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      The present study was conducted to investigate Indonesian second language (L2) learners’ Self-Directed Learning (SDL) in English during the online classes due to the Covid-19 pandemic and to investigate whether there was a significant difference in SDL between female and male learners. As online learning is implemented nationwide in Indonesia due to the pandemic, it becomes paramount to investigate learners’ SDL, considered very critical in online learning settings where teachers' ability to check learners' progress is not as extensive as it is in the face-to-face mode of instruction. The participants of the study were 187 undergraduate students taking English for Academic Purposes (EAP) classes. Through the data obtained from the online questionnaire, the study found that learners, in general, reported a high level of SDL even though many of them still embraced procrastination behaviours and considered the pragmatic need to pass the EAP class more important than the actual L2 learning. It also found that there was no significant difference between female learners’ SDL and that of male learners. Based on the findings and analysis of the possible factors, possible contributions of the study are presented along with the possible limitations and suggested directions for future research in the field.
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      INTRODUCTION
    

    
      The Covid-19 pandemic has affected people's lives worldwide. Since its first appearance by the end of 2019 in the city of Wuhan, China, this pandemic has infected more than 170 million people across the globe with more than 3.53 million deaths among them as of May 2021. Due to the severity of the pandemic, governments worldwide have implemented closures to schools and universities since March 2020. Instructions were since then moved from face-to-face mode to distant mode mainly with the help of internet technology to stop or minimise the possible spread of the virus at schools or universities (
      
        Mondol & Mohiuddin, 2020)
      
      . Specific in the Indonesian context, the Indonesian government through the Ministry of Education and Culture with “Safety and Health First" policy has stated that distant learning is to be continued in all levels of education, including tertiary level until the pandemic situation could be contained 
      
        (Kemendikbud, 2020).
      
    

    
    
      Despite all the possible challenges of online learning especially at the time of the Covid-19 pandemic, many authors have reiterated the potential benefits of online learning. 
      
        Plaisance (2018)
      
       explained that online learning could be delivered synchronously or asynchronously. The synchronous mode enables real-time communication between teachers and learners (
      
        Plaisance, 2018)
      
       through teleconference applications such as Skype, Zoom, Microsoft Teams, and Google Meet.
    

    
      
    

    
      In comparison, in the asynchronous mode learners work on the given tasks within a flexible time parameter (
      
        Plaisance, 2018)
      
       through Learning Management System applications (LMSs) like Schoology, Moodle, and Google Classroom. Online learning further allows learners to learn L2 in a free virtual environment per their pace and time 
      
        (Lee et al., 2016
      
      ) especially in the context of the asynchronous mode. 
      
        Plaisance (2018)
      
       further argued that the flexibility of online learning could be capitalised by the balanced and careful combination of synchronous and asynchronous modes of instruction and thus such practice tends to be more preferred by learners (
      
        Milligan & Littlejohn, 2014;
      
       
      
        Moorhouse, 2020;
      
       
      
        Plaisance, 2018).
      
       In the case of adult learners such as those at the tertiary level of education, learners tend to have a strong belief of what works for them in learning and how they want to learn (
      
        Slaouti et al., 2013
      
      ) and this could function as a powerful filter whether or not, or to what extent, such learners can optimally learn in the online learning context.
    

    
      The mentioned preference is closely related to learners’ psychology. It is argued that the psychology of L2 learners also takes an important role in the L2 learning process (
      
        Kim & Kim, 2016)
      
       and it affects learners' various ultimate L2 achievements (
      
        Dornyei, 2005
      
      ). These factors are collectively known as Individual Differences (IDs) (
      
        Dornyei, 2005
      
      ; 
      
        Ortega, 2009)
      
      . Among more well-researched constructs of IDs such as L2 learners’ aptitude, motivation, learning strategies, and anxiety, there are two constructs that, even though less researched so far, could be equally important. Those are L2 learners’ self-directed learning (SDL) and gender. 
    

    
      
    

    
      Self-directed learning (SDL) in an online L2 learning setting
    

    
      During the instruction process, traditionally principal decisions are made by teachers regarding such issues as what learners learn, how they learn, and how they understand the learning aims 
      
        (Ayyildiz & Tarhan, 2015).
      
       However, in the active learning context, learners are in charge of their learning and make decisions for themselves 
      
        (Ayyildiz & Tarhan, 2015)
      
      . Active learning requires learners to self-direct themselves in deliberate and planned learning 
      
        (Basereh & Pishkar, 2016),
      
       thus the term self-directed learning (SDL). 
    

    
      In the context of instruction, SDL means that learners can "take initiative, with or without the teacher, in making decisions concerning their learning." (
      
        Sze-yeng & Hussain, 2010, p. 193
      
      ). In line with the definition of SDL, self-directed learners have speciﬁc attitudes, characteristics, and skills. They have the attitude of believing that learning is a personal responsibility, they engage in challenging problems, and they have the eagerness to learn, at times, despite the possible challenges 
      
        (Ayyildiz & Tarhan, 2015)
      
      . These learners also have the skills to determine their learning goals and to select appropriate learning strategies. They are also able to distinguish between what is important and what is not, have good time management, and can monitor their ongoing achievements and to assess their study efficiency 
      
        (Ayyildiz & Tarhan, 2015).
      
    

    
      SDL has been a subject of numerous empirical studies in various learning contexts (
      
        Ayyildiz & Tarhan, 2015
      
      ; 
      
        Ko, 2018
      
      ; 
      
        Park et al., 2018
      
      ; 
      
        Rashid & Asghar, 2016
      
      ; 
      
        Uz & Uzun, 2018)
      
      , suggesting researchers’ acknowledgement of the role of SDL towards learning. Specific about SDL concerning technology use, 
      
        Park et al.'s (2018
      
      ) study in Korea, for example, found that learners' self-directed English learning ability was significantly correlated with their attitudes toward the internet. That means the more positive attitude they had towards the uses of the internet, the higher their SDL. 
      
        Rashid and Asghar (2016)
      
       found the use of technology was strongly associated with Saudi Arabian learners’ SDL whilst 
      
        Uz and Uzun (2018
      
      ) found through their experimental study that the experimental group experiencing a blended learning mode of instruction reported higher SDL than the control group experiencing face-to-face instruction. A study by 
      
        Sumuer (2018)
      
       in Turkey further found that with adequate support and carefully designed online learning such as one offering flexible design and collaboration opportunities, learners could be facilitated to be in charge of their learning.
    

    
      Despite the advantages, online learning also inherently has several challenges for learners. Concerning online learning due to the Covid-19 pandemic, 
      
        Mondol's and Mohiuddin's (2020)
      
       study in Bangladesh reported that their participants faced various learning difficulties during the online learning because of limited internet credits, weak internet connectivity at home, and the unavailability of supporting gadgets. Furthermore, teachers' limited ability to check learners' understanding through visual indicators even in a synchronous mode of instruction 
      
        (Plaisance, 2018)
      
       could lead to learners’ prolonged misconceptions unless learners willingly ask questions or independently study further. The temporal and spatial freedom supposed to be the benefits of online learning, especially in the case of the asynchronous mode of instruction, could at the same time be a weakness 
      
        (Plaisance, 2018).
      
       For example, learners procrastinate or keep postponing working on tasks and eventually put minimum efforts to finish them at the last moments 
      
        (Klingsieck, 2013).
      
       The procrastination phenomenon was found to be prevalent among undergraduate students (
      
        Ozer, 2011
      
      ). Hence, unless executed carefully, online learning could lead to possible learners’ disengagement and disconnection from instruction 
      
        (Plaisance, 2018)
      
      .
    

    
      With that in mind, it becomes sensible that learners’ SDL become of critical importance in online learning settings 
      
        (Zhu et al., 2020)
      
      . Though not specifically in L2 literature, 
      
        Allam et al.'s (2020)
      
       recent study in Malaysia during the beginning of the Covid-19 triggered online learning found that their university undergraduate student participants had a low level of SDL. Due to the Covid-19 pandemic and so the relatively abrupt shift to the online mode of instruction, learners were probably not fully ready to self-direct themselves to succeed in online learning settings. It is posited that unless learners have a high SDL level, they are unlikely able to optimally succeed in online learning settings 
      
        (Zhu et al., 2020).
      
    

    
      Specific in the Indonesian context, furthermore, empirical studies involving a large number of participants with the possibility of generalisation on learners' SDL in the context of online learning, to the best of my knowledge, are very rare. With the implementation of online learning nationwide and various 
    

    
      
    

    
      challenges Indonesian learners may have related to infrastructure and resources, the issue of SDL in the context of online L2 learning can be paramount. Hence, it could be worthwhile conducting a study that could potentially shed a light on this field in the Indonesian online learning context at 
    

    
      the time of the Covid-19 pandemic.
    

    
      
    

    
      Gender influence in L2 learning
    

    
      There has been a commonly held belief that language learning is a feminine domain (
      
        Clark & Trafford, 1995
      
      ; 
      
        Graham & Rees, 1995;
      
       
      
        Lu & Luk, 2014
      
      ; 
      
        MacIntyre et al., 2002
      
      ). Female learners were found to show more positive attitudes towards learning such as higher motivation 
      
        (Polat, 2011)
      
       and integrative motives 
      
        (Henry, 2011)
      
       as well as to show better L2 test results 
      
        (Zoghi et al., 2013)
      
      . However, a study by 
      
        Venkatesh and Morris (2000)
      
       found that when learning demands learners to master technological tools, male learners tended to show more effort than female learners did. Specific in the field of SDL, the gender aspect has been studied several times in different learning contexts (e.g.: 
      
        Gokcearslan, 2017
      
       in Turkey; 
      
      
        Lee et al., 2017
      
       in Hong Kong). Both studies, contrary to the previous studies favouring female learners in language learning, found that there was no meaningful difference between female and male learners' SDL in L2. This could indicate that albeit learners’ gender plays a role in L2 learning 
      
        (MacIntyre et al., 2002)
      
      , the relationship between learners’ gender and their L2 learning was not really straightforward. Hence, a further study investigating the relationship between learners’ gender and their SDL is deemed strategic to be conducted. From the results, teachers could design instruction that in its way could best benefit learners of both genders. 
    

    
              With the mentioned rationales, the present study seeks to answer these research questions. First, what is L2 learners' level of SDL in English online class? Second, is there any significant difference between female learners’ SDL and male learners’?
    

    
      
    

    
      METHODS
    

    
      Research design
    

    
      
    

    
      The study used quantitative methods by distributing a questionnaire. The questionnaire consisted of several items on demographic information and fifteen items on SDL. The fifteen questionnaire items on learners' SDL were adapted from 
      
        Ayyildiz's and Tarhan's (2015)
      
       Self-Directed Learning Skills Scale (SDLSS). 
      
        Ayyildiz and Tarhan (2015)
      
       specifically conducted their study to develop a valid and reliable scale measuring SDL, later named SDLSS. The SDLSS had the Cronbach’s alpha value of .86 indicating reliability 
      
        (Ayyildiz & Tarhan, 2015),
      
       which was the main reason of the adaptation of the scale in the present study. The original SDLSS measures learners’ SDL in general irrespective of subjects and as such out of 40 items in the original SDLSS, only 15 items were used in the present study as these fifteen selected items were considered applicable in the context of L2 learning. These fifteen items were also slightly modified in the wording to further match the L2 
    

    
      
    

    
      learning context. For example, “I believe that I can learn a lesson, no matter how it is complicated” in the original SDLSS were slightly modified into “
      I believe that I can learn English, no matter how it is complicated.” The participants were to respond with one of these responses: “Strongly agree” (equal to 5 points), “Agree” (4 points), “Neither agree nor disagree” (3 points), "Disagree" (2 points) and "Strongly disagree" (1 point). Item numbers 8 and 15 indicating negative statements were reversed scored. In these items “Strongly agree” signified low SDL whilst “Strongly disagree” signified high SDL. 
    

    
      The questionnaire was translated into the Indonesian language, with which language the participants were more proficient to facilitate the participants’ better understanding on the questionnaire items and so generating more valid responses. The questionnaire was then made in 
      Google Form.
      Before distributed, the questionnaire was piloted to several volunteers to make sure that all the items were “accurate, unambiguous, and simple to complete" 
      
        (Gray, 2014, p. 372)
      
      . After I did the necessary revisions based on feedback, the questionnaire was then distributed to the participants with the help of the class teachers from 20 October 2020 up to 6 November 2020. The fifteen items of the questionnaire had .78 Cronbach’s alpha coefficient indicating that the questionnaire had a quite high internal reliability.
    

    
      
    

    
      Research participants and ethical considerations
    

    
      The present study’s participants were 187 Indonesian undergraduate students taking English for Academic Purposes (EAP) in their respective departments at a private university in Java, Indonesia. These learners filled the 
      Google Form
       SDL questionnaire. The selection of EAP class students as the participants of the present study was based on several considerations. Before taking EAP classes in their respective departments, these learners had already completed three non-credited General English (GE) courses, namely GE levels 1, 2, and 3, during three semesters. Hence, these learners had experienced English classes at the university level for three semesters before taking the EAP classes. Thus, they were considered having familiar with English instruction at the university level when participating in the study. Secondly, the EAP classes they were taking were the progression of the GE courses, thus had a higher difficulty level than that of GE courses. In such a context, coupled with the online learning setting due to the Covid-19 pandemic, these EAP learners’ levels of SDL could play a vital part in their L2 learning.
    

    
      The online instruction in these EAP classes was conducted in various ways depending on the teachers and the departments. However, typically, the teachers used the combination of the synchronous mode through 
      Zoom, Google Meet
      , or 
      Microsoft Teams
      , and asynchronous mode through tasks given through LMSs such as 
      Google Classrooms
       or 
      Moodle
      . Instant communications between  teachers and students were mainly conducted through 
      WhatsApp
       groups.
    

    
      The present study employed the principles of research ethics. After gatekeepers’ consent 
      
        (Creswell, 2014)
      
       was obtained through the Heads of Department, I gave the link of the 
    

    
      
    

    
      Google Form
       questionnaire to the respective class teachers for them to share with their respective EAP learners. The learners were given freedom whether or not to participate in the study to maintain the principle of autonomy 
      
        (Israel & Hay, 2006)
      
      . Furthermore, at the beginning of the 
      Google Form
       questionnaire, information about the objectives of the research, and participants' rights of voluntary participation 
      
        (Oliver, 2003)
      
       was provided. All questionnaire data were solely used for the research purpose. Of the 187 participants in total, 87 participants (46.5%) were willing to be invited for possible follow-up studies if necessary, indicating their enthusiasm in participating in the current research further. The other 100 participants (53.5%), in comparison, exercised their freedom not to participate in any follow-up studies, indicating the principle of voluntary participation was implemented in the present study 
      
        (Creswell, 2014).
      
    

    
      
    

    
      
    

    
      
    

    
      
    

    
      Data analysis
    

    
    
      The questionnaire data were recorded into SPSS 25 and analysed further to answer the research questions. Descriptive analysis was employed to answer the first research question on learners’ SDL level. Independent Sample T-Test was employed to answer the second research question on whether there was any significant difference between female learners’ SDL and male learners’. The sequence of the data collection and analysis could be seen in 
      
        Figure 1
      
      .
    

    
      
    

    
      
        [image: ]
      
    

    
      Figure 1. The sequence of data collection and analysis
    

    
      
    

    
      RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
    

    
      Results
    

    
      In total, 187 EAP learners participated in the present study. Of these 187 participants, 101 were female and 86 were male. The mean of the participants’ age was 20.38 with the minimum age of the participants being 18 whilst the maximum being 25. They were from various study programmes/departments. 60 participants (32.1%) were from Management department, 48 (25.7%) from Biology, 27 (14.4%) from Architecture, 26 (13.9%) from Product Design, 14 (7.5%) from Accounting, and 12 (6.4%) from Informatics. At the time of filling the online questionnaire, the participants, who followed the English lesson online, resided in various regions in Indonesia. 126 participants (67.4%) were in Java, 18 (9.6%) in Kalimantan, 13 (7%) in Sumatera, 12 (6.4%) in Sulawesi, five (2.7%) in Papua, five (2.7%) in Nusa Tenggara, two (1.1%) in Bali, and the other six (3.2%) in other islands/places. 
    

    
      
    

    
      L2 learners' level of Self-Directed Learning (SDL) in English online class
    

    
    
      The composite result of learners’ SDL could be seen in 
      
        Table 1
      
      .
    

    
      Table 1. Learners’ SDL Level
    

    
    
    
      
        
          	
            
              Participants
            

          
          	
            
              Minimum
            

          
          	
            
              Maximum
            

          
          	
            
              Mean
            

          
          	
            
              Std. Deviation
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              187
            

          
          	
            
              44
            

          
          	
            
              75
            

          
          	
            
              59.18
            

          
          	
            
              6.11
            

          
        

      
    

    
      
    

    
      As seen in Table 1, the mean of the participants’ total SDL level was 59.18. It indicated that on average, their responses were in 3.95, approaching “Agree” (4 points), indicating high SDL. Hence, it could be stated that in general, learners had a high SDL level during 
      
      English online learning. More specific about the participants’ responses in each item of the questionnaire, the 
    

    
      mean of the participants’ responses could be observed in 
      
        Table 2
      
      .
    

    
      
    

    
      Table 2. The Mean of the Participants’ Responses on the SDL Questionnaire
    

    
    
    
      
        
          	
            
              Item Number
            

          
          	
            
              Mean
            

          
          	
            
              Std. Deviation
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              1
            

          
          	
            
              4.39
            

          
          	
            
              .78
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              2
            

          
          	
            
              4.21
            

          
          	
            
              .75
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              3
            

          
          	
            
              3.82
            

          
          	
            
              .92
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              4
            

          
          	
            
              3.71
            

          
          	
            
              .84
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              5
            

          
          	
            
              4.09
            

          
          	
            
              .79
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              6
            

          
          	
            
              4.51
            

          
          	
            
              .61
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              7
            

          
          	
            
              4.39
            

          
          	
            
              .71
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              8
            

          
          	
            
              2.54
            

          
          	
            
              1.13
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              9
            

          
          	
            
              4.33
            

          
          	
            
              .77
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              10
            

          
          	
            
              4.18
            

          
          	
            
              .82
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              11
            

          
          	
            
              4.12
            

          
          	
            
              .76
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              12
            

          
          	
            
              3.57
            

          
          	
            
              .88
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              13
            

          
          	
            
              3.97
            

          
          	
            
              .75
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              14
            

          
          	
            
              4.18
            

          
          	
            
              .70
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              15
            

          
          	
            
              3.18
            

          
          	
            
              1.14
            

          
        

      
    

    
      
    

    
      As observed in 
      
        Table 2
      
      , several items produced high mean scores of more than 4, indicating a very high SDL level. Item number 6,
       "I hold myself responsible for my English learning," for example, yielded a mean score of 4.51, the highest among all the items. 95% of the participants either strongly agreed or agreed with the statement. This finding suggested that the majority of the participants held themselves responsible for their learning progress. 
      Furthermore, item number 1,
       “I believe that I can learn English, no matter how it is complicated,” obtained a mean score of 4.39. 86% of the participants supported this statement. This indicated that they reported optimism in learning despite possible obstacles.
      Next, item number 7,
       "I must know clearly the objectives of the new subject to be learned,” also obtained a mean score of 4.39. The statement was supported by 87.7% of the participants. This showed that it was important for these participants to know the learning objective or what was expected from them in learning.
    

    
      Despite the high SDL level in general, interestingly, the two negative items, item numbers 8 and 15, yielded the lowest mean scores of all. It indicated that learners, in contrast with their generally high SDL in the other items, reported their low SDL in these two items. Item number 8,
       “Generally, I try to finish my homework at the last moment,” obtained the lowest mean score of 2.54. 49.8% of the participants supported this statement. In other words, 49.8% of the participants reported their tendency of working on tasks approaching deadlines. 
      Furthermore, the second-lowest mean score was from item number 15,
       “The important thing is not what I learn in English class, but whether I’ve got a passing grade.” It obtained a mean score of 3.18 with 25.7% of the participants endorsing the statement. This finding indicated that many participants considered achieving the passing grade of the English class more important than actual learning.
    

    
      
    

    
      Difference between female learners’ SDL and male learners’
    

    
      An Independent Sample T-test was conducted to see whether there was a significant difference between female learners' SDL and that of male learners and the result could be seen in 
      
        Table 3
      
      
      .
    

    
      Table 3. Results of Independent Sample T-Test of Female and Male Learners’ SDL
    

    
    
    
      
        
          	
            
              
            

          
          	
            
              Female (N=101)
            

          
          	
            
              Male (N=86)
            

          
          	
            
              T-test
            

          
          	
            
              Sig.
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              
            

          
          	
            
              M
            

          
          	
            
              SD
            

          
          	
            
              M
            

          
          	
            
              SD
            

          
          	
            
              t
            

          
          	
            
              p
            

          
        

        
          	
            
              Learners’ SDL
            

          
          	
            
              60.32
            

          
          	
            
              6.01
            

          
          	
            
              57.84
            

          
          	
            
              5.99
            

          
          	
            
              .015
            

          
          	
            
              .90
            

          
        

      
    

    
      
    

    
      
    

    
      As observed in 
      
        Table 3
      
      , though the mean score of female learners’ SDL (M = 60.32) was higher than that of male learners (M = 57.84), there was no significant difference between female learners’ SDL and that of male learners (
      p > .05).
    

    
      
    

    
      Discussion
    

    
      L2 learners' level of Self-Directed Learning (SDL) in English online class
    

    
      The present study found that in general, the learner participants had a quite high level of SDL in the online learning setting. This result was in contrast with that of 
      
        Allam et al.'s (2020)
      
       study in the Malaysian undergraduate university context. They found that their participants had a low level of SDL during the onset of online learning due to the Covid-19 pandemic. Though 
      
        Allam et al.'s (2020)
      
       study was not conducted specifically in an L2 learning context, the comparison of both studies' results on different SDL level may indicate that learners in the present study were more prepared to face online learning situation than 
      
        Allam et al.'s (2020)
      
       participants and thus were readier to self-direct their learning. It could be attributed to the present study’s participants having experienced online learning mode for almost two semesters at the time of participating in the present study whilst 
      
        Allam et al.'s (2020)
      
       participants were at the beginning state of experiencing an abrupt shift to online learning due to the pandemic. The adult learner participants, who were getting familiar with online learning due to the pandemic over time could 
    

    
      finally formulate what worked for them and how they wanted to learn it 
      
        (Slaouti et al., 2013)
      
      , thus the high level of SDL.
    

    
      
    

    
      The result of the present study, furthermore, to a certain 
    

    
      extent, corresponded to the results of several previous studies (e.g.: 
      
        Rashid & Asghar, 2016
      
      ; 
      
        Uz & Uzun, 2018)
      
      . For example, in an experimental study, 
      
        Uz and Uzun (2018)
      
       found that the experimental group with a blended learning mode of instruction showed significantly higher SDL than the control group with a face-to-face mode of instruction. Though blended learning in 
      
        Uz's and Uzun's (2018
      
      ) study and fully online setting in the present study were different, both shared a similarity in the way that both largely utilised technology in the instruction. Hence, the present study’s finding corresponded to several authors’ ideas positing that the use of technology could enhance learners’ SDL (
      
        Rashid & Asghar, 2016;
      
      
       
      
        Sumuer, 2018
      
      ; 
      
        Trimmel & Bachmann, 2004)
      
      . 
      
        Sumuer (2018)
      
       argued that an online learning setting providing learners with collaboration opportunities, a flexible structure, as well as choice and control over learning facilitates learners to boost their SDL. In the present study, the EAP classes may have been designed, to a certain extent, to accommodate these as teachers may have had more experience in dealing with online instruction due to the Covid-19 pandemic in the previous semester. Hence, they may have been better equipped when designing the EAP class instruction. For example, the combination of synchronous and asynchronous modes of instruction conducted by the EAP teachers could give learners more flexibility to decide the time, way, and what to engage in learning (
      
        Milligan & Littlejohn, 2014
      
      ; 
      
        Moorhouse, 2020
      
      ; 
      
        Plaisance, 2018)
      
      . This could explain why the majority of learners considered learning their responsibility, showed optimism in 
    

    
      
    

    
      learning despite difficulties and considered learning goals important to know beforehand, prominent SDL characteristics 
      
        (Ayyildiz & Tarhan, 2015)
      
      .
    

    
      The participants’ responses in two negative items, however, showed the opposite from the general trend. They generally showed low SDL in these two items in which many participants reported procrastination and considered achieving passing grades (and so passing the class) more important than learning progress. The finding on procrastination among these participants was in line with the finding of a study conducted by
      
         Ozer (2011)
      
       in face-to-face instruction in which procrastination was widespread among undergraduate students. It indicated that the procrastination phenomenon was extensive among undergraduate students regardless of the mode of instruction. Additionally, in the online setting in the present study, learners may have more tasks from content classes in their respective departments. This could be a factor compelling learner to finish tasks in their EAP classes later. As for learners’ prioritising passing the class over learning, the Indonesian EFL setting could play an influencing role. In a context where English was constrained to classroom use like the Indonesian context, learners’ perceived needs to master the language may not be as important as their desire to pursue other endeavours, for example, graduating on time. Thus, it could explain why learners considered passing the EAP class more important. Besides, Asian culture which generally considers “face” very important (
      
        Subekti, 2018
      
      ) may contribute to the participants’ tendency to prioritise grades as not passing the class and having to repeat the class, at times with juniors, could pose a threat to their ego.
    

    
      
    

    
      Difference between female learners’ SDL and male learners’ SDL
    

    
      This study found that female learners had slightly higher SDL than male learners did, however, there was no significant difference between female learners’ SDL and that of male learners. Several much earlier studies mentioned that foreign languages were traditionally female subjects 
      
        (Clark & Trafford, 1995
      
      ; 
      
        Graham & Rees, 1995
      
      ; 
      
        MacIntyre et al., 2002)
      
       with females generally exhibited more positive attitudes towards learning. However, the finding of this study that no significant difference was found could indicate that it may not always be the case. Furthermore, specifically reviewed in relation to previous studies in SDL related to technology, the present study’s finding corresponded to the findings of several previous studies in Asia (e.g.: 
      
        Gokcearslan, 2017
      
      ; 
      
        Lee et al., 2017
      
      ). A study conducted by 
      
        Gokcearslan (2017)
      
       in a Turkish High School context found no meaningful difference between female and male learners’ SDL with technology. A study by 
      
        Lee et al. (2017)
      
       in Hong Kong also found that undergraduate students’ use of computers for SDL was not affected by gender.
    

    
      These relatively same findings may give some kind of support that the use of technology in language instruction could somehow make learners, regardless of gender, to be readier to self-direct their learning. It may even, to a certain extent, debunk the widespread “myth” in the L2 literature stating that L2 learning was more for female learners than for male learners. In the quite old, yet still relevant literature, it was posited that in situations 
    

    
      
    

    
      demanding more efforts in using technological devices, male learners had more tendency to make an effort 
      
        (Venkatesh & Morris, 2000)
      
      . This could partly explain why, unlike the results of studies in the face-to-face mode of instruction contexts favouring female learners as more superior in language learning, findings of several studies in online learning contexts tended to find no significant difference between the two groups of gender (e.g.: 
      
        Gokcearslan, 2017
      
      ; 
      
        Lee et al., 2017
      
      ), the present study’s finding being one of them.
    

    
      
    

    
      CONCLUSION
    

    
      The present study has several contributions. First, the finding on learners’ generally high level of SDL in the online learning setting at the time of the Covid-19 pandemic could indicate that with careful planning of instructional design of online instruction taking into account learners’ study load, supporting gadgets, and available resources, this emergency online learning situation could be momentum for them to take more initiatives in their learning. Secondly, male learners who were generally viewed as less capable than their female counterparts in extensive L2 literature exhibited relatively the same SDL level as that of female learners in the present study’s online learning context. As an implication, this finding also suggests teachers optimise the use of technology to facilitate male learners to show a more positive attitude towards and to be more interested in language learning. 
    

    
      Furthermore, several limitations should also be acknowledged. First, the nature of the self-report questionnaire inherently brought the consequence that the data obtained in this study relied on the participants’ report. Second, these participants took EAP classes in their respective departments and as such, 
       
      they received different instructions, though typical activities could be similar to a certain extent. Hence, it was difficult to attribute their high SDL level to very specific online classroom practices in class due to the quantitative nature of this study 
    

    
      focusing on the large number, rather than an in-depth analysis of a phenomenon. Next, though this study involved a large number of participants, thus having the possibility of generalisation, it should be seen in limited contexts and conditions, for example, university contexts with sufficient infrastructure to conduct sufficiently well-designed online instruction. 
    

    
      Directions for future studies could also be suggested. The finding of no significant difference between female learners' and male learners' SDL in the online learning setting opens the possibility of further studies investigating gender role in technology-related L2 learning. It may also be worthwhile to investigate factors affecting learners’ SDL through semi-structured interviews. Researchers could further inquire about both internal and external contributing factors affecting their SDL in L2.
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