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Abstract:
Learning Program Design is one of the compulsory courses offered to the English Language
Education Study Program (ELESP) students to prepare for their teaching. This study is aimed to find
out and to identify the possible relationship between Learning Program Design course and students’
teaching preparations. A survey study was conducted. The instrument used was questionnaire. A total
of 30 students participated in this study. The perceptions of the pre-service teachers were obtained
from their self-evaluations. The results of this study showed that most of the respondents had positive
attitudes. They perceived that Learning Program Design Course had positive contributions to their
teaching preparations.
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INTRODUCTION
English Language Education Study Program (ELESP) has an objective in its vision which
is to train and to produce all the teacher trainees there to be qualified and professional
English teachers in the future. In order to achieve that goal, there are some courses which
are offered to the students of English Language Education Study Program. Consequently,
all of the courses offered to the students should be applicable to all the teacher trainees. One
of those courses which will be focused on by the researchers in this study is Learning
Program Design course.
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Learning Program Design (KPE 377) is one of the compulsory courses which has
been improved using integrated learning in the new curriculum of ELESP. It is still newly
implemented for the ELESP students. This course is offered in semester five. As English
teacher candidates, this prerequisite course is needed to prepare the ELESP students to get
ready to do their real job, especially in developing English materials. Due to the fact that
the ELESP students are required to be professional English teachers in the future, they are
also expected to obtain and to implement what they have learned to their real life, especially
in the educational field.
Learning Program Design is an integrated course between Instructional Design
course (ID) and Curriculum and Material Development course (CMD). Previously, this
course was divided into two courses, namely ID and CMD. Each of the courses has twocredit hours which should be taken by the English Language Education Study Program
(ELESP) students first. Prasetyo, Herawati, Prihatin, Budiraharjo, and Adji (2007) in
Panduan Akademik state that Instructional Design course is a course which can facilitate the
English teacher trainees to understand the principles and the good procedure of instructional
design. Its procedures involve specification of objectives, evaluation items, and actual
learning tasks, and also designing teaching instructions including lesson units i.e. for
teaching reading, speaking, and grammar.
Additionally, Prasetyo, Herawati, Prihatin, Budiraharjo, and Adji (2007) in Panduan
Akademik say that the Curriculum and Material Development course itself refers to a course
that has an objective for the teacher trainees to be able to design a syllabus and to develop
a lesson plan and materials based on the National Curriculum 2006 of English for grade
schools including concepts and models curriculum, concepts and kinds of syllabus, syllabus
and lesson unit content/material development, competency-based education, and
competency-based curriculum, curriculum 2006 and its implementation, the principles and
types of EFL (English as Foreign Language) material development, and syllabus design.
From the explanations above, it can be seen that both ID course and CMD course have
almost the same purpose for ELESP students which is to be able to design a syllabus and
develop a set of lesson plan materials based on the curriculum used. Therefore, in order to
gain better curriculum in ELESP efficiently, Instructional Design course and Curriculum
and Material Development have been integrated into one course which has three-credit
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hours for one semester now, namely Learning Program Design (LPD) course. However, the
materials in LPD are the combination of ID and CMD materials.
As stated before that Learning Program Design course is the integration of
Instructional Design (ID) course and Curriculum and Material Development (CMD) course,
then in Learning Program design course, the ELESP students are trained to produce a set of
lesson planning documents based on the current curriculum used in Indonesia. According
to Academic Guideline’s Book 2010, the purpose of this new integrated course of Learning
Program Design course is to give more insights into the concept of current curriculum used
in Indonesia, its program design elements and the implementation, such as syllabus and
lesson unit plan. Besides, the ELESP students are also equipped with the knowledge of
material development to develop teaching materials for grade schools based on the current
curriculum. As a teacher candidate, having ability in developing materials as one of the
planning instruction is required. Hunts at al. (2009) says that planning instruction is helpful
in planning process to designate times when it occurs and purposes for the plans themselves.
However, implicitly, Learning Program Design course prepares/helps the ELESP students
to have good preparation in teaching. Borich (1996) also agrees that “effective teaching
practices are always defined by who is being taught and under what conditions (curriculum,
learning objectives, instructional materials, and learners)” (p.48).
However, Learning Program Design course is the prerequisite course for Micro
Teaching & PPL II which provide the ELESP students with an opportunity for practicebased teaching into school community. In micro teaching course & PPL II course, the
students are trained to develop and improve their knowlegde and skills in teaching English.
Those two courses are the courses in which the students have to integrate the theoretical
review and foundation of ELT methods, ELT teaching strategies, and the Instructional and
material design. Micro Teaching is one of the requirements to implement the teaching basic
competencies for the English teacher candidates. In fact, good planning is a first step to
quality classroom instruction.
According to Hunt at al. (2009), “effective teaching involves effective planning,
communicating, managing, and evaluating, as well as the actual act or process of
instructing” (p.5). Thus, as a teacher candidate, having ability to apply the most appropriate
teaching method, teaching skills, and strategies in their teaching practice is needed.
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Therefore, every teacher candidate is required to have a teaching preparation in their
teaching practice. Hunt at al. (2009) also mentions that the teacher is a planner of instruction.
“The experience of lesson planning, teaching, and self-observation provided us as
prospective teachers with meaningful insight into our future teaching” (Gebhard and
Oprandy 1999, p. 177). Because of the reasons that have been mentioned before, it is
important to evaluate this course by conducting a survey of students’ personal evaluation
on the relationship between Learning Program Design course and students’ teaching
preparation in order to see the relationship of Learning Program Design course towards the
students’ teaching preparation as the minimum standard of planning process. Perception is
important because perception can influence people’s behavior, attitude, interest, and
motivation as a response (Robbins, 2001). In other words, perception is one of the factors
in the successful of learning this course. Through the survey on perception on Learning
Program Design course, it can be seen what the students feel and think about this new
integrated course of Learning Program Design. Moreover, the students’ perception is
essential because it can show the positive points and negative points of the course conducted
from the students’ point of view.
To see the benefits of Learning Program Design course towards the students’ teaching
preparation, the researchers is going to discover the students’ personal evaluation of the
ELESP students on Learning Program Design course. It is essential because ELESP student
personal evaluation on this new integrated course can affect their academic result in
completing the course.
Indeed, by presenting the answer of the research question, it can help the lecturers to
be able to develop their teaching strategy of this Learning Program Design course to prepare
the pre-service teachers in English Language Education Study Program. Furthermore, it will
also be able to help the ELESP students to improve their teaching skills, especially in
planning process through Learning Program Design course optimally.
The fact that Learning Program Design course is a new integrated course in ELESP
really makes the researchers interested to investigate about the course. The aim of this study
is to identify and find out what the ELESP students really think about Learning Program
Design course and identifying what the possible contributions of Learning Program Design
course towards their teaching preparation. Therefore, this study is going to focus more on
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the relation between Learning Program Design’s contributions to the ELESP students’
teaching preparation. In this study, the researchers formulates one problem to be
solved,“what are the pre-service teachers’ perceptions on the relationship between Learning
Program Design course and students’ teaching preparation in English Language Education
Study Program?”

Students’ personal evaluation
The students personal evaluations are used to obtain the data about perceptions. The
theory about self-evaluation is needed as the basic theory in this study since this study deals
with the pre-service teachers’ perceptions. There are so many definitions related to the term
“self-evaluation”. In common way, self-evaluation can be defined as what people think or
perceive about something in their own mind. However, the understanding of the word “selfevaluation” itself can be derived from some sources.
According to Kastrati (2013), “self-evaluation is defined as “students judging the
quality of their work, based on evidence and explicit criteria, for the purpose of doing better
work in the future” (p. 431). Gilmore (1973) also describes that “a system of self-evaluation
by students designed to increase personal attention and interest in learning and to reduce
uncertainty and anxiety.” Lew and Schmidt (2011) add that self-evaluation refers to “the
processes that a learner undergoes to look back on his past learning experiences and what
he did to enable learning to occur, and the exploration of connections between the
knowledge that was taught and the learner’s own ideas about them”.
In other words, personal evaluation is something that comes up to people feelings
and thoughts which is influenced by the environment around them then they use it to
interpret the phenomenon. Personal evaluation usually comes from the interpretation of
something come up to their mind through what they see. Thus, People may see different
things when they are faced by the same things. The way of each person see of one thing may
have different interpretation. It depends on the stimuli organized or interpreted into their
thought. It named conceptual / perceptual process.
Miron (1988) argues that students’ personal evaluation can improve students’
learning performances. Kastrati (2013) also agrees that “self-evaluation is a potentially
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efficacy and increased intrinsic motivation” (p.431). However, the response of someone is
measured by the product of preceding learning. It becomes increasingly influenced by
learning. Personal evaluation is formed by their past learning experience.
Their past experience will lead people to take awareness based on their own personal
evaluation. After the personal evaluation is formed, it will lead people to the behavioral
responses or attitudes based on their own personal evaluation. Gordon argues that students’
responses to the instruction,colleges, and universities can help to send the important
messages which can support the teaching-learning process (p.3). In other word, the students’
personal evaluations are value to perceive the effectiveness of instruction.
Therefore, self-evaluation here is also something essential because someone behaves
based on her or his interpretation of situation, events and condition. Even, each individual’s
motivation in achieving objective of learning is affected by their perceptions, whether it is
good or bad personal evaluation. If every student has positive personal evaluation towards
the subject matter explained above, then they will show the positive attitude towards it and
vice versa. In order to know what inside pre-service teachers’ mind about the
implementation of Learning Program Design course (LPD) as a new method/ integrated
course, the students’ personal evaluation is needed in this study to investigate further the
relationship between Learning Program Design course and ELESP students’ teaching
preparation, especially in Micro Teaching class and PPL. As Gordon says that “the most
obvious way to measure personal evaluation is simply to ask the observer what she or he
perceives (p.3). Asking people to describe their personal evaluation can make important
contributions to the teaching-learning process.
Based on the understanding of the word “self-evaluation” stated by the experts
above, it can be concluded that self evaluation is the way a man views a phenomenon based
on their own experiences towards the phenomenon. Then, it can lead people to the different
attitudes or responses. These positive responses will influence the success of Learning
Program Design course. Additionally, the success of the learning process depends on the
students’ personal evaluation toward the course.

English Language Teaching
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The theories about English language teaching are used to describe the actual act or
the process of instruction and to explain the relationship between the English language
teaching and English language planning. Richards (1990, p.1) in the book “The Language
Teaching Matrix”, says that second language teaching deals with teaching methods or with
the design and use of instructional materials. In addition, Richards (1990) also views that
English language teaching is seen to result from interactions among the curriculum,
teachers, students, methodology, and instructional materials. In other words, there are three
factors to make the English teaching becomes effective, that are the curriculum,
methodology, and instructional materials. Kennedy (1989) also views the connection
between English language teaching and language planning. As Richards (2001) says that
being an effective teacher meant much more than becoming a more skillful and
knowledegeable classroom practitioner. It means learning how to develop and adapt
materials, to plan and evaluate courses, to adapt teaching to students’ needs, and to function
within an institutional setting. Brown (1987) adds that English language teaching is guiding
and facilitating learning, enabling the learner to learn, setting the conditions for learning.
As the experts state about the definition of English language teaching above, there
are three major factors to effective teaching: the curriculum, methodology, and instructional
materials. Thus, Borich (1996) defines seven instructional events of lesson plan (the
components of the teaching skills) as five parts, that is the set induction & set closure,
classroom management, reinforcement, questioning, and explaining. Hunt and Wiseman
(2009) also adds the characteristics of effective teaching involves effective planning,
communicating, managing, and evaluating, as well as the actual act or process of instructing.
Besides, Borich (1996) also describes the five key behaviors contributing to
effective english language teaching : (1) Lesson Clarity, (2) Instructional Variety, (3)
Teacher task orientation, (4) engagement in the learning process, (5) student success rate.
They are considered essential as the parts for english language teaching.
“Good planning, of course, will not ensure good teaching, but it is a very important
prerequisite to quality classroom instruction” (Hunt at al. 2009, p.54). According to Borich
(1996), planning is the systematic process of deciding what and how your students should
learn. Hunt at al. (2009) describes that “the planning process in today’s accountability
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environment begins with each teacher examining the appropriate state standards” (p.54).
The standard documents identify indicators or skills that students need to learn.
These indicators are extremely important to the planning process. According to
Borich (1996), there are some steps in the planning process for which decisions must be
made: (1) the importance of aims and goals in the planning process, (2) the learners’ needs,
(3) the themes, (4) orchestrating the various teaching methods to meet the objectives, (5)
the instructional media and materials should be used, (6) on what basis should the instruction
be revised. In other words, the instructional plans must decide on instructional goals,
learning needs, content, and methods. Based on Borich (1996), the important process of unit
and lesson planning begins with implementing the five planning inputs: (1) knowledge of
aims and goals, (2) knowledge of learners, (3) knowledge of subject matter content and its
organization, (4) knowledge of teaching methods, (5) tacit knowledge acquired from dayto-day experiences and feedback in the classroom. Further, Borich (1996) states:
These input to the learning process result from pre-lesson planning, in which you consult sources of
societal and professional values, and select as relevant certain goals, learning needs, content, and
method. This selection is made in part by the curriculum adopted by the school district, because
both societal and professional values were instrumental in curriculum selection (p.182).

Learning program design
According to Rennekamp and Jacobs, “a program is defined as a sequence of
intentional actions and events organized in a manner that they result in valued outcomes for
a clearly defined audience”. According to Papier (2005), “a learning programme is defined
as the ‘plan’ (the sequential learning activities) for getting the learner to meet the specified
outcomes as set out by the curriculum” (p.3). Richards (1990) in his book “The Language
Teaching Matrix” says that in order to plan for effective second language teaching, a
comprehensive view is needed of the nature and process of language program development:
Language curriculum development like other areas of curriculum activity, is concerned with
principles and procedures for the planning, delivery, management, and assessment of teaching and
learning. curriculum development processes in language teaching comprise needs analysis, goal
setting, syllabus design, methodology, and testing and evaluation (p.1).

As stated by Richards (2001) in his book “Curriculum Development in Language
Teaching”, teaching and learning in schools or educational systems can be planned,
measured, and evaluated. Borich (1996) describes that Four primary activities within the
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planning process are establishing instructional goals, identifying learner needs, and
selecting and organizing content. However, syllabus is one aspect of a specification of the
content of a course of instruction and lists what will be taught and tested during the course
(Borich 1996, p. 2). Richards (1990) says that syllabus is concerned with the choice and
sequencing of instructional content usage a curriculum. The concept of syllabus also helps
to develop the language teaching practices. Richards (2001) advises the syllabus design as:
the process of developing a syllabus. It includes the processes that are used to determine the needs
of a group of learners, to develop aims or objectives for a program to address those needs, to
determine an appropriate syllabus, course structure, and teaching methods, and materials, to carry
out an evaluation of the language program that results from these processes. (p.2).

Dick and Carey (2005) also state the principles in English Learning Program Design as
follows :
1) Identify Instructional Goals
First is to determine what the learners are able to do when they have completed your
instruction.
2)

Conduct Instructional Analysis

It is required to detemine step-by-step what the students are doing when they perform that
goal. It includes to what skills, knowledge, and attitudes.
3)

Analyze learners and contexts
Analyzing the learners characteristics and the contexts in which they will learn the skills,
and the context in which they will use them.

4)

Write performance objectives
This is the step to write the statements of the goals.

5)

Develop Assessment Instruments
In order to measure the learners’ ability in performing the objectives that have written
before.

6)

Develop Instructional Strategy
It is the step to identify the strategy that would be used in the instruction in order to achieve
the terminal objective.

7)

Develop and select Instructional materials
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This step is to develop the instructional materials, such as the instructor’s guides, students’
modules, overhead transparancies, videotapes, computer-based multimedia formats, and
web-pages for distance learning.
8) Design and Conduct Formative Evaluation of Instruction
This step is used to identify how to improve the instruction.
9)

Revise Instruction
The final step in the design and development process is revising the instruction.

METHOD
Design
The researchers used survey research in gaining the answer to the research question
which had been stated above. This method was usually used in finding out about attitudes,
behavior, self evaluation, or opinions. According to Ary et al (2002), “survey is a research
technique in which data are gathered by asking questions of a group of individuals called
respondents” (p.374).
In this study, the researchers would like to find out the perceptions through their own
self-evaluation of the ELESP students on the relationship between Learning Program
Design course and students’ teaching preparation for the ELESP students as the English
teacher candidates, hence the researchers employed questionnaire as the strategy to ask the
ELESP students questions in order to find out their opinions or behaviour related to the
students’ experience when they joined the course.
Personal evaluation was maybe different from another because it depended on
someone’s experience and the way they saw or interpreted an event or a phenomenon. The
researchers used this method because survey research usually deals with the relationship of
educational (Wiersma 1995, p.15). It could be used to measure their attitudes, opinions, or
achievements (Wiersma 1995, p. 169).
It was aimed to identify to what they think and feel about what they had experienced
after all the process in Learning Program Design course. Besides, Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh
(1990) also agreed that survey was the appropriate method to obtain all the data needed to
solve the formulated problem in this study which was conducted by asking questions to a
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group of individuals. In order to collect the data related to the personal evaluations of ELESP
students on the relationship between Learning Program Design course and the students’
teaching preparation. The research instruments employed in carrying out this study was
questionnaire.
The sample of this study was obtained by purposive sampling. According to Ary et
al. (2010, p.156) in their book “Introduction to Research in Education”, purposive sampling
chooses sample elements which are judged to be typical or representative from the
population. The researchers only gathered from one class since it was impossible to take all
of the classes as the total population by considering the accessibility to the respondents,
financial constraint, and time availability. Therefore, the researchers took class D as the
sample of this study. It means that class D was considered as the representative for this
study.
According to Wiersma (1995, p.178), there were several steps as the procedures in
conducting this study. The first step was planning. The researchers formulated the problem
formulation which needed to be solved. Then, the researchers determined the hypothesis
and the purpose of this study. It was needed to investigate the relationship between Learning
Program Design course and students’ teaching preparations. After that, the researchers
compiled some reviews of related literature to support this study.
The second step was selecting the sample. The researchers identified the participants
to prepare the research instrument and research method in collecting the data needed. The
target population of this study was the ELESP students who had taken Learning Program
Design course. Moreover, the researchers limited the participants because it was rather
difficult to learn about a very large subject. The sample subjects of this study were the
ELESP students who were in class D. Class D was chosen as the sample to be the
representative of Learning Program Design students.
The third step was constructing a set of instrument(s). In order to collect the data
needed in this study, it would be obtained by questionnaire. The questionnaire used only the
open-ended part. There were twenty two questions would be put in table based on the Likert
Scale which provided four options for each respondent to answer the questions given, which
were strongly agree (SA), agree (A), disagree (D), and strongly disagree (SD). In the closedended part, the respondents chose the options based on the statements given.
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Fourth, the researchers would get the permission from the chairperson of the ELESP
to conduct the research. Then, the researchers gained the data needed by distributing the
questionnaire to the particular subjects who had been chosen before. the researchers asked
permission and conducted the research.
Fifth, the researchers analyzed the data in the close-ended question which had been
collected from the questionnaire by making it into percentage to make it easy to calculate.
As stated before, the researchers used Likert Scale in the closed-ended questions which
provided the degree of agreement. So, the questions or statements answered by choosing
one of the four degrees of agreement. The researchers calculated the number of the ticks
from every degree of agreement. Then, the result of the counting was changed into
percentages. The results of the data from the closed-ended question was presented in the
table to ease the readers read the results.
At last, the researchers drew the conclusion by discussing or reporting the analysis in
this study.

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

This part would answer the research question stated in the problem formulation. The
researchers would present and discuss the data obtained from the results of questionnaire.
The researchers analyzed 30 data of the total respondents in Learning Program Design class.
There was only one main section would be discussed in this part, namely the relationship
between Learning Program Design course and the ELESP students’ teaching preparation.

1.

The relationship between Learning Program Design Course and ELESP students’
teaching preparation
This section was aimed to know how well the respondents perceived the relationship
between Learning Program Design course and ELESP students’ teaching preparations. Due
to the fact that Learning Program Design Course was still newly implemented in the ELESP
curriculum, it was important to evaluate the learning process of Learning Program Design
course towards their personal evaluation of the students in class.
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The success of Learning Program Design course depends on how well the students
perceive the learning process in class. Close-ended questions were conducted to measure
the respondents’ degree of agreement or disagreement towards the statements. The
particular numbers related were statements number 1 up to 7. The results can be seen in
Table 2.1
Table 2.1 the relationship between Learning Program Design Course and ELESP students’ teaching
preparation

No.

Statements

Strongly

Disagree

Agree

Strongly

Disagree
1.

Agree

I get clear explanation about

0

7

22

1

the concepts of competence

(0.00 %)

(23.33%)

(73.33%)

(3.33%)

I am trained to develop plans

1

4

18

7

for one semester (syllabuses)

(3.33%)

(13.33%)

(60%)

(23.33%)

I am trained to develop lesson

0

3

16

11

plans (RPP) for high schools

(0.00%)

(10%)

(53.33%)

(36.67%)

I am trained to design ELT

1

4

15

10

(English Language Teaching)

(3.33%)

(13.33%)

(50%)

(33.33%)

I get some comments &

1

4

10

15

feedback from my lecturer on

(3.33%)

(13.33%)

(33.33%)

(50%)

I am assigned to make annual

5

6

11

8

programs (program tahunan)

(16.67%)

(20%)

(36.67%)

(26.67%)

standard (standar kompetensi)
and basic competence
(kompetensi dasar) in
syllabuses and lesson plans
2.

for high schools
3.

4.

materials
5.

my English materials which I
designed
6.

for high schools
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7.

I am assigned to make

3

4

13

10

semester programs (program

(10%)

(13.33%)

(43.33%)

(33.33%)

semester) based on determined
annual programs for high
schools

From the data in table 2.1, it was shown that the majority of the respondents had
positive personal evaluation on the relationship between Learning Program Design Course
and students’ teaching preparation. In the first statement, it was clear that 73.33% of the
total respondents agreed that they got clear explanation about the concepts of competence
standard (standar kompetensi) and basic competence (kompetensi dasar) in syllabuses and
lesson plans of Learning Program Design course, 3.33% of the total respondents strongly
agreed, 23.33% of the total respondents disagreed, and none of the respondents or 0.00%
strongly disagreed with that statement. To sum up the results then, 76.66% of the total
respondents had positive perception on the explanation about the concepts of competence
standard and basic competence in syllabuses and lesson plans clearly.
In the second statement, there were 60% of the total respondents agreed, 23.33% of
the total respondents strongly agreed, 13.33% of the total respondents disagreed, and only
3.33% strongly disagreed that they were trained to develop plans for one semester
(syllabuses) for high schools in evaluating the learning process of Learning Program Design
Course towards students’ teaching preparation. To sum up the results, 83.33% of the total
respondents had positive perception on the statement that they were trained to develop
lesson plans for one semester (syllabuses) for high schools.
For the third statement, it was indicated that 53.33% from the total respondents agreed,
36.67% of the respondents strongly agreed, 10% of the respondents disagreed, and none of
the respondents or 0.00% strongly disagreed with the statement that they are trained to
develop lesson plans (RPP) for high schools dealing with the contribution on the learning
process of Learning Program Design course. To sum up the results, 90% of the total
respondents had positive perception on the statement that they were trained to develop
lesson plans (RPP) for high schools.
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Related to the fourth statement, there were 50% from the total respondents agreed that
they were trained to design and to produce the ELT (English Language Teaching) materials.
In addition, 33.33% of the respondents strongly agreed, 13.33% of the respondents
disagreed, and only 3.33% of the respondents strongly disagreed. By adding the number of
the respondents who strongly agreed and agreed, it indicated that more than half of the
respondents had positive responses with the statement that they were trained to design ELT
(English Language Teaching) materials, by having 83.33% from the total respondents.
The fifth statement was related to the comments and feedback given from their
lecturer in class about the materials which they designed. The researchers intended to know
whether the students got some comments and feedback on the materials designed which
could improve the students’ performances. It was shown by the total agree and strongly
agree percentages reaching 83.33%. On the other hand, the total of disagree and strongly
disagree percentages reached 26.33%. It could be concluded that more than half respondents
had positive personal evaluation on getting some comments and feedback from the lecturer
on the English materials which they had designed.
For the sixth statement, it was clear that 36.67% agreed that they were assigned to
make annual programs (program tahunan) for high schools, 26.67% of the total respondents
strongly agreed, 20% of the total respondents disagreed, and only 16.67% of them strongly
disagreed with that statement. To sum up the total results then, 53.34% or more than half of
the total respondents showed positive attitude to the statement that they were also assigned
to make annual programs (program tahunan) for high schools.
The last statement asked the respondents whether they were assigned to make annual
programs (program tahunan) for high schools. The results showed that 43.33% from the
total respondents agreed and 33.33% of the respondents strongly agreed. Meanwhile,
13.33% of the total respondents disagreed while 10% of them strongly disagreed with the
statement. It could be concluded that most of respondents had positive personal evaluation
on the statement that they were assigned to make annual programs (program tahunan), by
having 76.66% from the total respondents.
Besides, it could be seen that the relationship between Learning Program Design
Course and ELESP students’ teaching preparations was positive. It gave insightful
contribution to the Micro Teaching class and PPL. The ELESP students perceived well
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about the lesson in Learning Program Design class. It led them to the program design
elements as the part of teaching preparation. The results were presented in table 2.1.
From the table 2.1 above, it was clear that majority of the total respondents had
positive response on the learning process in Learning Program Design course. They agreed
that they could get clear explanation about the concepts of competence standards and basic
competence in syllabuses and lesson plans which can be useful in their own teaching. The
respondents agreed that they were trained to develop plans for one semester (syllabus) for
high schools. Besides, they were trained to develop lesson plans (RPP) for high schools.
They were also trained to design ELT (English Language Teaching) materials. They also
got some comments and feedback which can increase their performances in the real
teaching. They were also assigned to make annual and semester programs for high schools.

CONCLUSION
This study is aimed to find out the pre-service teachers’ perceptions on the
relationship between Learning Program Design course and their teaching preparations. The
perceptions of the pre-service teachers are obtained from their self-evaluations. Therefore,
the theories of self-evaluation are used to find the data about perception.
From the data findings, it is apparent that the majority of the pre-service teachers have
positive response on the relationship between Learning Program Design Course and their
teaching preparations. The pre-service teachers have clear concepts of competence standard
and basic competence. They are also trained to develop syllabuses, lesson unit plans and the
English teaching materials for high schools.
Learning Program Design course facilitates the pre-service teachers to improve their
teaching skills, equip them with the knowledge of English materials development, and
improve their creativities in developing English teaching materials. Learning Program
Design Course helped pre-service teachers to have good teaching preparations, and gave
them more confidence while they are teaching.
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