, learner autonomy, in most cases, “challenges teachers’ established beliefs about language and language learning, and their teaching practice that they believe would guarantee the success of their learners” (Lai, 2011, p.149). The fact that the students were psychologically ready for autonomy and preferred the blended learning is a significant starting point for the teacher to help students move forward. To meet these challenges, teachers need to develop their own autonomy and “must be able to exploit their professional skills autonomously, applying to their teaching those same reflective and self-managing processes that they apply to their learning” (Little, cited in Lamb, 2008, p.271). The importance of reflective teaching towards pedagogy for autonomy is explained by Vieira (2007) as follows:
 
(…) unless reflective teaching integrates the goal of learner autonomy, I cannot see how education can become an emancipatory process for both teachers and students. In other words, I believe that the power of reflective teacher education/practice can be strongly enhanced through its articulation with an explicit and intentional focus on learner autonomy……. (p. 149)
 
But the reflection starts with teachers ourselves: What knowledge base do I have in order to meet the challenge of the paradigm shift? Am I willing to make a change? What can I do to develop my students’ autonomy and why?

Conclusion
This paper has explored Chinese tertiary EFL students’ and teachers’ readiness for autonomy in a blended learning context. The discrepancies identified in this study suggest that both the student and the teacher participants were psychologically, but not technically or behaviorally, ready for autonomy. The challenges for the promotion of learner autonomy in Chinese universities are therefore likely more about pedagogy than culture.
Based on these findings, we offer the following suggestions: first, the CE course could be restructured to more explicitly focus on the development of autonomous learning skills. In a blended learning context, the mix of modes potentially provides students with more opportunities to exercise autonomy, but “choice without guidance and decision-making without relevant knowledge and skills are not likely to foster autonomy” and students need to have “a clear picture of what they are expected to do and why” (Murphy & Hurd, 2011, p. 51-52). They need to acquire necessary knowledge and skills to successfully engage in autonomous learning.
Second, it is necessary for professional development programs to be sponsored by either school administrations or educational institutions to assist teachers’ transition from direct instruction to fostering autonomy and provide opportunities for teachers to discuss the challenges they face.
Although this research provides insights into student and teacher readiness for autonomy in a Chinese tertiary learning context, there are several limitations. Participants in the current research were limited to seven schools in one province and to the CE course only. Replication studies with a range of participants from diverse schools and other courses are needed to better understand the issues. Further research is needed to find out how institutional, teacher and student readiness for autonomy correspond with blended learning experience.
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Appendices

Appendix A     	      The SLLA
 
We would like to ask you to help us by participating in a survey. This questionnaire is
not a test so there are no “right” or “wrong” answers. We are interested in your personal
opinions. The results of this survey will be used for curriculum development in this school. Thank you very much for your help!
 
Section 1:
Name:                               	Class:
Years of English learning Experience:
 
Section 2:
In this section, circle your response for each item:
1= strongly disagree  	2=disagree     	3= neither disagree nor agree 	
4= agree        	5=strongly agree
1. Students are responsible for deciding their learning goals.  	1    2	3	4    5
2. Students are responsible for selecting learning materials
   that suit them.                              	      1    2	3	4    5
3. Apart from the teachers, students are responsible for
evaluating learning outcomes.                        	1	2    3	4	5
4. I believe I can overcome difficulties in my learning process.    1	2	3    4	5
5. I am able to use effective learning strategies that suit me. 	  1    2	3	4    5
6. I will learn more when I am interested in a topic.             1	2    3	4	5
7. I will encourage myself when I meet setbacks in the learning
   process.            	                             1	2    3	4	5
8. Every time when I begin a learning task, I know my aims.      1	2    3	4	5
9. I can use different strategies for different learning tasks.  	 1	2    3	4	5
10. I have my objectives for English learning.                 1	2    3	4	5
11. I have my own learning plans apart from the teachers’
assignments.        	                             1	2    3	4	5
12. I have a clear idea how I should improve my English.    	1    2	3	4    5
13 I give a process evaluation to make sure the tasks finished.	 1	2    3	4	5
14. I can finish the learning tasks according to my plan.          1	2    3	4	5
15. I will monitor how I implement my learning plan. after
a period of time.    	                             1	2    3	4	5
16. I will reflect how I have learnt.                          1	2	3    4	5
17. I will evaluate my learning outcomes by finding out
   problems and solutions.	                            1	2    3	4	5
18.When I finish a task, I evaluate if I have attained the goal.     1	2	3    4	5
19. I know how to improve my English based on my weak points. 1	2    3	4	 5
20. I can evaluate my progress and make a plan accordingly.  	1    2	3	4    5
Section 3
In this section, please circle your response for each item:
1= never 	2= seldom	3= sometimes 	4= often 	5=always
21. I preview the learning materials for classroom teaching.  	1    2	3	4    5
22. Apart from the textbooks I select learning materials that suit
myself.            	                             1	2    3	4	5
23. I review what I have learnt recently.                  	1	2    3	4	5
24. I use the library and the internet to increase English knowledge.1	2    3	4	5
25. I try to improve my listening by using the internet.       	1    2	3	4    5
26. I have the habit of reading English.                   	1	2    3	4	5
27. I have the habit of writing in English.                 	1	2    3	4	5
28. I use all the possible means to improve my oral English.  	1    2	3	4    5
29. I select the suitable pace to finish the self-access listening tasks.1    2	3	4    5
30. After learning one or two units, I will test my learning outcomes.
                                                      1	2	3    4	5
31. I learn the cultures of English-speaking countries to supplement my
   English learning.                   	              1    2	3	4    5
32. I consult my teachers or classmates when I don’t understand.  1	2	3    4	5
 
 
 
 
Appendix B            Survey of Teachers’ Perceptions of Learner Autonomy
  
 
1.   How do you evaluate your students’ degree of autonomy? What is your general impression of the level of autonomy of the students in your courses?
2.       What roles do you think a teacher should play in fostering students’ autonomy?
3.       How do you implement these roles in your teaching practice?
4.       Please specify approaches you think are helpful in promoting learner autonomy.
5.       Have you ever tried any approaches to promote learner autonomy? If yes, how? What about the effects of the approach(es)? What might be the reasons for the success or the failure of your approach(es)?
6.       What do you think is the biggest challenge in the promotion of learner autonomy?
7.       Do you feel ever feel frustrated about how to foster learner autonomy? If yes, what might be the cause(s)?
 
Appendix C   Student questionnaire
1.  	Do you think you are an autonomous learner? Please evaluate your degree of autonomy in learning English.
2.  	Do you think that you are adapted to blended learning? If not, why?
3.  	What do you think are the major obstacle and  in your learning process?
 

 

