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Abstract 

This thesis investigates the teaching of English as a foreign language (EFL) at the Indonesian 

junior secondary school level. Drawing on the notion of Shulman’s (1987) concept of 

pedagogical content knowledge (PCK), it examines teacher knowledge of curriculum, content, 

students and pedagogy in teaching EFL writing. 

Employing a mixed-methods case study approach, this study utilised in-depth semi-structured 

interviews, classroom observations and stimulated recalls to analyse this knowledge through 

both self-report and instances of practice. It involved 15 teachers, seven of them were those 

who have been professionally certified under the Indonesian laws regarding teacher quality, 

and eight of them were not. 

The findings of the study suggest that, regardless of their capable demonstrations of specific 

teaching areas in the observed writing lessons, the certified and non-certified teacher 

participants’ PCK articulation and enactment were, generally, considered to be at a low level. 

the present study considered that factors that may have contributed to the unexpectedly, 

relatively low PCK level were associated with an imbalance between knowledge of English 

language and knowledge of the content specifically related to writing instruction that is 

apparent from the analysis of EFL pre-service teacher education and in-service teacher 

professional development programmes. One unexpected finding was that the non-certified 

teachers showed superior strengths in their knowledge of their students, compared to their 

certified colleagues. Students’ typical profiles in their schools seemed to contribute 

significantly to how the non-certified teachers responded to their learning needs. 

The present study makes recommendations to improve the professional quality of English 

teachers. EFL pre-service teacher education should offer a balance between language-

knowledge and pedagogically-related content and ensure adequate emphasis on practical 

dimensions of instruction. Sustaining and improving certified teachers could be enhanced by 

engaging them in an on-going and advanced professional development programme and 

instituting a continuing evaluation programme.  
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

 

This thesis reports on a study investigating a case regarding the current state of certified and 

non-certified English language teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge for teaching English. 

The study was undertaken in the context of Indonesian teaching of English as a foreign 

language (EFL) at the junior secondary school level. In this introductory chapter, the 

background against which the present study is formulated will be discussed first, followed by 

a presentation of the impetus for studying this topic, the research questions and a summary of 

the thesis structure.  

1.1. Background of the Study 

The teaching of EFL writing, along with listening, speaking and reading skills and English 

language knowledge, has been included in the Indonesian education system since Indonesia 

proclaimed its independence in 1945 (Nababan, 1991; Widodo, 2016). In the Indonesian 

context, the primary objectives of teaching EFL writing are to provide students at elementary, 

secondary and higher education levels with necessary EFL writing knowledge and skills to 

take part in international communication (Sadtono, 1997). Prior to 2004, notably, the EFL 

writing curriculum had changed more than four times (Dardjowidjojo, 2000) and had adopted 

three different methods to achieve the objectives – the grammar-translational method, the 

audio-lingual method and, currently, ‘communicative language teaching’ (e.g. Bire, 2010; 

Mistar, 2005). 

Based on the curriculum documents by the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) and 

Badan Standar Nasional Pendidikan (BSNP) or Board of National Education Standard 

(BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003b), the current EFL curriculum, namely the 2006 School-based 

Curriculum, underpins its instructional writing approaches in communicative language 

teaching and genre-based pedagogy. Implementing these approaches means that EFL 

teachers’ instructional writing activities should offer good opportunities for students to convey 

their messages and respond to those of others in actual communication settings, and not to 

learn sentence structure or grammar in isolation from actual communication (e.g. Madya, 

2007; Mistar, 2005; Rudiyanto, 1988). In addition, the teaching of language knowledge, like 
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pronunciation or vocabulary, should support the acquisition of listening, speaking, reading, 

and writing skills (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a).  

In the 2006 School-based Curriculum (the 2006 SBC) of EFL teaching writing to the junior 

secondary school level (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a), the communicative language teaching 

and genre-based approaches are used to help students at this level to demonstrate sufficient 

communicative competence outcomes represented by their written texts. In this regard, the 

term ‘communicative competence’ refers to discourse competence – that is, the ability to 

create understandable written texts through contextual and coherent constructions of sentences 

and other grammatical features (Agustien, 2004, 2006a). Discourse competence should draw 

support from linguistic competence to construct phrases or sentences correctly, along with 

strategic competence to deal with a lack of language knowledge effectively and socio-cultural 

competence to express ideas appropriately.  

To assist the junior school students to attain sufficient communicative competence in writing 

skills, the Government of the Republic of Indonesia’s (GoI) acts (GoI, 2005b) and regulations 

(GoI, 2008; MoNE, 2007c) on teachers (referred to as ‘laws on teachers’ hereafter) set a 

mandate for English teachers to have and demonstrate a range of knowledge domains. The 

knowledge domains include, but are not limited to, English language knowledge, like 

grammar and vocabulary, and knowledge of curriculum, such as instructional goals. English 

teachers should also be conversant with their students’ prior knowledge or learning 

preferences and be pedagogically knowledgeable about instructional strategies relevant to 

their students.  

Furthermore, the laws on teachers (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c) require English teachers 

to amalgamate the knowledge domains mentioned above into an understanding of how to 

teach a particular subject to a specific group of students in a particular context. The 

amalgamation of these knowledge domains refers to what Shulman (1987) terms ‘pedagogical 

content knowledge’, or PCK. In Shulman’s (1987) view, PCK is one of the knowledge bases 

that is the most enabling to develop teacher expertise, as PCK essentially provides English 

teachers with blended knowledge of how to teach learning materials to their students 

effectively and appropriately. PCK also helps English teachers to utilise various instructional 

strategies or make necessary adaptions relevant to their students’ unique and dynamic 

characteristics, needs and prior knowledge. Moreover, PCK that teachers have is what 

distinguishes them from merely ‘the subject expert’ (Toh, Ho, Chew, & Riley, 2003). 
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Considering the importance of the 2006 SBC’s curriculum objectives and PCK for English 

teachers, GoI, through its MoNE or current Minister of Education and Culture (MoEC) 

(MoNE, 2000, 2010), has established EFL pre-service teacher education (EFLPTE) and 

offered various in-service teacher development programmes  (MoEC, 2012; MoNE, 2007d). 

The establishment of EFLPTE is intended to provide pre-service teachers with adequate 

English language knowledge and proficiency, teaching skills and other related areas like 

research in language teaching. The GoI designed the guideline for the teacher education 

curriculum (MoEC, 1995) and the Indonesian Qualification Framework (MoNE, 2000, 2010) 

on which the EFLPTE lays its curriculum framework. The GoI has also made many efforts to 

improve in-service English teachers’ language knowledge, proficiency and teaching skills. 

Musyawarah Guru Mata Pelajaran (MGMP, Subject Teacher Forum) (Sumintono & Subekti, 

2014; The World Bank, 1996) is one of the teacher professional forums intended to foster 

these teachers’ communicative competence and reading skills.  

Recently, the GoI has entrusted in-service teachers’ PCK improvement to a certification 

programme (MoEC, 2012; MoNE, 2007d). Indeed, the certification programme primarily 

intends to improve in-service teachers’ professional and pedagogical knowledge and 

competence. Particularly for English teachers, the former refers to content knowledge, 

including the English language system such as grammar and phonetics (Day, 1993) and 

English formal aspects such as syntax and appropriate language use (Richards, 2010). 

Moreover, pedagogical knowledge and competence (MoNE, 2007c, pp. 16-18) include 

theories and principles of instruction and strategies to deal with students in actual classrooms. 

In addition, the professional certification programme aims to improve in-service teachers’ 

welfare and social status (e.g. De Ree, Al-Samarai, & Iskandar, 2012; Fahmi, Maulana, & 

Yusuf, 2011). As reported by the Director of Secondary School Teacher of MoEC (Wibowo, 

2018), since the start of this programme in 2007 and up until 2018, the programme has 

certified 3,107,000 secondary school teachers. 

1.2. The Impetus for Studying Certified and Non-Certified English 

Teachers’ PCK in Teaching Writing 

The previous section has outlined how PCK is contextualised in the Indonesian EFL setting. 

It also highlights the use of PCK to frame government policy on teacher preparation and 

development. It is surprising, however, that the presence of PCK and its adoption into 



 

4 

government-sponsored teacher development does not necessarily lead to the overall 

betterment of EFL teaching.  

Research findings have consistently shown low performance by both students and teachers. 

The students’ low performance can be seen from the nation-wide average score in English in 

the national examination, which was 5.69 out of 10, as reported by (OECD/ADB, 2015). More 

specifically, for the context of this research, students’ low performance is shown through their 

inability to write correct sentences English. Fitri and Al-Hafizh (2013) found that their 

students tended to retain past verb forms in their interrogative sentences in writing recount 

texts. Lengkanawati (2011) observed that SMP students still found difficulties in using 

English to convey their messages and respond to their peers or teachers due to insufficient 

vocabulary, regardless of how many hours they have spent studying English at this school 

level. 

The teachers’ low performance can be seen through the lack of general language knowledge. 

Human Development East Asia and Pacific Region (2010) reported that out of 40 items of an 

objective grammar test assigned to them, English teachers could only resolve 23 items 

correctly on average. Sumarsono (2016, p. 11) noted that the nation-wide average score of 

certified English teachers’ Teacher Competence Test of Uji Kompensi Guru (UKG) in 2012 

was 34 out of 100. Another challenge with Indonesian EFL teachers is their failure to embrace 

their students’ needs and learning preferences. As a corollary, they tended to teach their 

students, not in a student-oriented and active learning manner, as shown by city-area teachers 

in Yulia’s (2013) study. In addition, the teaching-to-the-test pedagogical orientation that 

characterised their instruction remained evident where grammar-based exercises like verb 

transformation dominated teachers’ instruction (Alawiyah, 2016; Ashadi & Rice, 2016). 

Regardless of government confidence in the efficacy of pre-service teacher education and in-

service teacher professional development, and considering the considerable investment made 

to finance them, the above findings from the EFL field are regrettable, but intriguing. The 

findings lead to questions about what EFLPTE and in-service teacher professional 

development programmes offer to participating teachers and what the actual nature of teacher 

PCK comprises. To approach these questions, taking into account the wide scope of PCK on 

the one hand, and the Indonesian EFL teacher realm on the other, this thesis will address two 

specific questions: (1) “What is the current state of certified and non-certified English 

teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) of writing?”; and, (2) “What are the 
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similarities and differences between teachers from two qualification groups in terms of their 

knowledge and practice of writing instruction?”. 

1.3. Summary of Thesis Structure 

To address the research questions above, this thesis comprises the following chapters. Chapter 

2 provides a review of the three key dimensions in Indonesian teaching of English – teachers, 

the teaching of English, and the curriculum of the English language. The first dimension is 

related to the Indonesian regulation on teacher qualifications and minimum competencies. 

Moreover, the discussion of this dimension also includes the regulation and roles of pre- and 

in-service teacher education and development. The discussion of the second dimension is 

focused on the Indonesian teaching of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) at the junior 

secondary level. The overview of the third dimension is focused mainly on Indonesia’s 2006 

School-Based Curriculum, on which the practice of teaching English discussed throughout the 

thesis is premised. 

Chapter 3 aims to set the theoretical and conceptual framework on which the thesis is based. 

It presents an overview of pedagogical content knowledge in general, followed by a discussion 

of the nature of pedagogical content knowledge and its components that are relevant to EFL 

teaching at junior secondary school. In addition, the chapter documents research and studies 

on Indonesian English teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge. 

Chapter 4 demonstrates the methodological aspects of the thesis, presenting an overview of 

the research design and methods. The chapter then describes the research participants and the 

ways in which the data are analysed. 

Chapter 5 addresses the following research questions: (1) “What is the current state of certified 

and non-certified English teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) of writing?”; and, 

(2) “What are the similarities and differences between the teachers from two qualification 

groups in terms of their knowledge and practice of writing instruction?”. The chapter discusses 

the results of the ordinal categorisations of the teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge. This 

is followed by an elaboration of the qualitative data analysis that was conducted to draw 

tentative inferences regarding the current state of the teacher participants’ pedagogical content 

knowledge. 
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Chapter 6 is aimed at addressing the following questions: (1)  “What is the current state of 

certified and non-certified English teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) of 

writing?”; and, (2) “What are the similarities and differences between the teachers from two 

qualification groups in terms of their knowledge and practice of writing instruction?”. For this 

purpose, the chapter discusses the findings from classroom observations of teachers and 

associated stimulate recall discussions with them about their writing instruction. The 

information discussed in this chapter was gathered from seven certified and eight non-certified 

teachers of English, focusing on teachers’ key acts of teaching, namely interaction and 

questioning. 

Chapter 7 continues the discussion of the research questions addressed in Chapters 5 and 6. It 

further examines the factors that may have contributed to the difference in the level of 

pedagogical content knowledge between the certified and non-certified teachers. It also 

analyses factors that may have made a considerable contribution to the non-certified teachers’ 

in-depth knowledge of their students. This chapter concludes with some theoretical and 

practical contributions of the present study. 
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Chapter 2. Indonesian English Teachers and English Language 

Teaching 

 

This chapter presents an overview of three key dimensions relevant to this present study. 

Firstly, it deals with English teachers in Indonesia, their compulsory qualifications and 

prerequisite competence, as well as pre-service teacher education and in-service teacher 

certification programmes. Secondly, it discusses the teaching of English as a foreign language 

(EFL) in Indonesian junior secondary school. Included in this chapter is a historical survey 

focusing on teaching methodologies applied in particular periods of English curriculum 

implementation. The third section views the 2006 School-based Curriculum (2006 SBC) in 

Indonesia, where this study is situated. The review focuses on the genesis, objectives and 

characteristics of the 2006 SBC and studies regarding the implementation of that curriculum.  

This chapter drew on documents related to curriculum and policy, all of which are primarily 

available in Bahasa Indonesia. Most quotes from these sources in this current study, therefore, 

are the researcher’s translation. When quotes from the Indonesian documents were originally 

written in English, this is noted. This study used the English versions of the Indonesian 

government agencies’ documents that are used by the international partners of the Indonesian 

government, including The World Bank (2010, p. 2, original spelling; 2016) and the 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (2015). In this study, 

several abbreviations of the titles of government agencies, namely, BSNP, MoNE, MoRTHE 

(Ministry of Research, Technology and Higher Education) and MoEC, refer to a single 

government agency, that is, the Ministry of National Education, or now the Ministry of 

Education and Culture.  

2.1. Pre- and In-service English Teachers 

This section has two main parts. The first focuses on an overview of academic qualifications 

and competencies that the Indonesian government (GoI), together with the Ministry of 

National Education (MoNE), or currently, Ministry of Education and Culture (MoEC), require 

English teachers to meet. The second relates to pre-service English as a foreign language 

teacher education (EFLPTE, henceforth) and in-service English teacher certification 

programmes. The presentation of the second part emphasises subjects, that is, what 
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information, skills or knowledge are required to be given, and findings from relevant studies 

regarding pre-service teacher education and in-service teacher certification programmes.   

2.1.1 Academic Qualification and Required Competencies 

To be a teacher, one needs to hold an academic qualification and demonstrate particular 

competencies (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c). Regarding the former, the Indonesian acts 

(GoI, 2005b) and regulations (GoI, 2008; MoNE, 2007c) relating to teachers (these acts and 

regulations are referred to as ‘laws on teachers’ hereafter) specify that they must have a 

minimum qualification of a Bachelor’s degree in the subject matter that they teach, from a 

higher education institution or a teacher education programme. The latter (GoI, 2008; MoNE, 

2007c) deals with specific competencies, as elaborated in the following paragraphs. 

The Indonesian laws on teachers (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c) mandate teachers to 

demonstrate what is termed as competencies in four overarching areas, namely, pedagogical, 

professional, personal and social competencies. Pedagogical competence includes, but is not 

limited to, firstly, teachers’ mastery of principles and theories of teaching and learning, and 

secondly, their ability to manage instruction effectively and appropriately by considering 

individual students’ physical and mental states, their socio-cultural background, and their 

intellectual aspect and prior knowledge. Pedagogical competence also involves 

comprehension and competence of how to administer learning assessment and evaluation. 

Professional competence deals with teachers’ knowledge and ability to master the field of 

study, which includes learning materials, concepts and underpinning paradigms relevant to a 

particular subject they teach. In addition, it involves an understanding of particular knowledge 

and skills that students should acquire after they learn specific material.  

According to the laws on teachers (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c), personal competence 

relates to a teacher’s appropriate personality traits and behaviours that conform to religious, 

legal, social and cultural norms. The teacher is also expected to become an ideal role model 

for students. Furthermore, personal competence mandates the teacher to demonstrate sound 

work ethics, responsibility, honesty, and maturity. Social competence refers to knowledge and 

ability around how to communicate and interact effectively with students, colleagues, 

students’ parents and other parties. In making and sustaining communication, this competence 

requires the teacher to be objective and inclusive, and not discriminate in terms of race, 

religion or physical status.  
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Overviews of and studies about pre-service teacher education and in-service teacher 

certification programme will be provided in the following sections. 

2.1.2 Pre-service Teacher Education 

This section consists of two main areas: description of Indonesian pre-service English teacher 

education and its curriculum subjects; and relevant studies from the literature regarding pre-

service teacher education in Indonesia.  

Curriculum Subjects. To become a teacher at the secondary school level, one is 

required to have a Bachelor’s degree from a higher education institution offering teacher 

training and education (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c). Specifically, a teacher candidate 

needs to take a minimum of 148 Sistem Kredit Semester or credit points in relevant subjects 

to be awarded such a degree (MoNE, 2000, 2010), and one credit point equals 55 minutes. 

The following paragraphs present an overview of subjects typically offered by EFLPTEs, 

together with research on the subjects offered in teacher education and the quality of the 

graduates.  

Based on the guidelines of the higher education curriculum (MoEC, 1995) and the Indonesian 

Qualification Framework (MoNE, 2000, 2010), EFLPTE’s curriculum framework has five 

categories. The first category relates to generic competencies which deal with religious, 

cultural and national values required in the teaching profession. The courses within this 

category include, for example, Pancasila (Five pillars of the nation), religious education, and 

Bahasa Indonesia (the official Indonesian language). The second category concerns general 

pedagogical philosophy, including the Indonesian education system, education management 

and educational psychology. The third category deals with occupational skills which integrate 

dimensions of EFL subject matter and pedagogical knowledge. The former includes courses 

of English language knowledge, for instance, grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, syntax, 

and skills in English. The pedagogical knowledge is primarily about courses of English 

language teaching methodology, like theories on teaching and learning. Elective subjects, 

including courses of translation and interpretation, are also part of the third category. The 

fourth category deals with research practice in language teaching and comprises courses of 

the application of knowledge, such as thesis proposal writing and the thesis for a Bachelor’s 

degree. The fifth category relates to the managerial ability and consists of Kuliah Kerja Nyata 

(Community Service) and Praktik Pengenalan Lapangan (Field Experience Programme) 

courses.  



 

10 

Table 2.1 shows how the categories mentioned above are typically translated into a curriculum 

framework for pre-service English teacher education.  

Table 2.1 Curriculum Framework of EFL Teacher Education 

Curriculum Framework of EFL Teacher Education 

Category Credit points % of total credit points 

Generic competencies 8 5.41 

Disciplinary knowledge and skills 12 8.11 

Occupational skills 112 75.68 

Application of knowledge 8 5.41 

Managerial ability 8 5.41 

Total 148 100 

Sources: Djiwando (1999) and MoNE (2000, 2010) 

Based on the Indonesian Qualification Framework (MoNE, 2000, 2010), the category of 

occupational skills typically offers particular subjects and their relevant courses, as seen in 

Table 2.2 below.  

Table 2.2 Subject and Its Course within Category of Occupational skills 

Subject and Its Course within Category of Occupational Skills 

Subject Course 

Credit points 

Each 

course 

Total 

credit 

points 

% of 

total 

credit 

points 

English language 

skill 

• Intensive course 

• Pronunciation 

• Vocabulary 

• Grammar 

• Listening 

• Speaking 

• Reading 

• Writing 

4 

2 

2 

14 

6 

6 

16 

12 

62 55.36 

English language 

and literature 

 

• Introduction to linguistics 

• English phonology 

• English Syntax 

• English morphology 

• Introduction to literature 

• Poetry analysis 

• Prose analysis 

• Cross-cultural understanding 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

16 14.29 
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Subject Course 

Credit points 

Each 

course 

Total 

credit 

points 

% of 

total 

credit 

points 

English language 

teaching 

methodology 

• English curriculum 

development 

• Coursebook evaluation 

• Language assessment and 

evaluation 

• Development of language 

assessment 

• Teaching of EFL 

• Microteaching 

4 

 

2 

2 

 

2 

 

4 

2 

16 14.29 

Research in English 

language teaching 

• Introduction to research 

methods 

• Research statistics 

• Introduction to research in 

ELT 

2 

 

2 

2 

6 5.36 

Elective subject 

(maximum six 

lectures to be taken 

or 12 credit points) 

• Translation 

• Discourse analysis 

• Semantic pragmatics 

• English for a specific purpose 

or English for academic 

purpose 

• Teaching English to young 

students 

• Introduction to business 

English 

• Instructional media 

development 

• Translation for work of 

literature 

• Applied linguistics 

• Trends and issues in language 

teaching 

• Information and 

communication technology for 

language teaching 

2 

2 

2 

2 

 

2 

 

2 

 

2 

 

2 

 

2 

2 

 

2 

12 10.71 

Sources: Djiwando (1999, pp. 26-28), English Education Department (2014), Karea (2016, p. 

24), and (Solikhah, 2016, p. 23) 

As seen in Table 2.1, the category of occupational skills that EFLPTEs typically design 

account for 112 credit points, that is 75.68 per cent of the total credit points of all categories. 

Table 2.2 further details subjects and their courses within the occupational-skill category. The 

subject of English language skill and its courses is specifically designed to equip English 

teacher candidates with sufficient English language knowledge (for instance, grammar, 
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pronunciation, vocabulary) and English skills – reading, listening, speaking and writing, all of 

which constitute 62 credit points or 55.36 per cent of the total credit points of all the subjects 

within the occupational-skill category. Accounting for 16 credit points, the subject of English 

language teaching methodology offers courses regarding EFL teaching, language assessment 

and evaluation, and curriculum development to the candidates. The subject of research in 

English language teaching and its courses, including an introduction to research method, is to 

provide the candidate with research-related knowledge. The language-and-literature subject 

and its courses, for instance, English phonology and poetry analysis, comprise 16 credit points. 

Elective subject (maximal 12 credit points) offers courses like translation and English for 

academic or specific purposes in order to equip the candidates with other relevant knowledge, 

as would be required in their future.  

In particular, courses specifically designed for writing skills account for 12 credit points, 

constituting 8.10 per cent of all the 148 credit points required to earn a Bachelor’s degree in 

English education. With 12 credit points spanning from semester 1 to 6 or 2 credit points each 

semester, the writing-related courses should achieve their objectives to equip the candidates 

with adequate knowledge to write wide-ranging texts in accordance with (a) writing 

conventions correctly; (b) particular text types’ communicative purposes, generic structures, 

language features, and audience for interpersonal intents (e.g. thank-you note, texts to ask for 

and give advice), functional purposes (e.g. narration, recount, description, procedure, 

exposition), and professional contexts (e.g. formal letter, press release, scientific article) 

coherently; and (c) specific features and conventions for academic writing purposes, including 

Bachelor’s thesis proposal and thesis writing (Djiwando, 1999; English Education 

Department, 2014; MoNE, 2000, 2010) accurately. It appears that EFLPTE curriculum 

frameworks offer courses that primarily represent writing-related knowledge, so that teacher 

graduates have and demonstrate best-English writing proficiency to deal with various contexts 

(Susilo, 2015).  

As the tables show, the EFLPTE curriculum framework offers opportunities for teacher 

candidates to learn the English language itself, pedagogical aspects, research in language 

teaching, and other relevant subjects. A number of Indonesian scholars have voiced their 

thoughts regarding the subjects and their courses within the occupational-skill category, 

namely, the general nature of the subjects and their related courses, lack of balance between 

language knowledge and language pedagogy, and limited provision of practical dimension of 

teaching. Djiwando (1999), Sulistiyo (2015), Susilo (2015) and Yulia (2014) assert that the 
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nature of the subjects within this category offered in EFLPTEs provides teacher candidates 

with general subject-specific courses and pedagogical knowledge and competencies. 

Furthermore, Astuti (2009) and Zein (2015) considered that the subject and its courses 

regarding teaching methodology provided by EFLPTEs tend to be not contextual nor up-to-

date. Furthermore, there are not any specific courses of teaching methodology that the 

candidates need to implement the current curriculum, which is underpinned in its theoretical 

basis by ‘communicative competence’ (e.g. Bismoko, 2009; Hadi, 2019). In this regard, this 

competence is defined as an ability to construct spoken or written texts contextually and 

coherently (Celce-Murcia, 2007). 

As Table 2.2 shows, the subjects and their courses within the occupational-skill category tend 

to focus more on English language knowledge, like grammar and phonology, than 

pedagogical-related subjects and courses required to teach effectively; therefore, there appears 

lack of balance between general-language and language-pedagogy subjects and courses (Hadi, 

2019). Hadi (2019) further argues that there is limited facilitation for teacher candidates to 

experience relevant, contextual, and integrated learning practices. Little emphasis has been 

given on hands-on dimension of instruction like how to set up pair or group work, integration 

of communication technology into teaching, and practical techniques to apply communicative 

language teaching (Sulistiyo, 2015; Zein, 2015, 2016). It could be then reasonable why 

Bismoko (2009), Lengkanawati (2011) and Sibarani (2009) state that the EFLPTEs’ graduates 

seem to have been unable yet to meet the expected standards set by the government and 

stakeholders. 

In terms of English language knowledge and competence, labelled in the laws on teachers 

(GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c) as professional competence, Febriana and Faridi (2016) 

and Sikki, Rahman, Hamra, and Noni (2013) claim that some English teachers appeared to be 

unable to meet the targeted standards of this competence. In their study in Central Java, 

Febriana and Faridi (2016) reported that their teacher participants still encountered problems 

when communicating their spoken and written messages to colleagues or superiors. In a 

similar vein, Sikki et al. (2013), examining English teachers’ professional competence in 

South Sulawesi, concluded that English teachers had demonstrated low speaking and writing 

competence.  

Professional competence (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c) also concerns teachers’ 

understanding and mastery of standards of competence and basic competencies contained in 
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the curriculum documents, in this case, the 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2007c). 

Contrary to expectations, Sibarani (2009) found that English teachers in North Sumatra had 

difficulties in preparing lessons and implementing what they had previously planned. In 

preparing lessons, these teachers seemed to misunderstand the curriculum’s principles of 

transferring standards of competence into basic competencies, organising indicators of 

learning achievements, and selecting appropriate and relevant materials to attain learning 

objectives. 

According to the laws on teachers (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c), graduates of EFLPTEs 

are required to demonstrate sound pedagogical competence, which deals with such dimensions 

as the ability to manage instructional activities. Some scholars, including Adnan (2018), Astuti 

and Lammers (2017), Hadisantosa (2010), Lengkanawati (2011) and Madya (2010), believe 

that many graduates have not yet mastered and demonstrated this competence in their 

instruction. Studies by Lengkanawati (2011) in West Java and Madya (2010) in Yogyakarta 

indicate that EFL teachers in some secondary schools appeared to be unable to involve their 

students in activities fostering their communication skills. Their teacher research participants 

were rarely observed to implement activities offering students an opportunity to convey their 

ideas and respond to those of their peers in the target language. Regarding the ability to 

maintain interaction among students as a part of pedagogical competence, Hadisantosa (2010) 

observed that some EFLPTEs’ graduates in Jakarta province tended to teach in the ways they 

had learned in colleges: the teachers taught, and the students listened and noted down the 

materials. Astuti and Lammers (2017) and Adnan (2018) identified a similar interactional 

pattern demonstrated by their teacher participants to Hadisantoso’s (2010) study. Hence, 

teacher- and not student-centred patterns remained prevalent in their participants’ instructional 

activities.   

Based on the findings of their studies, Adnan (2018), Astuti and Lammers (2017), Hadisantosa 

(2010), Lengkanawati (2011) and Madya (2010) recommended that the government facilitate 

and engage in-service teachers in on-going professional development programmes. In a 

similar vein, related international partners of the Indonesian government, including The World 

Bank (2009, 2010) and Human Development East Asia and Pacific Region (2010), have 

voiced their thoughts regarding the need to improve teaching quality. In response to such a 

recommendation proposed by these scholars and other related institutions, the government has 

offered various teacher professional development programmes. One significant offering is a 

certification programme for in-service teachers (MoEC, 2012; MoNE, 2007d). 
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2.1.3 In-service Teacher Certification Programme 

 This section covers two related areas: principal characteristics of each pathway of the 

certification programme that the government of Indonesia (GoI) has launched; and findings 

of studies regarding how the certification programme has given impacts on the quality of the 

Indonesian teachers. 

Characteristics of In-service Teacher Certification Programme. As well as having 

professional qualifications, teachers are required by the laws on teachers (GoI, 2005b, 2008; 

MoNE, 2007c) to undergo on-the going professional learning and development, facilitated 

either by the government or by non-government institutions.  

To date, the GoI has made a number of efforts to maintain and enhance teacher quality, 

including stipulating acts of the National Education System (GoI, 2003) and the laws on 

teachers (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c). The GoI launched a teacher certification 

programme to improve teacher quality. According to the regulations regarding the 

certification programme (MoEC, 2012; MoNE, 2007d), an in-service teacher earns an 

educator certificate through one of the following pathways – portfolio assessment, Pendidikan 

dan Latihan Profesi Guru (Professional Teacher Education and Training or PLPG), direct 

certification, or Program Profesi Guru (Teacher Profession Education Programme or PPG). 

The following table summarises the features of each of these pathways. 

Table 2.3 Pathways of Teacher Certification Programme 

Pathways of Teacher Certification Programme 

Pathways Features 

Portfolio 

assessment 

(2007 – 2012) 

(MoNE, 2007d) 

• Submission of three components of the document: 

- Academic qualification  

- Instructional ability 

- Professional development activities 

• Assessment 

- Portfolio document assessment 

- Achievement of minimum benchmark score of 850 points 

PLPG (2007 – 

2012) 

(MoNE, 2007d) 

 

• Attended by teachers whose portfolio assessments did not meet the 

minimum benchmark score 

• Completion of a 90-academic-hour training programme, 

comprising 30-academic-hour course and a 60-academic-hour 

teaching practicum (One academic hour equalled 50 minutes.) 

• Assessment  

- Observation 

- Performance test (teaching practicum) 

- Final competence test 
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Pathways Features 

PLPG (2012 – 

2015) 

(MoEC, 2012) 

• Completion of Uji Kompetensi Awal (UKA or Initial Competence 

Test) 

• Completion of one of the certification pathways (portfolio, PLPG 

or direct certification) 

• Assessment (depending on the selected pathways) 

- Portfolio assessment 

- PLPG assessment 

o Observation 

o Performance test 

o Final competence test 

Direct 

certification 

(2015 – present) 

(MoEC, 2015) 

• Submission of documents 

- Academic qualification (master or higher degree of education 

relevant to her particular subject/expertise) 

- Cumulative credit points equal to IV/b or IV/c) 

Or 

• Submission and assessment of portfolio documents 

• Participation in PLPG and PLPG assessment 

PPG 

(2015 – present) 

(MoEC, 2015; 

MoRTHE, 

2017) 

• Completion of four phases 

- Phase 1: Academic requirements and initial competence test 

- Phase 2: Submission of self-description documents  

- Phase 3: Participation in a two-semester training programme 

- Phase 4: Field experience programme (Praktik Pengalaman 

Lapangan or PPL) 

• Assessment 

- Written competence test 

- Teaching performances at actual classroom levels 

 

As Table 2.3 demonstrates, the GoI has attempted to improve teacher quality through multiple 

certification programmes. In this current study, four out of the seven certified teacher 

participants earned their educator certificates through the Portfolio pathway. The remaining 

three teachers took PLPG. These two pathways, hence, would be briefly discussed in the 

following paragraphs. 

Portfolio pathway represented a performance assessment method based on a document 

collection (Riggs & Sandlin, 2000). This method was considered to be able to illustrate multi-

faceted dimensions of teachers’ academic qualification, instructional performance (planning, 

enactment and evaluation) and professional development. In the Indonesian context, this 

pathway (MoNE, 2007d) was to assess in-service teachers’ social, personal, professional, and 

pedagogical performance to be eligible for certification from 2007 to 2012. It consisted of 

three main components in which each component constituted specific items. The first 

component related to qualifications, including educational background and teaching 
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experience, and primary instructional tasks, involving planning, enactment and evaluation. 

The second was professional development incorporating relevant education courses and 

training, an appraisal by superior and supervisor, academic achievement, and professional 

development tasks. The third component concerned professional support which encompassed 

participation in related scientific forums and recognition in education. In-service teachers 

should address all these components to be assessed. In order to earn the certificate, their 

portfolios should be able to meet a minimum benchmark score of 850 points (MoNE, 2007d).  

Portfolio assessment, however, was criticised and questioned by some Indonesian scholars. 

Agus, Taha, Said, and Saleh (2016) and Fahmi et al. (2011) were concerned with its 

effectiveness in and impact on enhancing teachers’ professional, pedagogical, social, and 

personal competencies as well as students’ learning achievements. Hastuti et al. (2009) 

claimed that ineffectiveness of implementation and assessment method recurred throughout 

the portfolio pathway. Hastuti et al. (2009) also criticised a lack of sufficient monitoring and 

evaluation for ensuring the sustainability of teacher professional and pedagogical quality. 

Amarullah and Supriyadi (2019), Chang, Shaeffer, and Al-Samarrai (2014), Fahmi et al. 

(2011), Gustiani (2016) and Indarti (2013) shared one view in common that portfolio pathway 

was ineffective to assess teacher performance in that it primarily based on a collection of 

documents, rather than on observable and measurable teaching competencies and 

performances. Furthermore, Chang et al. (2014) asserted that the portfolio assessment was not 

able to strengthen teachers’ competencies in either content or pedagogical skills. Some cases 

of document falsification were identified in some regions as well (Syahril, 2016; Utami, 

2015), which confirm the ineffectiveness of this pathway.  

In response to the criticism and questions regarding the portfolio pathway, the government 

(MoNE, 2007d) initially designed PLPG in 2007 as a pathway for in-service teachers. In 2012, 

some changes and revisions regarding the management and the implementation of PLPG 

followed the stipulation of the MoEC Regulation No. 05/2012 (MoEC, 2012) were made. 

According to the regulations concerning the certification programme (MoEC, 2012; MoNE, 

2007d), PLPG was a 90-academic-hour training programme (completed in 10 days) and 

consisted of two primary learning activities. The first was a 30-academic-hour course, and the 

second was a 60-hour teaching practicum to enhance in-service teachers’ personal, social, 

professional and pedagogical knowledge and competencies. The first learning activity, the 

courses, included enrichment of the curriculum’s underpinning principles, paradigms and 

approaches as well as subject matter, lesson planning, learning assessment and utilisation of 
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communication and information technology. The workshops involved sessions for the 

candidates to develop teaching and learning instruments such as student worksheets or 

teaching aids. The candidates learned how to transform standards of competence and basic 

competencies into systematic competence achievement indicators in their lesson plans. In this 

workshop, the candidates also learned the nature and implementation of classroom action 

research.  

Particular to in-service English teacher participants, the workshop offered three primary areas 

(KSG, 2008, 2013). The first related to relevant theories on foreign language teaching and 

learning. English functional texts constituted the second area. The third dealt with materials 

regarding the 2006 School-based Curriculum. The table below presents typical topics offered 

in PLPG’s 30-hour lecture.  

Table 2.4 Courses Offered in PLPG 

Courses Offered in PLPG 

Courses Topics 

Theories on foreign language 

teaching and learning 

• Language skill development 

• Lexico-grammatical studies 

• Principles of foreign language teaching and 

learning, including learner style, language learner, 

learner language analysis, learner psychology 

• Foreign language teaching methods 

• Principles of English instructional design 

• Language teaching media 

• Language learning evaluation and assessment 

English functional texts • Texts of interactional function 

• Texts of transactional function 

• Functional texts 

o Short functional texts 

o Long functional texts or short essays 

2006 School-based Curriculum • Review and development of competence standards 

and basic competencies 

• Syllabus development 

• Lesson planning 

• Learning material design and development 

• Classroom action research 

Sources: Guidelines of PLPG materials (KSG, 2008, 2013) 

The second learning activity in the PLPG was a 60-hour workshop comprising two domains, 

namely, teaching and learning material development and classroom action research (CAR) 

(MoEC, 2012; MoNE, 2007d). Regarding the first domain, in-service English teacher 

participants discussed models of syllabi, lesson plans, teaching aids, student worksheets, and 
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learning assessment tools. Then, they chose specific standards of competence and basic 

competence to be developed into a set of instructional instruments. More specifically, 

participants were assigned to design and develop two sets of (1) syllabi, (2) lesson plans, (3) 

designs of instructional materials and media as well as (4) student worksheets and assessment 

instruments. Finally, the participants put these sets into peer-teaching activities.  

The workshop of CAR focused on two primary facets (MoEC, 2012; MoNE, 2007d). The first 

related to the nature of CAR principles, models, requirements, research objects, research 

cycles, and CAR implementation in instruction. They were also supported to design a CAR 

project based on their own interests and needs. The second dealt with writing a CAR report 

where the participants were guided to understand such important aspects of writing an article 

as format, organisation, content, referencing, as well as writing styles. At the end of this 

particular workshop, participants should submit an article draft to be assessed.  

The previous paragraphs have described the certification programme as one of the Indonesian 

government’s efforts to improve teacher quality. In 2018, 15,334 secondary school teachers 

earned their educator certificates (MoEC, 2018, p. 26). The next section presents findings of 

studies regarding the impact of the certification programme on the quality of the Indonesian 

teachers.  

Findings of Relevant Studies Regarding the Teacher Certification Programme. 

This study focuses on investigating the state of certified and non-certified junior secondary 

school English teachers’ knowledge of curriculum, content, their students and pedagogy, 

labelled by this study as PCK components, in writing instruction. This focus will help identify 

gaps in relation to the contribution of the teacher certification programme to teachers’ PCK. 

Thus far, there have been several published studies looking into how the certification 

programme promotes the quality of teachers in Indonesia. The findings generally indicate that 

the programme improves the teachers’ living standards and their welfare (e.g. De Ree et al., 

2012; Fahmi et al., 2011). Other studies suggest that the programme enhances teachers’ 

motivation (e.g. Darmika, Yudana, & Natajaya, 2014; Kanto & Ahmad, 2014). However, 

significantly, studies focusing on such areas as certified English teachers’ quality of subject-

matter knowledge (e.g. Human Development East Asia and Pacific Region, 2010; Sumarsono, 

2016), pedagogical competencies (e.g. Abdullah, 2015; Sitinjak, 2014), and students’ learning 

outcomes (e.g. Kusumawardhani, 2017; The World Bank, 2016) suggest that the certification 

programme has contributed little in fostering the quality of Indonesian education. The 
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following paragraphs specifically present the major findings of each of the areas, namely, 

certified teachers’ subject-matter knowledge, pedagogical competence, and impacts on their 

students’ learning outcomes.  

Several studies have been conducted to investigate certified English teachers’ professional 

competence, which primarily concerns English language knowledge (MoNE, 2007c), and the 

findings are deemed worrisome. As reported by Human Development East Asia and Pacific 

Region (2010), MoNE administered an aptitude test to a number of selected secondary school 

English teachers in 2004. Out of 40 items of the aptitude test comprising subject knowledge, 

on average, the teacher sample could only answer 23 items correctly. Another study found 

that some certified English teachers’ results of MoNE’s nation-wide Uji Kompetensi Guru 

(Teacher Competence Test) on general English language knowledge in 2012, which was 34 

out of 100, occupied the lowest level compared to those of other subject teachers (Sumarsono, 

2016).  

Abdullah (2015) and Sitinjak (2014) studied certified teachers’ pedagogical competence after 

they earned their educator certificates. Abdullah (2015) examined five English teachers’ 

pedagogical competence in three different regions in Sumatra. His study revealed that there 

existed variability in terms of the effectiveness of the instruction and the quality of teaching 

and learning process based on the qualitative analysis of videoed lessons taken two months 

after they completed their certification programme. In his study, three teacher participants 

translated and transformed much of what they had learned in the PLPG, such as the 

incorporation of a scientific approach or demonstration of an appropriate manner to deal with 

students; therefore, they were judged as demonstrating an effective quality of instruction. Two 

teachers were deemed to show average or below average instructional practices as they 

demonstrated unsystematic presentation or seldom fostered interaction and transaction among 

their students. In her study, Sitinjak (2014) observed six certified EFL teachers from different 

schools in Bandung, West Java. She utilised Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories as an 

observation tool to investigate how the teacher participants managed their instruction and 

interaction. The analysis of the observation tools indicated that they were able to use various 

yet appropriate instructional strategies to manage their classrooms well, to foster their 

students’ critical thinking, and to allow their students to learn particular topics from their 

students’ perspectives. Accordingly, Sitinjak (2014) concluded that teacher participants were 

considered to demonstrate very good teaching performances.   
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Other studies have focused on investigating the impact of teacher certification programme on 

students’ learning outcome. Kusumawardhani (2017) examined the contribution of certified 

secondary-school English teachers from 40% of public schools in Indonesia in improving the 

quality of their student attainment in 2007 and 2008. The author concluded that the certified 

teachers contributed little to the improvement of learning outcomes as measured by student 

test scores of the national examination. In a similar vein, The World Bank (2016) conducted 

a nation-wide data collection from 2009 to 2015 to observe whether the certification 

programme had a significant impact on student learning outcomes at 120 junior secondary 

schools all over Indonesia. The World Bank’s study compared students’ national examination 

scores on the English subject between the two groups of students: students taught by the 

certified teachers and those by non-certified teachers. The result indicated that there was not 

a significant difference between the two groups. Overall, The World Bank (2016) considers 

that the certification programme had little influence on student achievement.  

This section has elaborated compulsory academic qualification as well as professional, 

pedagogical, personal and social competencies for teachers to possess as contained in the 

policy documents. The features and subjects of pre-service teacher education and in-service 

teacher certification programme were described. Findings of studies focusing on the courses 

as well as teachers’ quality and students’ learning outcomes after the teachers completed the 

pre-service education and the certification programme were discussed. The following section 

presents the dimension of English language teaching policy in the Indonesian context.  

2.2. English Language Teaching in the Indonesian Context 

This section explores the teaching of EFL in the Indonesian context. It discusses a historical 

survey emphasising teaching methodologies applied in specific periods of English curriculum 

implementation. It also presents programmes to prepare for English teachers and to improve 

professional and instructional quality.  

2.2.1 Teaching of EFL in Indonesia: A Historical Survey 

After its independence, the GoI introduced English as the official first foreign language 

serving as a means of acquiring knowledge of science and technology and taking part in 

international communication (Sadtono, 1997). In education, the GoI mandated English as a 

compulsory school subject for students of secondary schools and universities (Nababan, 1991; 

Widodo, 2016).  
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Thus far, the GoI has adopted three methods serving as the theoretical underpinnings of the 

teaching of English as a foreign language, namely, grammar-translation method (GTM), 

audio-lingual method (ALM), and, currently, communicative language teaching (CLT) (e.g. 

Bire, 2010; Mistar, 2005). The following sections will discuss each of the methods and its 

prime principles. The GoI’s facilitated programmes that have been instituted to prepare pre- 

and in-service English to apply each method will be elaborated. In addition, criticisms of and 

studies about the programmes and teachers’ implementations of each of the prescribed 

methods will be pinpointed.  

Grammar-translation Method. In the first decade after independence, the literature 

regarding Indonesian ELT indicates that the 1945 and 1954 curricula adopted GTM as the 

underpinning principles of teaching and learning English as a foreign language (EFL) at all 

school levels (e.g. Dardjowidjojo, 2000; Nababan, 1982). GTM was chosen to be the method 

to help students to achieve the prime objective outcome of the curricula, namely, reading 

books written in English. In so doing, the GoI endorsed such textbooks as Abdurrahman’s 

English Grammar, Tobing’s Practical Exercises, and de Maar and Pino’s English Passages 

for Translation for teachers to use when they taught their students at the secondary level 

schools (Dardjowidjojo, 2000). The materials that the books contained primarily consisted of 

lessons on English grammar (Bire, 2010). 

The implementation of GTM in this period called for EFL teachers to comprehend the 

theoretical underpinnings of this method. GTM is characterised by extensive use of mother 

tongue in learning a foreign language as teachers and students refer to their native language 

when dealing with a target language, and vice versa (Harmer, 2007). When teaching 

vocabulary in GTM, the teachers should allow students to translate the meanings and 

memorise them in the students’ native language so that the students understand the relevant 

meaning and how the word is used in their language (Brown, 1994).  

To help teachers to apply GTM in their instruction, the GoI facilitated two-year evening 

courses to re-train and provide in-service secondary school teachers with necessary English 

language knowledge (Mistar, 2005). Some other in-service teachers were sent to study at 

London and Leeds universities, but more significant numbers of teachers studied “for 

postgraduate qualifications in the structural linguistics (not ELT) fashionable at the time” 

(Smith, 1991, p. 40, original italics). Regular formal day classes were also launched to train 
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pre-service teachers of secondary schools where they learned subjects on English language 

knowledge (Mistar, 2005; Sadtono, 1997).  

In the light of GTM and teacher preparation programmes’ focus on English language 

knowledge and structural linguistics, it could be that nation-wide English instruction at the 

secondary school levels in this decade appeared to show some of the following typical 

characteristics. English teachers tended to teach their students about language structure as can 

be seen from an emphasised focus on learning grammar, rather than using the language for 

communicating ideas; therefore, the students seemed to be unable to experience an actual use 

of language in their learning (Lie, 2009; Madya, 2007). Furthermore, they oriented their 

instruction towards enhancing their students’ reading skills to enable the students to read 

written-in-English books; thus, the students had limited opportunity to improve their listening, 

speaking and writing skills (Bire, 2010; Jazadi, 2004). In response to an indication of 

mismatch between teaching and the objectives of learning at the secondary schools, the GoI 

introduced the oral or audio-lingual approach for the teaching of EFL (Bire, 2010; Mistar, 

2005) as discussed in the following section.  

Audio-lingual Method. The practices of the audio-lingual method (ALM) typified 

English language instruction at all educational levels during the periods of the 1960s and 

1970s as a response to the lack of success of GTM implementation in terms of teachers’ 

instructional quality and students’ learning outcomes (Bire, 1996; Mistar, 2005; Pasassung, 

2003). The adoption of ALM indicated that teachers should focus their instruction on the 

acquisition of speaking skill to be involved in communication activities; thus, there was a 

switch from a reading- to speaking-oriented paradigm (Dardjowidjojo, 2000). Accordingly, 

teachers should place their attention to and apply the following primary principles of ALM 

into their instruction.  

ALM considers that the priority of foreign language teaching and learning for communication 

is the acquisition of speaking rather than writing skills. ALM maintains that a language is 

simply a form of behaviour that could learn, such as the formation of correct speech habits 

(Thornbury, 2000). ALM, thus, involves forming native language habits. In instruction, ALM 

suggests repeated dialogues and pattern drills in order to form these habits. ALM regards such 

repetition as allowing students to memorise and use the target language automatically and 

fluently. Teachers select grammatical patterns to be “the focus of various kinds of drill and 
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pattern-practice exercises” (Richards & Rogers, 2001, p. 53), providing such tasks as 

substitution, completion, or transformation.  

To prepare for the implementation of ALM in classroom instruction, the GoI set up and 

established a number of teacher training programmes. In the 1960s, the GoI instituted an 

English Language Teacher Training Program[me] (Mistar, 2005, p. 172) and Higher 

Education for Teachers (Thomas, Gazali, & Asudjana, 1963, p. 202) to provide both in- and 

pre-service teachers with relevant knowledge of content and pedagogy. In the 1970s, a new 

programme specially designed for the in-service secondary school teachers, In-service 

Teacher Professional Development Centres Teachers, was launched (Sumintono & Subekti, 

2014).  

Some scholars and non-government institutions, however, criticised training programmes in 

terms of the content and materials as well as the instructional approach offered to in-service 

English teachers. Sadtono (1997) and Thomas et al. (1963) were among those who argued that 

the programmes’ content and materials for the in-service teachers to learn emphasised general 

English language knowledge rather than teaching methods, evaluation techniques or 

curriculum development. Sumintono and Subekti (2014) and The British Council (1975) 

assert that the traditional approach, where the participants mostly listened to the instructors’ 

explanations and presentations, dominated the training. Therefore, teacher participants might 

have gained knowledge, but such training, as Lowenberg (1991) and Soebagio, Mulyanto, and 

Arifin (1992) pointed out, was not about encouraging them to be more competent and 

proficient teachers.  

It might be then inferred that what the in-service English teachers learned and how they were 

re-trained might have affected their implementation of ALM, as the content and training was 

considered to be far from complying with ALM principles. Some teachers tended to orient 

their instruction, mostly delivered in Bahasa Indonesia, towards improving students’ English 

grammar and vocabulary (Tomlinson, 1987 as cited in Bire, 2010). Other teachers indeed 

supplied such grammatical tasks as substitution or transformation in their instruction; 

however, they seemed to misunderstand the nature of providing this task type. These teachers 

gave tasks not intended to assist their students’ speaking mastery. Instead, they merely 

prepared their students to succeed in the national examination (Budairi, 2017; Lie, 2009; 

Mistar, 2005).  
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The GoI (MoEC, 1986; MoNE, 2003b) made a change in the practical instruction of English 

to focus on both form and function communication due to prevalent practices of teachers’ 

traditional, structural and behaviourist view of teaching (Lestari, 2015; Lie, 2009; Madya, 

2007) and students’ inadequate level of communication skill (Bire, 2010; Jazadi, 2004). Such 

a change marked the implementation of the communicative approach in all educational 

streams. 

Communicative Approach. The 1980s marked the operationalisation of the 

‘communicative language teaching’ (CLT) approach, the substitute for the GTM and ALM in 

previous curricula. The communicative approach has served as the theoretical basis of English 

language teaching since then. Some modifications, however, have been made to fit the 

Indonesian context better. For example, the so-called 1994 Curriculum (MoNE, 1994) was 

underpinned in its theoretical basis by Pendekatan Kebermaknaan, or a ‘meaningful’ 

approach – a redefined communicative approach – in which language exposure and use are 

utilised to help students to attain sufficient communicative competence. In addition, the 2004 

and 2006 curricula (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003b) modified the communicative approach into 

what was labelled as Kurikulum Berbasis Kompetensi or ‘Competence-based Curriculum’.  

The adoption of the communicative approach means that the process of teaching and learning 

should help students to convey and negotiate meaning, rather than simply study vocabulary or 

sentence structure (e.g. Madya, 2007; Mistar, 2005; Rudiyanto, 1988). This approach in the 

Indonesian context highlights the acquisition of listening, speaking, reading and writing skills, 

supported by other language knowledge like grammar, pronunciation and spelling (BSNP, 

2006a; MoEC, 1986; MoNE, 2003a). The operationalisation of this approach is intended to 

offer considerable opportunities for the students to experience language acquisition 

unconsciously through sufficient provision of meaningful language use (Dulay, Burt, and 

Krashen, 1982 as cited in Basalama, 2010). In turn, the students would be able to utilise the 

acquired language usage or knowledge of the target language to be used in anticipating and 

solving any problems in, and sustaining of, the communication acts. The communicative 

approach is, therefore, intended to incorporate more language use (Agustien, 2004; Bire, 2010; 

Lie, 2009) in instructional practice.  

The GoI (GoI, 2012; MoNE, 2010) reformed pre-service teacher education in terms of its 

subjects and instructional methods in order to help teachers to implement the CLT approach. 

The stipulation of Kurikulum Nasional or National Curriculum of English language teacher 
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education was launched as the national guideline to develop course content (Djiwando, 1999; 

MoEC, 1995) and marked the reform of the subject matter. The primary reason underpinning 

the development of this guideline was the fact that pre-service English teacher education 

institutions mainly emphasised such general subject-matter knowledge as grammar, 

pragmatics or pronunciation. The institutions provided small portions to pedagogy-related 

courses, like up-to-date teaching methods, instructional development, language testing or 

micro-teaching (e.g. Djiwando, 1999; Susilo, 2015). The second reform was applied to the 

instructional methods (GoI, 2012; MoNE, 2010). Prior to this, the lecture-fronted learning 

process seemed to be prevalent in teacher education institutions (e.g. Madya, 2009a; 

OECD/ADB, 2015; Tomlinson, 1990). The reform concerning instructional methods was 

intended to shift from traditional instructional practice and culture to more team-based 

learning and interactive teaching, which promote students’ active learning in classrooms.  

For in-service teachers, the GoI established two teacher development forums, namely, 

Permantapan Kerja Guru (PKG) or Strengthening the Work of Teachers in 1980 (Tomlinson, 

1990), and Musyawarah Guru Mata Pelajaran (MGMP, Subject Teacher Forum) in 1993 

(Sumintono & Subekti, 2014; The World Bank, 1996). These two forums aimed to improve 

in-service teachers’ communicative competencies in four language skills and to foster their 

skills in effective reading. More importantly, the in-service teachers in these projects were 

trained to use techniques and materials considered to be able to foster and promote a more 

student-centred teaching approach at secondary school levels (Thair & Treagust, 2003; 

Tomlinson, 1990; van den Berg, 1992).  

Regardless of the reforms applied to English language teacher education and the establishment 

of in-service teacher development projects, some of the teachers’ instructional practices were 

deemed to be far from supporting communicative interactions in their classrooms (e.g. 

Alwasilah, 2012; Lie, 2009). The teachers typically dominated the talk in EFL instruction in 

their classrooms and offered limited opportunity for students to exchange their ideas with their 

peers (Budairi, 2017; Lie, 2009; Musthafa, 2012); thus, teacher-centredness remained and is 

still predominant (Alwasilah, 2012; Astuti & Lammers, 2017). Teachers orient their teaching 

towards helping their students to succeed in the national examination, rather than fostering 

their students to use the target language as a means of communication (Alawiyah, 2016; 

Ashadi & Rice, 2016; Lie, 2009). The examination orientation has also been acknowledged 

in other studies of the teaching of EFL in the Chinese (e.g. Shi, Baker, & Chen, 2017; Sun, 

2017) and Japanese (e.g. Nishino, 2012; Yasuda, 2014) contexts. This orientation, where 
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teachers focus on tested material while reducing time allotted for non-examined areas, has 

also been identified in the general education context (e.g. David, 2011; Polesel, Rice, & 

Dulfer, 2014).  

The literature in the Indonesian CLT context acknowledges that three factors might have 

affected the way in which teachers have implemented CLT. The first concerns the nature of 

the communicative approach in the curricula, particularly, the 1984 and 1994 Curricula. 

According to Jazadi (2000), these curricula contained inconsistencies and inaccuracies 

regarding what specifically characterised the communicative approach in the Indonesian EFL 

context. Hamied (2014) questions the fact that the curricula placed emphasis on structural 

orientation, which, in turn, foregrounded reading skills. Mistar (2005) underlines that 

language skills and language components – vocabulary, structure and spelling – were 

considered as discrete aspects in the teaching and learning process. Dardjowidjojo (2000) 

argues that, regardless of being labelled communicative, structurally oriented content 

remained evident, and a structural orientation characterised endorsed textbooks.  

The second factor relates to teachers’ learning experiences as teacher students themselves 

during their pre-service teacher education and/or in-service teacher development programmes. 

Their experience included how they had been trained and retrained prior to and during the 

implementation of the CLT approach as the theoretical underpinning of classroom instruction. 

The literature regarding the Indonesian teaching of EFL has observed that secondary school 

English teachers had primarily been trained in the structural-behaviouristic audio-lingual 

method of teaching and learning English for many years in their pre-service teacher education 

and in-service professional development programmes (e.g. Basalama, 2010; Nababan, 1991). 

Nababan (1984) observed: “They [the teachers] have been [so] ‘indoctrinated’ in the drill 

method of teaching English that they might feel disoriented if they had to use communicative 

textbook[s] like In Touch” (p. 161). In addition, literature in general education and language 

teaching indicates that learning experiences the teachers encountered in pre- and in-service 

teacher education might influence their perception of students’ comprehension of particular 

subjects, as well as their instructional sequence and organisation of specific topics and texts 

to be taught (Grossman, 1990). Hence, it is likely that how teachers teach their students would 

replicate and reflect what they themselves have previously learned and how they have been 

trained (e.g. Bire, 2010; Grossman, 1990; Gudmundsdottir & Shulman, 1987; Hlas & 

Hildebrandt, 2010; Jingjing, 2013).  



 

28 

The third factor concerns the fact that the materials disseminated to English teachers before 

and during the implementation of CLT have been considered insufficient and irrelevant. Diem, 

Yusfardiyah, Koniaturrohmah, and Lismalayani (2016) and Yuliana (2010) argue that, rather 

than equipping teachers with necessary knowledge and competence in how to implement the 

communicative approach in instruction appropriately, the government generally offered 

dissemination programmes focusing on general topics. Such topics included the principles and 

background that underpinned the stipulation of this approach. In addition, participants in the 

programmes were introduced to general materials concerning principal objectives, academic 

calendars and syllabi. Moreover, the government-facilitated dissemination programmes 

seemed not to offer much opportunity to understand and implement the primary nature of the 

CLT and the genre-based approaches (Mirizon & Yunus, 2008; Yulia, 2014).  

The following section presents an overview of the 2006 School-based Curriculum, along with 

its specific characteristics, potential consequences, and findings of studies regarding the 

implementation of this curriculum.  

2.3. The 2006 School-based Curriculum 

In this section, the 2006 School-based Curriculum (2006 SBC) implemented at junior 

secondary schools (SMP, hereafter) will be addressed. First, the nature of this curriculum, its 

genesis, objectives, and instructional concepts are addressed. In particular, specific 

characteristics of the 2006 SBC are discussed, namely, communicative-competence 

orientation, genre-based pedagogy, and character education. Potential implications for English 

teachers will be elaborated. Findings of studies concerning the implementation of the 2006 

SBC at the junior secondary schools will also be highlighted.  

The 2006 SBC and its characteristics will be elaborated in a detailed manner for the following 

reasons. Firstly, in the present research, teacher participants were applying the 2006 SBC in 

their instruction when they were interviewed, and when their lessons were observed, as 

detailed in section 4.3. Secondly, this sub-section is intended to help understand the essential 

nature of the 2006 SBC and its characteristics – communicative-competence orientation, 

genre-based pedagogy and students’ positive characters-related attributes – relevant to the 

present research.  
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2.3.1 The Nature of the 2006 School-based Curriculum: Genesis and Objectives 

The GoI introduced the 2006 SBC for a number of reasons. The first relates to teachers’ 

professional quality and instructional processes (e.g. Alwasilah, 2012; Astuti & Lammers, 

2017) and students’ learning outcomes (e.g. Lie, 2009; Mulatsih, 2011; OECD/ADB, 2015) 

which were deemed to be unsatisfactory. The second concerns the centralised nature of the 

previous curricula (e.g. Iskandar, 2014; Lie, 2009; Madya, 2009b) in which the government 

prepared the curriculum documents; provided were guidelines, ready-to-use syllabi, endorsed 

textbook materials, and recommended teaching methods for teachers to use in their 

instruction. Furthermore, the government (MoEC, 1986; MoNE, 1994) designed standardised 

lesson-plan templates and attached to them such components as learning objectives, 

competence standards, and basic competencies. The teachers, therefore, had limited 

opportunity to develop their own curricula in accordance with their students’ needs and 

interests. 

In the 2006 SBC, the primary objectives of learning English for SMP students, according to 

Standards of Content (BSNP, 2006a), included the development of students’ skills of 

communication incorporating listening, speaking, reading and writing. The detailed objectives 

state that the students should be able to convey their spoken and written meaning, as well as 

negotiating and responding to those of their interlocutors within acceptable social contexts, 

by using appropriate interpersonal, ideational and textual texts fluently to handle daily life 

activities.  

The envisaged achievements of the communicative competence approach in the 2006 SBC to 

be attained by SMP students are within the dimension of a functional literacy level (BSNP, 

2006a). This literacy level concerns the students’ ability to engage and maintain oral and 

written communication acts to cope with daily life activities targeted to get things done and to 

sustain interpersonal purposes like asking and giving permission, or reading and writing 

simple texts like description, narration, ‘spoof/recount’, procedure, anecdote, and report 

(Agustien, 2006a; BSNP, 2006a). Engagement in such communicative acts requires the 

students to understand that any communication events are influenced by the topic that is being 

communicated, an interpersonal relationship between those involved in such an act, and a 

particular cultural context where the action takes place (Celce-Murcia, Dornyei, & Thurrell, 

1995).  
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To assist SMP students to attain the envisaged competence mentioned above, the 2006 SBC 

underpins its conception of language learning in the social constructivism approach of 

Vygotsky (1978, as cited in MoNE, 2007a). Framing its foundation on this approach, the 2006 

SBC is of the view that individual students construct their own understanding within their 

mind. Thus, they are active agent, and not passive receptors (as the traditional approach sees) 

in knowledge construction and creation, as well as ‘meaning-making’ processes. The 

curriculum also contends that the students benefit optimally from their learning when they 

learn new knowledge from their experience and interaction with others. In other words, they 

create their knowledge mutually. They actively engage in social interaction with their peers 

or teachers, along with its limitations and potential. In this respect, students and teachers are 

partners in the instructional process and knowledge ‘co-constructers’. Such an active 

engagement offers opportunities for students not only to check but also to evaluate and 

improve their understanding. In turn, the students have valuable opportunities to achieve 

appropriate communicative competence across the broad spectrum of literacy and language 

skills, as contained in the Standards of Content (BSNP, 2006a) and Graduates (MoNE, 

2006b).  

Based on the social constructivist approach, the 2006 SBC frames the following principles of 

language teaching and learning, delineated in the curriculum documents (BSNP, 2006a, 2007; 

MoNE, 2007a) either implicitly or explicitly. Firstly, teachers should develop their students’ 

communicative competence in social interaction with their peers rather than through linguistic 

forms. Secondly, language instruction should empower the students to use such knowledge to 

convey their messages, as well as to respond to and negotiate with others, instead of teachers 

merely informing students of language knowledge. Thirdly, teachers’ primary role is to 

facilitate instructional processes that engage students in self-directed, active discovery 

learning. Fourthly, the instruction should offer the students many opportunities to practice 

reconstructing and using the target language collaboratively, to develop their potential 

independently and establish their self-control and self-activity. Optimising interaction and 

transaction among the students as a means of fostering learning constitutes the fifth principle.  

In light of the framework above, the 2006 SBC highlights active, autonomous learning, 

student-centredness, and teachers’ roles as facilitators. It can be said that the introduction of 

this perspective marks a shift from such traditional, structural and behavioural approaches to 

language learning as GTM and ALM, to those of social and cognitive learning theories 

(Sanjaya, 2008). Section 2.2.1 elaborated key features of GTM and ALM and their 
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implications in terms of teachers’ instructional quality and students’ learning outcomes in the 

Indonesian context.  

2.3.2 Primary Characteristics of the 2006 SBC 

To achieve the envisaged objectives of learning English, the 2006 SBC requires SMP English 

teachers to have a thorough understanding about the communicative-competence orientation, 

genre-based pedagogy, and character education, all of which specifically characterise this 

curriculum (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2008a, 2011). The following sections address each of these 

characteristics and the potential implications for English teachers at SMP levels. In what 

follows are findings of pertinent studies regarding the implementation of these characteristics.  

Communicative-competence Orientation. One of the primary characteristics of the 

2006 SBC is its communicative-competence learning outcomes (Agustien, 2004; BSNP, 

2006a; MoNE, 2006b). Competence in this curriculum concerns knowledge, skills and basic 

values, reflected by students through their attitudes and actions. The competence-based 

concept here relates to students’ performance based-outcomes, at a particular educational 

level, in the form of national standards. The attainment of the desired outcomes draws supports 

from teachers’ emphasis on individual or collective student competence, their variety of 

utilised teaching approaches and methods, their employment of relevant educational 

resources, and their evaluation practices with reference to competence-based objectives.  

To achieve the abovementioned envisaged objectives, the 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 

2003a) adopts the notion of ‘communicative competence’, a term coined by Celce-Murcia et 

al. (1995). In Celce-Murcia et al.’s model, the notion of communicative competence refers to 

discourse competence – that is, the ability to make the text understandable in that such 

linguistic aspects as words, sentences or other grammatical structures are constructed 

contextually and coherently (Celce-Murcia, 2007). With reference to such a notion, the 2006 

SBC defines discourse competence as the ability to select, sequence and arrange words, 

structures or utterances, as well as to utilise appropriate, cohesive devices so that the written 

or spoken messages attain their communicative purposes. In this curriculum, discourse 

competence is interpreted as an ability to create a communication process by taking into 

account particular topics, interpersonal relationships and specific modes of cultural context. 

Hence, the nature of the communicative-competence curriculum in teaching and learning 

English at the SMP level should be comprehended as a curriculum facilitating students to 
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attain discourse competence, in that communicating means creating a discourse or 

constructing a text in context (Agustien, 2004, 2006a).  

In the 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a), the attainment of discourse competence at 

the SMP level should adequately draw supports from linguistic, strategic and socio-cultural 

competencies in order for the students to exchange and negotiate meanings appropriately in 

genuine communicative activities. ‘Linguistic competence’ refers to the ability to understand 

and utilise lexico-grammatical items such as vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation and 

spelling, as well as phrase and sentence constructions. ‘Strategic competence’ concerns the 

ability to utilise various strategies to tackle any issues arising in a communication process. In 

other words, strategic competence involves how well a person makes use of both verbal and 

non-verbal communication forms to overcome a lack of language knowledge. ‘Socio-cultural 

competence’ addresses how to express messages appropriately within the overall social and 

context of communication. In addition, it deals with factors affecting a communication 

process, such as the status of interlocutors, interactional purposes, or the expectations of 

parties involved in a communication.  

The highlight of communicative competence in the 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a) 

calls for teachers to consider implications regarding the ‘know-what’ and ‘know-how’ of this 

construct. The former requires teachers to be conversant with the underlying rules and 

principles of this construct and its constituents, as the previous paragraphs detailed. The latter 

relates to putting the ‘know-what’ of this construct into instructional practice, that is, 

emphasising communicative practices in classrooms (e.g. Hyland, 2003; Nation, 2009; 

Suherdi, 2008). It is then essential for teachers to show that they have understood the 

implications arising from the application of the communicative-competence construct in the 

2006 SBC.  

Based on the implementation of the communicative competence construct, teachers should be 

conversant with principles characterising communicative practice. One of the principles 

requires the teachers to create and organise activities that facilitate actual communication acts. 

Such acts can be realised through interaction among students where, as Gass and Mackey 

(2006) point out, the students can discuss, negotiate and resolve potential communicative 

issues. Another implication concerning the implementation of communicative competence is 

‘task-scaffolding’ principles (Hyland, 2003; Nation, 2009). Task scaffolding allows students 

to experience graded practices, from the simplest to the most complex ones, with increased 
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speed and also with decreasing teacher assistance. Such ‘scaffolded’ practices are deemed to 

be able to help the students, initially, to obtain basic language knowledge and skills, and 

eventually to become autonomous language users (Coe, 2011; Suherdi, 2008).  

The last but not least of the implications of the curriculum’s notion of communicative 

competence concerns the focus on fluency over accuracy (BSNP, 2006a) to help students to 

convey their messages and respond to those of others. In this respect, teachers should consider 

that students would gain the most benefit from the tasks when a strict grammatical application 

emphasising accuracy is treated as secondary to effective communication of meaning. Hence, 

“[the] students need to be involved in the acts of creating [coherent] texts, spoken or written” 

(Agustien, 2016, p. 214), rather than creating at a sentence level. Furthermore, such tasks 

focusing on content and meaning rather than on accuracy (Hadley & Reiken, 1993; Weaver, 

1996) will best support the students’ language mastery and foster their communicative 

competence. In other words, the teachers should bear in mind that their instruction should be 

oriented towards what Long (2000) labels as focus on form instead of focus on forms. The 

former refers to an emphasis on language use, and the latter relates to language usage.  

Genre-based Pedagogy. The second key characteristic featured in the 2006 SBC is 

genre-based pedagogy (Agustien, 2006b; BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a). This approach has its 

foundation in the premise that language is “functional . . . through language, we get things 

done” (Paltridge, 2004, p. 1). Based on the functionality of a language, this approach 

accentuates that the purpose of any written text relates to “a class of communicative events, 

the members of which share some sets of communicative purposes” (Swales, 1990, p. 58). 

More specifically, this approach incorporates a variety of texts with their social contexts and 

with their linguistic elements where they are produced (Badger & White, 2000).  

The involvement of the genre approach at the SMP level requires teachers to apply the 2006 

SBC’s principal instructional concepts and text-based teaching as the manifestation of genre-

based pedagogy (Agustien, 2006b; BSNP, 2006a, 2006b; MoNE, 2003a). As the curriculum 

documents delineate either explicitly or implicitly, the first key concept relates to the role that 

teachers play in instruction. The teachers should position themselves as the ones who give 

their support to facilitate effective learning processes for their students. The second concept 

deals with engaging the students in interaction and transaction among their peers as a means 

of fostering learning. Opportunity for the students to practise constructing and using the target 

language actively constitutes the third concept. The fourth concept involves a student-centred 
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learning process where students play as active agents in instruction. The fifth concept relates 

to assessment for learning. 

Concerning text-based teaching, the 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a) adopted spoken 

and written cycles and the four stages coined by Feez and Joyce (2002), encompassing 

building knowledge of the field, text modelling, joint construction of the text, and independent 

text construction. These cycles and stages, in the curriculum documents, are proposed as 

offering students systematic learning experiences to integrate the development of listening, 

speaking, reading and writing skills. Building knowledge in the field is primarily characterised 

by teachers who lead and assist their students to build cultural context, share experiences, and 

discuss vocabulary, relevant to particular texts that the students are going to write.  

In the modelling stage, teachers, aiming at familiarising students with the targeted texts, 

display and explain suitable samples, as well as engaging the students in discussions of text 

elements like communicative purposes, generic structures and language features (Feez & 

Joyce, 2002; KSG, 2013; MoNE, 2003a). Such talk about the modelled texts helps the students 

to understand, for example, the use of particular vocabulary or tense in a particular context, in 

order to accomplish the purpose of the texts and assist the students to use English effectively 

(Knapp & Watkins, 2005). In addition, the teachers’ provision of relevant and graded writing 

tasks features this modelling stage (KSG, 2013; MoNE, 2003a). The joint construction of the 

text is for the students to apply and to work with their peers or teachers to jointly construct the 

knowledge and awareness obtained from the modelling stage in their own written texts. Some 

kinds of activities are teacher-led whole-class text creation, pair or small group constructions 

and activities where the teachers assist the students or conference with individuals.  

Considering genre-based pedagogy’s learning cycles and stages as elaborated in the previous 

paragraphs, teachers should be knowledgeable about several implications regarding the 2006 

SBC’s principles of writing instruction (BSNP, 2007; MoNE, 2003a). Firstly, teachers should 

be conversant with what kinds of appropriate and graded tasks and activities, both in spoken 

and written forms, specifically designed for each learning stage, are suitable and timely to be 

given to students (Hyland, 2003; Nation, 2009). Secondly, teachers should be able to supply 

correction and feedback comprehensively, with respect to all writing elements covering 

language features, generic structure, and content, including idea development (BSNP, 2006a, 

2007; MoNE, 2007e). More importantly, it is suggested that teachers manage their correction 
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and feedback to respond to each individual student’s prior language knowledge and 

competence, in addition to their individual learning styles and characteristics.  

The third implication relates to the highlighting of students’ ‘learning-centredness’ in 

language learning activities (Brown, 1994; BSNP, 2007; Richards, 2009). Such a learning-

centredness offers many opportunities for students to experience the language learning process 

and to develop their creativity. In turn, the students are able to use the target language to 

convey their spoken and written messages as well as their learning goals and needs. 

Accordingly, the curriculum documents require teachers to engage their students in active 

interaction in classrooms (BSNP, 2007). Interaction allows the students to convey their 

meanings as well as discuss, negotiate and resolve any potential communicative issues (Gass 

& Mackey, 2006). Furthermore, teachers’ appropriate orchestration of interaction is strongly 

recommended by good practice in EFL writing pedagogy (e.g. Behnam & Pouriran, 2009; 

Cancino, 2015) and general language instruction (e.g. Seedhouse, 1996; Walsh, 2006b).  

Character Education. The third key characteristic in the 2006 SBC is its emphasis on 

character education. The policy documents, namely, Standard of Graduates (MoNE, 2006b), 

Standard of National Education (GoI, 2005a) and Systems of National Education (GoI, 2003), 

state that the objectives of learning English not only highlight dimensions of improving 

students’ language knowledge and proficiencies, but they also require teachers to nurture and 

foster students’ positive characters, attitudes and behaviours. Specifically, they mandate that 

teachers prepare and reinforce the students to be able to appreciate and demonstrate 18 values 

– religiosity, honesty, tolerance, discipline, hard work, creativity, independence, democracy, 

curiosity, patriotism, nationalism, appreciation, being friendly, being a peacemaker, love of 

reading, environmental awareness, social awareness, and responsibility (MoEC, 2011) – when 

the students use English as a means of spoken and written communication.  

The stipulation of character education in the Indonesian context is founded on two primary 

concerns. The first relates to corruption (e.g. Artini & Padmadewi, 2018; MoEC, 2011; 

Qoyyimah, 2016b). In the education sector, the Indonesian Corruption Watch (2009, as cited 

in Handayani, 2009) reported that Indonesia lost more than 1.3 trillion rupiahs due to corrupt 

practices during 2005-2016. In response to the prolonged social problem of major corruption, 

awareness has been raised across Indonesian society that one of the most effective ways to 

eradicate or at least to reduce practices of corruption would be through education (e.g. 

Albantani & Madkur, 2016; Qoyyimah, 2015). The enactment of the National Development 
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Plan 2010-2014 (MoNE, 2009b) demonstrated the government’s goodwill regarding the 

implementation of the character education.  

The second foundation regarding the enactment of character education concerns moral 

degradation. Indonesian scholars from the fields of education and psychology (e.g. Albantani 

& Madkur, 2016; Artini & Padmadewi, 2018) observe that the younger generation has 

experienced problems of moral deficiency and juvenile delinquency. They note that the youth 

appear to ignore local wisdom and moral values like honesty, respect or caring. Hence, these 

young students have encountered such experience as physical violence, verbal and non-verbal 

bullying, drug and alcohol abuse, or inappropriate language use (e.g. Abdul, 2011; Herawati, 

2016).  

With reference to these concerns, MoNE (2009b) designed a character education policy and 

made it explicit in 2010. In this policy, teachers are to introduce and infuse particular positive 

characteristics through the processes of knowing, practising and habituating (MoEC, 2011; 

MoNE, 2009b). The process of knowing is implemented by the introduction of school 

subjects, namely, religious study, moral education and civic education. In these school 

subjects, the teachers teach their students moral knowing, like the meaning of being good, and 

moral feeling, such as telling what positive characteristics are like (Megawangi, 2005; MoEC, 

2011). To foster the outcomes of character education, teachers employ processes of practising 

and habituating. In such processes, the teachers teach their students how to implement moral 

actions where they transmit particular positive characteristics through teachers’ modelling in 

their instructional activities (Artini, 2016; MoEC, 2011) or utilisation of specific methods like 

drilling the students in particular behaviours (MoEC, 2011; Qoyyimah, 2016b).  

The stipulation of character education policy has impacted on teaching English to SMP 

students. Firstly, as mandated by curriculum documents (MoNE, 2009b, 2011), English 

teachers need to insert a set of values into their syllabi and lesson plans. They should also 

nominate specific values and further integrate their instruction on these values into their 

instructional activities. Another implication for English teachers relates to the ways they 

integrate character-building into language learning activities. They should be conversant with 

strategies that best facilitate the integration of character education in their instruction (Adi, 

2013; Qoyyimah, 2016a). In addition, English teachers should have a thorough understanding 

of the assessment of character development (Arifin, 2017; MoEC, 2011). Furthermore, they 

should be an ideal role model for their students in instruction, as instilling positive attributes 
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in students requires more than merely telling what good character is like or teaching the 

meaning of being good (Megawangi, 2005). Teachers need to demonstrate moral action where 

they articulate specific character values to foster their students’ recognition (Qoyyimah, 

2016b).  

2.3.3 Relevant Studies Regarding EFL Teachers’ Implementation of the 2006 SBC 

To date, Indonesian scholars have investigated how SMP English teachers have implemented 

the communicative orientation (e.g. Arfiandhani, 2015; Yulia, 2014), the genre-based 

pedagogy (e.g. Emilia, Hermawan, & Tati, 2008; Mahfud, 2011; Sukyadi, 2015; Triastuti, 

2011), and character education (e.g. Artini & Padmadewi, 2018; Qoyyimah, 2016b).  

Regarding teachers’ implementation of communicative orientation, Arfiandhani (2015) 

distributed an electronic survey to 21 senior high school English teachers in Indonesia to 

examine how much these teachers understood the construct of communicative competence as 

contained in the 2006 SBC. One of the inferences drawn from the analysis was that 20 out of 

21 teacher participants referred to communicative orientation in instruction primarily in terms 

of the interaction between teacher and students. These teachers did not mention which 

interaction was to be focused on, nor they indicate their appreciation of the need for interaction 

and transaction among students. The nature of the communicative competence orientation in 

the 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a) and the literature (Gass & Mackey, 2006) 

notably places considerable emphasis on student-student interaction to promote and optimise 

learning. Hence, Arfiandhani (2015) considers that there appears to be a gap in her 

participants’ knowledge of the communicative competence construct.  

Yulia (2014) investigated 47 English teachers’ perceptions and practices of the 

communicative approach in their instruction at 12 junior secondary schools in Yogyakarta 

Province. Yulia (2014) asserted that one of the results of the qualitative analysis of the semi-

structured interviews, classroom observations and post-observation interviews revealed 

differences among some of the teacher participants’ replies and practices regarding the 

communicative competence construct. For instance, some of these teachers reported that 

teaching of grammar and vocabulary in the 2006 SBC should be geared towards creating and 

conveying meaning and delivered in a context of communication. However, they were 

observed to explain and provide tasks relating to English grammar, such as learning the correct 

forms of verbs or nouns, in an isolated and decontextualised fashion. In terms of vocabulary 

teaching, they utilised reading texts with an emphasis on particular vocabulary items and 
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assigned their students to answer comprehension questions from textbooks. Yulia (2014) 

concluded that, firstly, these teachers tended to place more emphasis on helping students to 

acquire accuracy than fluency. Secondly, these teachers appeared to misunderstand one of the 

principal notions of the communicative approach contained in the curriculum (BSNP, 2006a; 

MoNE, 2003a, 2007a), that they should create and organise activities and tasks that are able 

to facilitate actual authentic communication acts for their students.  

A similar trend in terms of emphasising accuracy over meaning creation for successful and 

fluent communication, as identified in the Indonesian EFL context, seems to have occurred in 

some other Asian EFL countries. You (2004) in China and Yasuda (2014) in Japan observed 

this trend in teachers’ instruction, regardless of the requirements of their curriculum to foster 

students’ fluency. You (2004) interviewed 10 English teachers and attended their instruction. 

The analysed interview data indicated that almost all teachers articulated the importance of 

grammatical accuracy in their students’ writing. In addition, these teachers primarily offered 

feedback for grammatical and lexical items rather than discovering and exploring meaning. In 

a similar vein, Yasuda (2014), utilising a questionnaire, investigated the perception of 481 

sophomores regarding how their senior high school teachers had managed writing 

instructional activities. One of the findings indicated that most teachers consistently focused 

more on grammatical accuracy than content and meaning. Such an imbalanced focus, as 

Yasuda (2014) further asserts, contributes little to students’ efforts to become fluent writers 

who are able to convey their messages relevant to a particular rhetorical context.  

Other Indonesian scholars have examined SMP English teachers’ application of genre-based 

pedagogy in their instructional activities. Sukyadi (2015) observes that some teachers in his 

study might consider that the genre’s learning stages are linear and so they should start from 

building context for a genre. However, the principal nature of learning in this approach, as 

Sukyadi (2015) further explains, is circular (Derewianka, 2015), where a teacher could start 

from any point relevant to students’ need, readiness and ability. When asked to explain their 

considerations, these teachers referred to the instructional guideline of the genre-based 

approach contained in the curriculum documents. Therefore, there appears a sense of teachers’ 

compliance with the curriculum in their genre-based implementation, Sukyadi (2015) infers. 

Likewise, Emilia et al. (2008) involved SMP English teachers in Bandung, West Java, in a 

classroom action research project. The authors found that some of the teacher participants 

tended not to implement all recommended cycles and stages of genre pedagogy 

comprehensively. They inferred this from the fact that these teachers merely discussed 
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relevant vocabulary dealing with the topic of writing and asked students to find out the 

meanings in the dictionary and to note them in their books during the stage of building 

knowledge of the field. The researchers argued that these activities were appropriate to 

improve the students’ vocabulary mastery, but the students needed more chances to build 

relevant knowledge concerning the topic. In addition, they deemed that the activities offered 

by these teachers were given in isolation from an actual communication setting.  

Triastuti (2011) studied SMP English teachers’ practices of text modelling as a part of genre 

pedagogy in their instruction. Involving a cohort of English teachers participating in the 

teacher certification programme, the author found out that in their lesson plans, these teachers 

provided various models of a particular text that students would learn; however, they appeared 

to be unable to elaborate differences among the texts. Triastuti (2011) asserted that, without 

further elaboration, students might not fully understand that each text has specific generic 

structure and linguistic features. She also noted that some of the teachers tended not to 

emphasise “the level of complexities of the text that must be adjusted to the level of the 

students’ grade” (p. 464), such as specific vocabulary or grammatical items. An example that 

Triastuti reported related to the selection of procedure texts to be taught to grade VII students 

in their first semester that some of the teachers wrote in their lesson plans. Considering the 

complex nature of grammatical and lexical items in the selected ‘how-to-make-a-steamed-

cake’ text, Triastuti (2011) regarded that this text was possibly more suitable for the VII-grade 

students in their second, not first, semester. Conversely, the ‘how-to-make-omelette’ text 

should be given to the VII graders in their first semester rather than to those in the second 

semester, as this text has less complex language features.  

Thus far, the literature of English language teaching has indicated that the implementation of 

the genre-based approach has empowered and challenged both teachers and students (e.g. Kay 

& Dudley-Evans, 1998; Tardy, 2017). This approach is empowering in that it provides a 

scaffold for an instructional process through the notion of speaking and writing cycles and 

graduated learning activities – building knowledge of the text, text modelling, joint-text 

construction and independent text construction. This scaffolded approach serves as a model 

for the teachers to support their students’ genre knowledge and performance (Tardy, 2017). 

For the students, these cycles and graduated activities allow them to experience a systematic 

learning process where they could learn from the simplest to the most complex construction 

that builds a specific genre.  
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Kay and Dudley-Evans (1998), Kirsch (2008), Lee (2013), Swales (2000) and Tardy (2017) 

are among scholars who argue that, to some extent, the genre-based approach has challenged 

teachers as well. Based on their research participants’ experiences, Kay and Dudley-Evans 

(1998) summarised some potential challenges of which teachers should be aware. Such 

challenges included teachers’ tendency to consider this approach as prescriptive where 

students follow a specific genre’s convention, including linguistic features. Kay and Dudley-

Evans (1998) and Kirsch (2008) shared one observation in common – that a strict application 

of this approach makes it difficult for students to develop creativity. Thus, the students might 

become demotivated. Swales (2000) anticipated that the teachers’ considerable concern with 

modelling and joint-text construction stages might lead to a process where the students appear 

to replicate and reproduce identical texts rather than create their own texts; therefore, such a 

concern probably limits the students’ expression and creative thinking (Lee, 2013). Teachers 

involved in Tardy’s (2017) studies acknowledged that one of the most challenging parts in 

implementing the genre approach deals with how to integrate discussions of language features 

in their instruction. This challenge, in part, is due to these teachers’ limited repertoire of 

strategies for teaching such features.   

Other scholars, including Artini and Padmadewi (2018) and Qoyyimah (2016b), have focused 

their investigations on how teachers plan, implement and assess character values. Artini and 

Padmadewi (2018) observed classroom instruction managed by five class teachers from five 

different public schools in Bali Province. Their findings suggest that, in their lesson plans, 

these teachers stated particular character values that their students need to attain. However, 

these teachers did not explicitly teach nor show the values implicitly to their students. These 

researchers concluded that the teaching of character education in these schools appeared to be 

at the level of moral knowing or moral feeling, and not in terms of moral action, as suggested 

by the curriculum documents (MoNE, 2009b, 2011).  

Qoyyimah (2016b) studied how English teachers enacted secular and religious character 

education in their instruction at four public SMPs located in Muslim communities in a city in 

East Java. Based on the analysed data of interviews and classroom observations, the author 

concluded that secular and religious values were evident in these schools. The teacher 

participants wrote targeted secular values in their lesson plans and taught those values 

explicitly and implicitly to their students. Meanwhile, the participants demonstrated religious 

values through ritual activities like praying before instruction or extending and responding to 

salaam (an Islamic greeting). Qoyyimah (2016b) further claimed that the teacher participants 
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transmitted and transformed both secular and religious values in their instruction implicitly 

and explicitly.  

Scholars from other countries have also investigated the implementation of character 

education in the teaching context. For example, Sidhu, Kaur, and Fook (2018) studied how 

six secondary school ESL teachers from three different states in Malaysia integrated character 

education in their reading instruction. Based on interviews and classroom observations, the 

authors concluded that these teachers were successful in integrating character values. In the 

videoed lessons, these teachers appropriately devised reading materials to instil such specific 

values as patriotism, unity and courage. These teachers were also able to raise their students’ 

empathy towards and tolerance of other people’s cultural or religious differences as depicted 

by protagonists or antagonists found in the poems or short stories the students studied.  

2.4. Summary 

This chapter provides a contextual foundation within which the present study was developed, 

and the research questions devised and addressed. In particular, this chapter has introduced 

and discussed pre- and in-service English teachers and the teaching of English as a foreign 

language in the Indonesian context. Regarding the former, the GoI has required English 

teachers to have a minimum academic qualification and four overarching competencies – 

professional, pedagogical, social, and personal, where such requirements can be obtained 

through a teacher training and education programme. Aiming to improve in-service English 

teachers’ competencies, the GoI has developed and established a teacher certification 

programme. Reforms and changes have been applied to both pre- and in-service English 

teacher education programmes. However, as previously indicated, English teachers, including 

the certified ones, have been considered to demonstrate little improvement in terms of their 

professional and pedagogical knowledge and competence, which, in part, have affected their 

students’ learning outcomes. As discussed earlier, two factors might have contributed 

relatively low teacher’ quality: what the pre- and in-service English teachers learned, and how 

they have been trained and re-trained in their training programmes.  

In relation to the teaching of English as a foreign language (TEFL) at the secondary school 

level, the discussion included two dimensions: firstly, particular teaching methods that have 

been operationalised in the Indonesian curricula; and secondly, the 2006 SBC. Concerning the 

first dimension, this section elaborated that GTM, ALM and CLT have been applied in the 
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Indonesian TEFL, and the GoI has facilitated various programmes to help English teachers to 

implement these methods. Contrary to the GoI intentions, instructional activities have been to 

be incongruent with each of the methods’ theoretical underpinnings, as can be seen from 

teachers’ apparent tendency to highlight language usage and to orient their students to succeed 

in the national examination.  

The third section explored the 2006 SBC’s genesis, objectives and specific characteristics – 

communicative orientation, genre-based pedagogy and character education. It discussed the 

potential implications of each of the characteristics. On the whole, the implementation of each 

of the 2006 SBC’s characteristics, as demonstrated by some of the English teachers, appears 

to have been somewhat short of meeting the targeted standards.  

As one of the main objectives of the present study is to investigate the similarities and 

differences between certified and non-certified English teachers in junior secondary schools 

in terms of their pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) in teaching writing (if any), theoretical 

underpinnings of PCK is an essential discussion. Therefore, the next chapter will discuss the 

PCK construct in the TEFL literature and the Indonesian context. In addition, it will review 

the theoretical framework utilised in the present study and elaborate on empirical studies 

regarding the PCK construct in the Indonesian EFL context.   
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Chapter 3. Review of the Related Literature 

 

This chapter aims to set up a theoretical and conceptual framework for researching 

pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) underlying the present study and consists of two main 

sections. Presented before specifically discussing PCK in the context of English as a foreign 

language (EFL) in Indonesia, section 3.1 addresses an overview of PCK in general, together 

with its foundational definitions and conceptions. In this section, modification and expansion 

of the PCK construct and its components identified in various educational fields will be 

reviewed. This section will elaborate on proposed PCK components and the importance of 

each of the components.  

Section 3.2 specifically discusses the nature of PCK and its components relevant to the 

teaching of EFL writing to the junior secondary school (SMP, henceforth) students, where the 

present study is situated with reference to the Indonesian policy documents. In this section, 

potential implications for English teachers will be reviewed that arise from and findings of the 

empirical studies in relation to each of the PCK components. Included in this chapter are 

reviews of studies considering secondary school English teachers’ PCK in the Indonesian 

context and gaps in the literature of PCK, both in general and in the Indonesian EFL context.  

3.1. Overview of Pedagogical Content Knowledge  

A prerequisite for teaching is not merely knowing and understanding specific subject matter 

and particular instructional approaches, methods or techniques to deliver and transfer learning 

material to students. Rather, teaching involves multi-faceted cognitive, conceptual, 

psychological, strategic, cultural, social, or political dimensions that a teacher should take into 

account. Accordingly, a teacher should minimally possess knowledge of content, general 

pedagogy, curriculum, students and their characteristics, educational context, educational 

ends and purposes, as well as pedagogical content knowledge (Shulman, 1987), so as to help 

the students to learn optimally. 

All knowledge areas mentioned in the previous paragraph are essential for effective 

instruction. However, PCK will have the most elaboration in this section. Not only does this 

knowledge amalgamate knowledge of content and pedagogy into an understanding of how to 

teach a specific subject area to a particular group of students in a particular context; it also 
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provides a specific context showing where this study is situated. The following will elaborate 

on the (general) nature and proposed components of PCK. The importance of each of the 

components, as identified in such fields as the general educational field, language teaching 

and teaching of English as a foreign language, will be discussed as well.  

Of all the knowledge bases, PCK, as Shulman (1987) claims, is the most enabling to develop 

teacher expertise, for several reasons. Shulman (1987) articulated it in his writings that PCK 

“represents the blending of content and pedagogy into an understanding of how particular 

topics, problems, or issues are organized, represented, and adapted to the diverse interests and 

abilities of students, and is presented for instruction” (p. 8). Hence, PCK is not only about 

particular knowledge required to master the content of a specific subject area; it is the blending 

of various knowledge aspects of how to transfer and transform the materials to students in the 

most organised and tailored way. Shulman (1987) asserts that PCK assists teachers not only 

to understand specific topics for themselves; it also helps them to be able to explain those 

topics by utilising various strategies, making necessary adaptations and providing relevant 

samples, exercises or demonstrations for their students with diverse prior knowledge, 

competence and interests. This ability serves as a distinctive trait distinguishing the 

understanding of a subject specialist from that of a teacher. Furthermore, such a trait is to 

differentiate a pedagogue from what is termed as, for example, ‘the subject expert’ (Toh et al., 

2003). 

Some scholars from various fields such as science (e.g. Carter, 1990; Geddis, 1993; Park & 

Oliver, 2008) and English language teaching (e.g. Day, 1993; Mullock, 2006) have worked 

on modifying and extending Shulman’s foundational conceptions or definitions of PCK. 

Carter (1990) suggests that PCK in science relates to what teachers know about a particular 

subject and how they make transformation appropriate for specific classroom events. Geddis 

(1993) maintains that PCK is one of the knowledge bases that teachers require to transform 

subject matter into forms that are accessible to students. Park and Oliver (2008) state that PCK 

deals with transforming knowledge of subject matter for instructional purposes. It can be then 

inferred that PCK plays an essential role in adapting subject matter knowledge for pedagogical 

purposes through a process which Shulman (1987) referred to as ‘transformation’, Ball (1990) 

termed ‘representation’, and Veal and Makinster (1999) labelled ‘translation’. 

EFL scholars have also had considerable interest in the PCK construct. Their studies have 

involved dimensions of modification or extension of Shulman’s foundational conception of 



 

45 

PCK. Day and Conklin (1992, as cited in Day, 1993) assert that PCK deals with such particular 

knowledge as how to teach English in general, how to manage reading or writing instruction, 

or how to teach English grammar, required by teachers to represent specific materials, like 

syntax, semantics, or pragmatics, in different ways. PCK concerns teachers’ understanding of 

how their students may comprehend such materials. In addition, PCK is about teachers’ 

knowledge of their students’ potential misconceptions regarding, for example, basic English 

sentence structures. On the whole, these authors view that PCK is an amalgamation of 

knowledge of the language and that of pedagogy into the most suitable and comprehensive 

instructional practice.  

3.1.1 Components of PCK 

PCK has been of interest of many scholars from various educational fields since Shulman first 

introduced this construct in 1986. In his introduction, Shulman (1986) appears to emphasise 

that knowledge of instructional strategies, subject matter and students constitutes the PCK 

construct, all of which originate from the knowledge of subject matter and general pedagogy. 

Some scholars from the educational fields (e.g. Cochran, DeRuiter, & King, 1993; Grossman, 

1990; Gudmundsdottir & Shulman, 1987; Wilson, Shulman, & Richert, 1987) have continued 

to work on modifying or extending Shulman’s proposition regarding PCK components. Each 

of the scholars used different terminologies to refer to a particular PCK component. However, 

they seemed to share some components in common, that the PCK constructs comprises 

knowledge of context or curriculum, general pedagogy, subject matter or content, and 

students, along with their potential misconceptions and learning difficulties.  

Likewise, scholars of language teaching (e.g. Day, 1993; Mullock, 2006; Richards, 1991) and 

English as a second language (ESL) (Fernández-Balboa & Stiehl, 1995; Gudmundsdottir, 

1991) contexts had some commonalities in terms of the proposed PCK components. They 

generally included such knowledge as curriculum and its organisation and objectives, students 

and their understanding or misunderstanding of a specific content area, subject matter, as well 

as general and particular instructional strategies.  

One purpose of this review is to articulate a working definition of PCK relevant to the present 

study. Regardless of different versions or perspectives of PCK, a number of commonalities 

could be identified. With reference to such commonalities, the present study formulates its 

working definition and components of PCK. PCK refers to teachers’ understanding and 

enactment of how to assist students to comprehend and write various written texts through 
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appropriate preparations, representations and assessment in the learning environment relevant 

to the students’ diverse prior language knowledge and competence, learning preferences, 

interests and needs. The proposed components of PCK include teachers’ knowledge of 

curriculum, content, students, and pedagogy. 

Knowledge of Curriculum. According to Shulman (1986), knowledge of curriculum 

relates to teachers’ understanding regarding the design of specific programmes, subject matter 

and topics to be taught at a particular grade level, in addition to prescribed or recommended 

instructional materials and strategies relevant to those designs. Gareis and Grant (2014) view 

that this knowledge dimension relates to what a teacher should know about a set of intended 

learning outcomes students need to achieve, as contained in the curriculum documents. They 

further state that this knowledge deals with a teacher’s understanding of what the curriculum 

requires the students to know and be able to do as a result of a learning process. Knowledge 

of curriculum, according to Gareis and Grant (2014), requires teachers to comprehend the 

curriculum’s underpinning principles of learning assessment and evaluation. Tran (2015) 

maintains that curricular knowledge includes such dimensions as task organisations, topics 

and instructional issues contained in the official curriculum documents and intended to guide 

teachers’ classroom practices. In other words, this knowledge is teachers’ understanding of 

what the curriculum requires them to teach students at different grade levels. Nation and 

Macalister (2009) term this knowledge as teachers’ understanding of the principles of teaching 

and learning underpinning a curriculum enactment.  

The literature regarding teachers’ understanding of the curriculum across different contexts 

suggests that the quality of teachers’ curriculum knowledge plays a vital role in a successful 

(e.g. Farrell & Kun, 2007; Trang, Newton, & Crabbe, 2011) or unsuccessful (e.g. 

Bagherzadeh, Tajeddin, & Abbasian, 2019; Orafi & Borg, 2009) curriculum implementation. 

Farrell and Kun (2007) studied the implementation of the ‘Speak Good English Movement’ 

in the Singaporean context. Involving three elementary school teachers in their case study, 

they found that these teachers implemented the curriculum in the way the government 

mandated it. These teachers’ thorough understanding of the curriculum served as one of the 

factors contributing to such a success. In a similar vein, Trang et al. (2011) investigated how 

nine Vietnamese English teachers enacted the task-based curriculum in their instructional 

practices. On the basis of the findings, Trang et al. (2011) conclude that successful curriculum 

implementation was influenced in part by the participating teachers’ advanced comprehension 

of the curriculum and its underpinning theories and principles.  
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Several lines of evidence suggest that limited curricular knowledge will lead to an 

unsuccessful curriculum enactment. In Iran, Bagherzadeh et al. (2019) conducted a study to 

explore the curricular knowledge of 436 English teachers of higher education institutions. 

Based on the quantitative analysis of the questionnaire as the primary research instrument, 

they concluded that the teacher participants showed limited understanding of such aspects 

contained in the Iranian English-language curriculum as the importance of enhancing 

interaction and transaction among students, of possessing sufficient knowledge of language 

teaching theories, and of administering appropriate assessment. Bagherzadeh et al. anticipated 

that at this level of the curriculum knowledge, teachers would likely encounter difficulty in 

putting the curriculum into action. Therefore, they suggested that teachers keep on refreshing 

and promoting their curricular repertoire through sustainable teacher development 

programmes. Orafi and Borg (2009) found that there were potential factors contributing to 

ineffective implementation of the English language curriculum in the Libyan secondary school 

context. One of the factors Orafi and Borg identified was teachers’ less-than-expected/below-

standard comprehension of the nature of pair work that the Libyan curriculum mandated the 

teachers to enact in their instructional practice. Consequently, the opportunity for students to 

interact with their peers in the observed lessons was limited or was absent in several 

observations. 

Knowledge of Content. One of the prerequisites to teaching is knowledge of content, 

including its organisation and the quantity that teachers have in mind. Shulman (1986) argued 

that what the teachers need to understand includes both the ‘what’ of and the ‘why’ of 

something is so. This knowledge encompasses such features as particular topics for teaching, 

theories, evidence, developed practices, and problem-solving skills (Mishra & Koehler, 2006; 

Shulman, 1986). Consequently, knowledge of content requires teachers to have a deep 

understanding of the subject they teach. Having sufficient comprehension of the taught subject 

differentiates teachers from those of other subjects and also makes the former different from 

novice teachers of the same subject. 

Wilson et al. (1987) explain that knowledge of content concerns teachers’ comprehension of 

evidence or theories within a domain, along with their understanding of the structures of the 

subject matter. They further clarify that such structures refer to a network of the relationship 

of the components of a subject matter, such as concepts, principles, facts and procedures 

studied in classrooms. In addition, Wilson et al. (1987) also stated that teachers’ content 

knowledge should comprise “the knowledge of substantive structures – the ways in which the 
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fundamental principles of a discipline are organized” and “the knowledge of the syntactic 

structures of a discipline – the canons of evidence and proof that guide inquiry in the field” 

(p. 113). To sum up, this knowledge encompasses teachers’ understanding of both theoretical 

and practical matters relating to the subject they teach.  

Researchers of language teaching (e.g. Abdelhafez, 2014; Bartels, 1999; Richards, Li, & Tang, 

1995; Soepriyatna, 2016) have acknowledged the important role of content knowledge in 

teachers’ professional development. Abdelhafez (2014) asserts that this knowledge informs 

English teachers regarding, for example, differences between American and British English, 

like grammar, spelling and pronunciation. They are then able to explain correctly to their 

students the conceptual distinction between these two English variants. Bartels (1999) asserts 

that linguistics, as a part of content knowledge, helps the teachers to realise language features 

like vocabulary and grammar into physically and observably written or spoken 

communication acts. Having sufficient linguistic knowledge, accordingly, is believed to be 

able to assist the teachers to maintain an effective conversation with their students in 

instructional activities. 

In terms of English language arts teachers’ PCK, Richards et al. (1995) pointed out that 

sufficient knowledge of content would be able to help experienced teachers to optimise literary 

texts for their reading instruction. Rather than emphasising particular language elements like 

vocabulary or grammar, these teachers could explore the texts’ plot, characters or story. In 

addition, their reading lessons guided their students to deal with the social meaning of the 

texts; thus, these teachers were deemed to emphasise ‘meaning-making’ tasks. In a similar 

vein, Soepriyatna (2016) suggests that English teachers should have sufficient content 

knowledge, including mastery of grammar, rhetorical moves in written language and speech 

functions required in spoken language. Having such will not only boost teachers’ confidence 

in their instruction (Richards, 2010), but also enable them to help students who are 

encountering difficulties in comprehending certain materials. 

Knowledge of Students. This knowledge refers to teachers’ understanding of students 

and their characteristics, such as their needs, learning styles and motivations, as well as social 

and cultural background (Shulman, 1987). It also concerns teachers’ comprehension of 

students’ prior knowledge and learning difficulty, and is deemed as one of the key factors to 

help a teacher to be an effective teacher (e.g. Grossman, 1988; Jang, Guan, & Hsieh, 2009). 

In addition, Lenard and Lenard (2019) point out that knowledge of students relates to an 
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understanding of the students’ learning ability and disability, as well as the common mistakes 

they may make. Gudmundsdottir (1991) states that knowledge of students relates to such 

dimensions as students’ learning preferences, developmental levels, misconceptions and 

preconceptions, as well as motivation.  

To date, scholars from the educational field have attempted to define their conceptions of 

knowledge of students. Despite varying views, Chen and Goh (2014), Exley (2005) and 

Lockley and Nicholas (2014) generally believe that this knowledge primarily relates to 

teachers’ understanding of their students’ potential misunderstanding of a specific topic, their 

learning difficulties, motivation, and diverse ability, learning styles and interests, as well as 

varying developmental levels and needs. Other scholars suggest that knowledge of students 

also deals with teachers’ understanding of their students’ language background and 

proficiency (Bernales, 2016; Bukova-Guuml, 2010; Edwards, 2012; Hismanoglu, 2013), 

cognitive characteristics (Cozma, 2015), and problem-solving strategies (Hill, Ball, & 

Schilling, 2008). 

Thus far, studies outlining the importance of understanding students in instruction have gained 

considerable attention from educational scholars (e.g. Abdelhafez, 2014; Al-Shammakhi & 

Al-Humaidi, 2015; Carpenter, Fennema, Peterson, & Carey, 1988; Cochran et al., 1993; 

Hashweh, 1987; Zheng, 1992). Abdelhafez (2014) argues that knowledge of students offered 

teachers in his study valuable input regarding, for example, their students’ learning pace. 

Understanding that every student may learn at a different pace, the teachers would adjust the 

learning process depending on their prior knowledge and competence. Al-Shammakhi and Al-

Humaidi (2015) point out that knowledge of students helps teachers to identify, respond to 

and handle such dimensions as students’ motivation levels and learning difficulties. Based on 

the knowledge of their students, teachers were able to accommodate those dimensions by 

utilising suitable instructional strategies and relevant materials in order to help the students to 

attain the envisioned learning outcomes.  

Carpenter et al. (1988) and Cochran et al. (1993) argue that teachers’ knowledge of students 

would develop and further enhance their awareness of the importance of assessing an 

individual student’s prior knowledge, ability level and learning preference before they utilise 

particular instructional strategies. Hashweh (1987) pointed out that, where teachers have 

sound knowledge of students, they are able to identify topics considered to be complicated by 

their students and anticipate their students’ potential misconceptions; accordingly, they could 
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devise appropriate strategies to deal with such topics and misconceptions. Zheng (1992) 

maintained that knowledge of students distinguished experienced teachers from beginners. It 

was the experienced teachers’ developed knowledge of their students that helped them to make 

a precise prediction regarding potential learning difficulties their students might encounter in 

instruction, providing these teachers with considerations and decisions about materials or 

instructional strategies needed. 

Knowledge of Pedagogy. One of the factors contributing to the success of an 

instructional process is knowledge of pedagogy, which incorporates a set of interconnected 

and complex skills, processes and methods (Pollard, 2009). Shulman (1987) defined 

knowledge of pedagogy as the principles and strategies that teachers could utilise to manage 

classroom instruction so that they can transfer and transform learning materials to their 

students. Mullock (2006) suggests that this knowledge concerns teachers’ overarching 

knowledge about instruction, procedures, strategies, approaches and goals underpinning their 

instructional activities in their classrooms. Gudmundsdottir and Shulman (1987) suggested 

knowledge of pedagogy relates to teachers’ understanding that various strategies or 

approaches can be utilised to teach a particular topic in addition to teachers’ comprehension 

that each strategy or approach has pros and cons.  

Scholars of the language teaching field (e.g. Al-Jaro, Asmawi, & Hasim, 2017; Gatbonton, 

2008; Gudmundsdottir, 1991) have also worked on developing conceptions of knowledge of 

pedagogy. Examining the notion of knowledge of pedagogy contained in the Yemeni’s 

language curriculum, Al-Jaro et al. (2017) state that this knowledge relates to a number of 

instructional methods and strategies that assist teachers to deliver learning materials to their 

students effectively and appropriately. Gatbonton (2008) defines knowledge of pedagogy as 

teachers’ knowledge, beliefs and theories relating to both teaching activities and learning 

processes, which serves as the basis for classroom behaviour. Gudmundsdottir (1991) asserted 

that this knowledge concerns various yet suitable instructional strategies that teachers use to 

deliver particular topics to their students effectively. Based on those definitions and 

conceptions, the present study views pedagogical knowledge as the knowledge of strategies 

and processes that a teacher requires to transfer, and more importantly to transform, subject 

matter to students consistent with their interests and potential.  

The critical role of knowledge of pedagogy has been acknowledged by scholars of language 

teaching (Irvine‐Niakaris & Kiely, 2015; Sanchez & Borg, 2014).  Irvine‐Niakaris and Kiely 
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(2015) suggest that teachers should place considerable attention to improving their knowledge 

of pedagogy. Their suggestion is based on their research findings that pedagogically 

competent teachers can utilise a range of reading activities and incorporate macro and micro 

reading skills appropriately into reading tasks. Sanchez and Borg (2014) claim that teachers 

with sound pedagogical knowledge are able to utilise various suitable instructional techniques 

and strategies to teach specific grammar points deemed difficult by their students.  

In this section, the nature of PCK, along with its definitions and conception, components, and 

sources identified in the literature. In addition, this section has addressed studies highlighting 

the critical role of each PCK component. The following section will specifically discuss PCK 

in the Indonesian EFL writing instruction in the context of the 2006 School-based Curriculum 

(2006 SBC).  

3.2. PCK in the Indonesian Context of EFL Writing Instruction 

The present study formulates its working definition and components of PCK based on the 

commonalities drawn from the literature of general education and English language teaching. 

In addition, this study refers to the laws on teachers (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c) 

regarding four overarching competencies that teachers need to have and demonstrate (see 

section 2.1.1) to help define the PCK construct and the nature of its components. The reviews 

in each section will begin with the nature of each of the proposed PCK components delineated 

in the laws on teachers. In what follows are implications for junior-secondary-school or SMP 

English teachers and findings of pertinent studies.  

It is important to note here that this study primarily referred to laws on teachers (GoI, 2005b, 

2008; MoNE, 2007c) and relevant curriculum documents (BSNP, 2006a, 2007; MoNE, 2003a, 

2007a) written in Bahasa Indonesia and stipulated by Indonesian government institutions. In 

this regard, unless otherwise notified, the translations of the policy documents from Bahasa 

Indonesia to English are made by the researcher. Most quotes from these sources are the 

researcher’s translation. When quotes from the Indonesian documents were originally written 

in English, this is noted.   

3.2.1 Knowledge of Curriculum 

With reference to the laws on teachers (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c), knowledge of 

curriculum relates to teachers’ understanding of materials to be taught and of objectives to be 
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achieved by students at a particular school level. It includes two curricular aspects relevant to 

teaching writing, namely, curriculum goals and syllabus. The former primarily concerns 

competence development, and the latter relates to organisational implementation, suggested 

materials, approach to instruction, and timing and nature of assessment. The following 

sections detail these curricular aspects.  

Aspects of Knowledge of Curriculum. As mentioned previously, knowledge of 

curriculum comprises two prime aspects – curriculum goals and syllabus (GoI, 2005b, 2008; 

MoNE, 2007c). 

Curriculum Goals. In the context of the 2006 School-based Curriculum (2006 SBC), 

curriculum goals (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2006a) refer to statements of the intended outcomes 

for students to attain, as well as representation of desirable and attainable programme aims. 

The curriculum documents also state that curricular goals serve as a basis for developing more 

specific descriptions of the envisaged outcomes. The development of the instructional 

objectives, which are defined as specific statements describing particular knowledge, 

behaviours, and/or skills the students need to know or perform, lays their foundation in the 

goals as well.  

In 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2006a), competence standards refer to a required 

minimum qualification that describes students’ mastery of attitude, knowledge and skill in a 

semester at a specific education level. The competence standards comprise some basic 

competencies which refer to several target abilities that a student should attain after studying 

a specific learning material and macro skill. The 2006 SBC terms the competence achievement 

indicators as a sequence of observable and measurable learning activities to learn particular 

micro-skills to achieve specified learning outcomes for developing macro skills. More 

importantly, it requires teachers themselves to set up and organise such indicators 

systematically, relevant to the competence standards and basic competencies to be attained by 

the students.  

The process of the competence development that teachers should consider is elaborated as 

follows. Firstly, they generate learning objectives based on the competence standards and 

basic competencies, as the teaching of EFL in the Indonesian context adopts Outcome-based 

Education (BSNP, 2007; MoNE, 2009a; Setyono, 2016). In this respect, the envisaged 

outcomes contained in policy documents serve as the starting points for teachers to design 

their instructional plans, by adopting a process of a backward pattern. Following this pattern, 
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the teachers construct a coherent learning process towards the achievement of the desired 

learning outcomes. Secondly, the teachers formulate competence achievement indicators that 

can represent varied and systematic learning activities and tasks so that students are able to 

attain the intended learning objective. When formulating competence achievement indicators, 

teachers should consider the development of macro skills, and the understanding of texts 

representing the standards of competence, basic competencies and particular learning 

objectives. 

Syllabus. Syllabus in the 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2006a) relates to a focus on 

what to be studied and how the content should be selected and ordered. It deals with a job 

specification setting up clearly and precisely what it is to be done and the criteria to be met by 

students. The syllabus also includes content or subject-specific matters and organisation which 

entails such aspects as duration/time allotment, and scheduled writing subject sequentially, as 

well as lesson planning, including its format, arrangement or content. Another dimension 

regarding syllabus includes teaching and learning activities. This dimension refers to 

approaches, methods or techniques/procedures to help students to achieve the intended 

learning objectives. Accordingly, teachers should be well-informed about advised 

instructional materials, relating to materials provided either by curricula or by teachers 

themselves, that can be used to facilitate learning processes.  

The 2006 SBC documents (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2007b, 2009a) define learning assessment 

as a systematic approach and activity to collecting, interpreting and synthesising relevant 

information from both the learning process and product, as well as making inferences about 

students’ ability. Learning assessment deals with teachers’ understanding about assigning 

tasks for students to perform to demonstrate their knowledge and skills by composing and 

presenting written materials. 

Implications for English Writing Teachers. Regarding knowledge of curriculum, 

English teachers should consider potential implications concerning competence development, 

lesson-plan enactment and assessment. Regarding competence development, English teachers 

should be conversant with how to relate the competence achievement indicators to the learning 

outcomes for developing the target macro skills (BSNP, 2007). In addition, they should be 

competent in systematically organising such indicators leading to the development of specific 

micro-skills. Pertaining to lesson plan enactment, teachers should be well informed about 

systematic writing instruction, allowing students to experience a scaffolded text-writing 
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process encompassing planning, drafting, revising and editing steps, as contained in the 

curriculum documents (BSNP, 2007) and acknowledged by the literature (Harmer, 2004). 

They should also be able to provide opportunities for their students to practise constructing a 

text based on its social function, generic structure, language features and audience. They 

should comprehend the nature, focus and purpose of writing tasks given to their students in a 

suitable and timely fashion (Hyland, 2003; Knapp & Watkins, 2005). The curriculum’s 

Standards of Assessment (MoNE, 2007b) requires the teachers to be knowledgeable about 

how to assist their students to construct a fluent and acceptable written text through the 

provision of corrective yet collaborative, constructive and comprehensive feedback 

incorporating language features, generic structures and content. 

Findings of Relevant Studies Regarding English Teachers’ Knowledge of 

Curriculum. Some Indonesian EFL scholars have investigated teachers’ knowledge of 

curriculum. Their investigation includes such areas as lesson plan development and designs 

of learning assessment. Regarding the former, a study conducted by Latifa (2016) found that 

some of the senior secondary school teachers in Bandung, West Java seemed not to 

demonstrate a comprehensive understanding of the principles of formulating learning 

objectives contained in the curriculum (BSNP, 2007) and suggested by the literature (e.g. 

Carr-Chellman, 2015; Manurung, 2017). In these teachers’ lesson plans, the learning 

objectives did not include what is termed as a ‘degree of mastery’; hence, the objectives could 

not be measured. Latifa’s study (2016) also revealed that these teachers appeared to focus 

considerably on cognitive domains, while the curriculum (BSNP, 2007) requires them to 

incorporate affective, psychomotor and cognitive ones proportionally. In a similar vein, 

Marhaeni, Ramendra, and Dewi (2012) reported that senior secondary school English teachers 

in Singaraja, Bali, seemed to have difficulties in formulating and organising competence 

achievement indicators systematically as one part of a lesson plan the curriculum documents 

prescribe (BSNP, 2007).  

Investigating teachers’ mastery of designing learning assessment, Amalia and Imperiani 

(2013) identified that some of the pre-service teachers in their study encountered difficulties 

in integrating and correlating competence achievement indicators to relevant instruments of 

assessment. In addition, they found that these teachers’ assessment instruments did not 

encompass all domains – cognitive, affective and psychomotor – as mandated by the 

curriculum (BSNP, 2007). In her study involving SMP English teachers in Medan, North 

Sumatra, Sibarani (2009) reported that some of the teachers tended to administer assessments 
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apparently irrelevant to the envisaged learning objectives, and did not prepare any writing 

assessment rubric as the basis to assess their students’ written work.  

3.2.2 Knowledge of Content 

The laws on teachers (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c) and the 2006 SBC’ documents 

regarding EFL teaching and learning (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a) require English teachers 

to possess adequate professional competencies. The professional competencies, considered as 

a representation of knowledge of content, include such areas of English language knowledge 

as linguistics, socio-linguistics, pragmatics and discourse. Richards (2010) and Agustien 

(2006a) assert that knowledge of content embraces the formal aspects of English, such as 

syntax, phonology, spoken and written language use, and comprehension. 

Furthermore, the laws on teachers (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c) and Standards of 

Content (BSNP, 2006a) and Competence (MoNE, 2003a) require English teachers to be well-

informed about other knowledge of content highlighted in the literature. Day (1993) suggests 

that the domain of content knowledge deals with the system in the target language which 

includes grammar, phonetics, phonology, pragmatics, and cultural and literary aspects of the 

English language. Linguistic competence relates to EFL teachers’ ability to use lexico-

grammatical features like vocabulary, pronunciation and spelling. The features assists the 

teachers to formulate strings of words, phrases, clauses, or utterances to convey ideas in a 

contextually comprehensible manner Agustien (2006a).  

In relation to English instruction in the context of the 2006 SBC, the teaching of EFL writing 

at the SMP levels adopted the text-based teaching and the genre-based approach (BSNP, 2007; 

MoNE, 2003a) (see section 2.3.2). Accordingly, one of the prerequisites concerns knowledge 

of the text, which will be elaborated in the following section.  

Knowledge of Text. Knowledge of content corresponds closely to the materials that 

teachers transfer and transform to their students (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2006a, 2007c). 

English writing teachers should be conversant with two types of text that SMP students learn, 

namely, short functional text and short essays. The former refers to a type of information texts 

to aid readers or hearers to understand a message readily (BSNP, 2006a; Prasetyarini, 2013), 

such as an announcement, advertisement, memo or invitation. Its typical characteristics are 

the use of simple and short sentences, as well as the utilisation of specific words, expressions 

and symbols to make the information contained easily understood. Short essays are defined as 
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texts intended to convey specific messages based on communicative purpose, where a writer 

may construct a text with a particular structure and employ specific language features (BSNP, 

2006a; Prasetyarini, 2013). Descriptive, narrative, recount, report and procedure texts were 

the short texts students at junior secondary education should master. 

Knowledge of content as written in the 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a) involves 

writing teachers’ understanding of the underpinning principles and nature of short functional 

texts and short essays. It particularly requires the teachers’ knowledge regarding each text 

type’s elements, namely, communicative purpose, language features, generic structures, and 

audience. Knowledge of communicative purpose (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a) refers to 

teachers’ comprehension of how a text is written and organised to achieve a particular 

communicative intent. It encompasses what and how grammatical features and vocabulary are 

used to attain its purpose with a specific audience. It involves how this text element gives a 

text a specific shape, structure, and content, in addition to influencing an author’s choice of 

words and styles. 

In the 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a), knowledge of language features concerns all 

lexico-grammatical characteristics required to write a specific text. Depending on the text 

type, they include, but are not limited to, the following dimensions. Firstly, knowledge of 

grammatical features deals with aspects like tense, a subject-verb agreement, adjectives, 

adverbs, and nouns. This knowledge also concerns with the use of appropriate reference, 

prepositions, connectives, and particular sentence forms, for example, passive voice and 

imperatives. It includes how to use these properties in phrases or sentences to make the written 

texts more precise and accurate for a specific context and audience. The syntactical level 

includes mechanics like punctuation and spelling. 

Knowledge of text also involves language features and generic structure (BSNP, 2006a; 

MoNE, 2003a). The former relates to knowledge of vocabulary, referred to as knowledge 

about what, when, and why a specific lexis is used for a particular text and for a particular 

audience and context. Knowledge of language feature emphasises teachers’ understanding of 

how to use such lexis appropriately and precisely in order to convey a specific message. 

Knowledge of generic structure (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a) refers to knowing and 

understanding how a text is commonly organised to achieve its purpose for specific readers 

through an appropriate rhetorical step. It also includes the writing of topic sentences, the use 

of appropriate linkages among sentences in a paragraph and between paragraphs, and the 
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grouping of ideas and paragraphing. In addition, it encompasses what ideas to write and 

develop within each paragraph. 

Knowledge of the audience (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a) refers to knowing the relevant 

characteristics of likely readers. It involves the comprehension of how an audience gives 

substantial effects to authors’ ideas organisation in their texts. Knowledge of the audience 

concerns an understanding of what and how words, phrases and sentences are written for a 

specific audience. It also deals with how much detail is provided and how much background 

knowledge can be assumed. Knowledge of audience requires an understanding of what should 

be emphasised and how a particular aspect should be emphasised.  

Implications for English Writing Teachers. SMP English teachers should consider 

some implications regarding the knowledge of the text, particularly related to the nature of 

text element and principles of feedback. The former deals with the primary nature of each of 

the text elements as contained in the curriculum and acknowledged by the literature. 

Regarding a text’s communicative purpose, Swales (1990) underlines that not only does this 

element give form and content to a text, it also equips the text with a generic structure 

differentiating a specific text from that of others. Accordingly, the 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a; 

MoNE, 2006a, 2007c) mandates and the literature in teaching text writing (e.g. Pang, 2002; 

Swales, 1990) suggests that the teachers should be conversant with a general definition of this 

text element. Furthermore, the teachers should be well-informed about how the purpose 

affects, for example, a writer’s selection of particular style, vocabulary or grammar, and how 

it gives shape, structure and content to a text (Askehave, 1999; Swales, 1990). In turn, the 

students would be able to apply all inter-related text elements into appropriately written texts 

(Cornelius & Cotsworth, 2015; Hammond, 1992; Nordin, 2017) suitable for specific occasions 

and disciplines (Langer, 2001).  

Teachers should also consider implications from the nature of a text’s generic structure. Knapp 

and Watkins (2005) and Hyland (2003) recommend that the teachers understand the primary 

functions of the generic structure, that is, to structure a text’s organisation and content, as well 

as to help its writer to select words and styles in order to achieve the text’s communicative 

intent. The teachers should also comprehend what distinguishes the generic structure of a text 

from that of others within the same genre. Furthermore, teachers should have a sound 

understanding about how this text element gives effect to the process of attaining its purpose 
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and impacts on a writer’s selection of style, vocabulary, topic, and content (Pujianto, Emilia, 

& Ihrom, 2014; Yan, 2005). 

The 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a) and the literature of EFL instruction (e.g. 

Cheung, 2016; Emilia & Hamied, 2015; Khatibi, 2017; Suriyanti & Yaacob, 2016) require 

teachers to note some implications regarding a text’s audience. Khatibi (2017) and Suriyanti 

and Yaacob (2016) suggest teachers should be well-informed about what and how words, 

phrases and sentences are written appropriately for a specific audience. Cheung (2016) argues 

that another aspect with which the teachers should be conversant includes what detail should 

be focused on and how much detail should be provided to that audience. In turn, students 

would be able to select rhetorical moves and organisations that would best suit a particular 

audience. Emilia and Hamied (2015) maintain that student writers would be able to 

communicate effectively to their readers through choice of appropriate linguistic resources if 

they understand the principal nature of a text’s audience in a writing process and product.  

The second implication concerns teachers’ understanding about principles of feedback, 

contained in the curriculum documents (BSNP, 2006a, 2007; MoNE, 2007b) and highlighted 

by the literature in the ESL (e.g. Ellis, 1998; Lightbown, 1998) and EFL (e.g. Purnawarman, 

2011; Yang, 2016) contexts. Teachers should be well informed about appropriate feedback 

focus to improve their students’ writing accuracy (Purnawarman, 2011; Yang, 2016). To help 

their students to write a text communicatively, the teachers should have a sound 

comprehension of the primary nature of comprehensive feedback, incorporating a range of 

areas like content, style and organisation. In particular, the teachers should be knowledgeable 

about the ways that a text works to attain its communicative purpose (Parr & Timperley, 

2010). Comprehensive feedback provision, in turn, will be able to inform the students of their 

learning and overall skill development (Zemelman, Daniels, & Hyde, 2005); hence, any 

unexpected learning outcome can be anticipated.  

Findings of Studies Regarding English Teachers’ Knowledge of Content. Thus far, 

Indonesian scholars have investigated two primary areas of English teachers’ content 

knowledge. The first concerns the quality or state of teachers’ knowledge of content. As 

elaborated in sections 2.1.2 and 2.2.2, English teachers’ knowledge of content needs much 

improvement. The second area relates to teachers’ enactment of their content knowledge in 

their instruction, for example, focus on a particular element of a text (e.g. Murniati & 

Riyandari, 2016) and feedback provision (e.g. Halimi, 2008; Zacharias, 2007). 
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Investigating text elements to be focused on, Murniati and Riyandari (2016) involved some 

pre-service teachers studying at three public and private universities across Central Java and 

Yogyakarta. They utilised interviews and focus group discussions and discovered that most 

teacher participants would place a considerable emphasis on linguistic features, primarily, 

grammar in their instructional writing activities. The teacher participants also acknowledged 

that one reason underpinning their selection of grammar as the focus of instruction was to 

assist their students to succeed in the national examination. Murniati and Riyandari (2016) 

concluded that their participants appeared not to understand the underpinning principles of 

communicative competence fully as the curriculum documents contain and the literature 

suggests. Therefore, instruction managed by these participants seemed to be far from focused 

on being communicative. 

In relation to feedback, Suryati (2017) and Zacharias (2007) analysed teachers’ practice of 

feedback provision to their students. Their findings shared one dimension in common – 

teachers’ stress on accuracy. In her study, Suryati (2017) observed and analysed feedback that 

three English teachers from different junior high schools used in their instructional activities 

and found that these three teachers largely emphasised correct and accurate forms of grammar, 

pronunciation and vocabulary. Similarly, Zacharias (2007) found that feedback offered by 30 

teachers involved in her mixed method study tended to place considerable emphasis on 

accurate forms or linguistic aspects of students’ writing.  

3.2.3 Knowledge of Students 

Realising the importance of students in an instructional activity, the Indonesian government 

has made some efforts, one of which is shifting the paradigm and view towards students 

(BSNP, 2007; MoNE, 1994, 2003a). Previously, students were considered an empty vessel 

which should be filled with knowledge by teachers. Students consequently became passive 

participants as listeners in the learning process. The learning process was dominated by 

teachers who only transferred knowledge and teaching materials to students (Sujati, 2006; 

Utomo, 2005). As a result, students appeared to have a limited chance to develop their 

potential optimally. 

 The Nature of Knowledge of Students. To date, the curricula from 1984, 1994, 2004, 

2006, and 2013 have deemed a student-centred learning approach (MoEC, 1986; MoNE, 

1994, 2003b, 2007e). This approach has been implemented based on empirical premises that, 

firstly, the teacher-centred mode in the Indonesian context was no longer considered to be 
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able to develop and foster students’ communicative competence (e.g. Kidwell & Triyoko, 

2012; Wahjuni, 2012). Secondly, the student-centred approach has successfully encouraged 

students to take part in the learning process actively. More students have become independent, 

curious, cooperative, creative, and critical (Soedijarto, Thamrin, Karyadi, Siskandar, & 

Sumiyati, 2010; Zemelman et al., 2005). Accordingly, the student-centred approach needs 

teachers to understand their students come to class with varying levels of ability and 

motivation. 

To succeed in the implementation of student-centred learning, the laws on teachers (GoI, 

2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c) formulate a set of knowledge of students for English teachers to 

possess. One of the sets relates to teachers’ knowledge of their students’ existing potential, 

including their learning preferences and strategies, as well as their affective and behavioural 

characteristics and learning difficulties. Another set concerns teachers’ comprehension of each 

student’s prior language knowledge, specifically teachers’ knowledge of their students’ 

understanding or misunderstanding, and conception or misconception regarding particular 

aspects of learning materials. The students’ prior knowledge also deals with their set of 

understanding concerning specific content, awareness of language structure and attitude as a 

response towards the materials they study. What knowledge the students already store in their 

mind concerns their previous language exposure, experience, and potential typical errors and 

perceptions, all of which are acknowledged by the literature (e.g. Baxter & Lederman, 1999; 

Bernales, 2016; Hill et al., 2008).  

The laws on teachers (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c) highlight that every student has 

specific personalities and unique characteristics, like traits, emotional states or behavioural 

patterns, that makes each individual unique. Specifically, this knowledge of students would 

help teachers to deal with their students, who are considered to have specific yet unique 

characteristics to the Indonesian context (Exley, 2005; Fauziati, 2014; MoNE, 2007c). 

Furthermore, the teachers should be able to foster their students’ positive character traits such 

as being responsible, creative, independent, democratic, curious, appreciative and socially 

attentive (MoEC, 2011; MoNE, 2011), especially when they use English as a means of spoken 

and written communication. 

Implications for English Teachers. Understanding students and facilitating their 

potential plays a vital role in improving not only teachers’ instructional activities but also 

students’ learning outcomes in writing. It has been known for long that the students’ 
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competence in written communication appears to be insufficient. Lengkanawati (2011) asserts 

that, although graduates from secondary school levels have studied more than 900 hours of 

English, they appear to face problems in communicating their ideas using this language. Some 

factors contributing to this are students’ difficulties in finding and organising ideas, writing 

grammatically correct sentences, and applying writing rules (e.g. Fitri & Al-Hafizh, 2013; 

Sari, 2013). 

Accordingly, an adequate knowledge of students is essential for teachers. It includes, but is 

not limited to, knowledge of their students’ learning difficulties and problem-solving 

strategies, specialised approaches to identifying the students’ strengths and weaknesses, and 

specific strategies to supply feedback. It also involves knowledge of individual students’ 

typical problems and errors, as well as perceptions that may contribute to language difficulties, 

particularly in writing texts. Furthermore, it includes having a repertoire of strategies to 

facilitate students to nurture and enhance their positive character traits as the curriculum 

delineates (GoI, 2003; MoNE, 2006b, 2009b, 2011). Therefore, when utilising the language 

as a means of written and oral communication, the students could collaboratively work with 

and pay respect to their peers and other people in their closest environment.  

In accordance with the teaching of writing in English, teachers should consider some potential 

regarding their roles as mediators, facilitators and managers. As mediators, teachers are, for 

example, to assist students to relate their existing knowledge to a new experience they are 

about to go through. Consequently, teachers need to have adequate knowledge of educational 

media to enhance an effective instructional process (MoNE, 2007e). The teachers are 

facilitators who place themselves not as the ones having the most ultimate knowledge, but as 

the ones who support the instructional process, providing students with useful learning 

activities (Murwani, 2006). As managers, teachers need to manage the instructional process 

in such a way that students have sufficient chance to develop their potential independently as 

well as establish their ‘self-control’ and ‘self-activity’ (Direktorat Tenaga Kependidikan, 

2008).  

Teachers should consider the abovementioned roles to help them to maintain appropriate 

instruction which fits the instructional context and meets students’ needs. Meeting students’ 

needs in the Indonesian context appears not to be as simple as has been thought, involving 

multifaceted aspects concerning students’ individual levels of intelligence, mental and 

psychological states, and their different social and cultural backgrounds (e.g. Exley, 2005; 
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Fauziati, 2014; Rezeki, 2016; Setiadi & Musthafa, 2013). Rahmi and Diem (2014) and 

Khodarahmi and Nia (2014) recommend teachers to be knowledgeable about their teenage 

students’ age-related and unique behaviours, like being ignorant or inattentive. Hence, 

understanding students by providing suitable and effective learning instruction for the best 

interest and relevance to students (Richards et al., 1995), along with meaningful writing 

activities, would help them develop, organise and express their ideas, feelings and thoughts 

optimally (Lockley & Nicholas, 2014; O'Brien, 2004). 

Studies Regarding Teachers’ Knowledge of Students Indonesian scholars have 

investigated various domains of the knowledge of students. Examining teachers’ knowledge 

of their students, Yulia (2013) conducted a provincial-scale study involving 47 English 

teachers from 12 different SMPs located in the city, urban and rural areas across the province 

of Yogyakarta. Using interviews, focus-group discussions and classroom observations to 

analyse how much these English teachers know and understand about their students, Yulia 

(2013) found that English teachers working at schools in the rural areas appeared to be more 

knowledgeable about their students’ typical motivation levels than those working in the city 

and urban areas. These rural-area school teachers reported that they based on their students’ 

levels of motivation to select their teaching materials and strategies. In a similar vein, Scribner 

(2003) found that the students and their urban-area school settings helped the teacher 

participants to learn how to understand and respond to their students’ characteristics, 

motivation, preferences, and learning difficulties appropriately.  

Looking into teachers’ knowledge of their students in relation to school administration, 

Puspitasari and Pelawi (2018) involved eight teachers from eight SMPs, comprising one 

public school and seven private schools in Bandung, West Java. Their data suggest that due 

to their students’ typical language knowledge and competence, all the teachers working at 

private schools appeared to show more concerned with their students’ learning difficulties 

than teachers at public schools. They reported that they used instructional materials and 

strategies in accordance with the difficulties that their students encountered. Similarly, Stern 

and Smith (2016) looked for reasons why many students still enrolled in several private 

Islamic SMPs located across areas in Banten, East Java, and Jakarta, regardless of the 

following characteristics. First, these schools had low PISA (Programme for International 

Student Assessment) scores. Second, most of these schools were typically characterised by 

limited school facilities like libraries and information and communication technology, 

deficient infrastructures, and a high proportion of non-certified teachers with insufficient 
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access to relevant professional development training. The analysis of the interview data 

indicates that most of these teachers appeared to have a sound understanding of their students. 

To help their students learn and gain learning outcome optimally, these teachers referred to 

students’ typical profiles, including their proficiency, socioeconomic and social background, 

as well as motivation in and attitude towards schooling when these teachers designed teaching 

strategies.  

In the studies reviewed above, teachers working in rural areas and private schools 

demonstrated a more in-depth knowledge of their students than those at urban areas and in 

public schools. Those studies seem to have one factor in common that teacher work context 

may have helped them to learn to understand their students. The literature acknowledges that 

the teacher work context serves as one of the influential factors that shapes how teachers 

behave towards and learn about their students (Eraut, 1994; Jurasaite-Harbison & Rex, 2010; 

Scribner, 1999, 2003).  In this regard, the term ‘teacher work context’ refers to the context 

where teachers learn and implement relevant knowledge and competence in actual practices 

(Eraut, 1994; Scribner, 2003). Eraut (1994) identifies three dimensions of work context – 

academic, school, and classroom. According to Eraut (1994), academic work context helps 

teachers to learn and gain knowledge like curriculum development, theories and subject 

matter, as well as acquire teaching skills. The school context offers teachers opportunities to 

study and further develop their understanding of their school’s policy, vision, and mission. 

Classroom context is a place where teachers deal with their students and apply their acquired 

knowledge and teaching competence into actual classroom practices. 

3.2.4 Knowledge of Pedagogy 

In the Indonesian context, the laws on teachers (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c) define and 

derive the conception of knowledge of pedagogy from pedagogical competencies. The 

documents (MoNE, 2007c, pp. 16-18) detail five primary domains within the knowledge of 

pedagogy that SMP teachers should have and demonstrate as summarised in the following 

paragraph.  

The first domain of pedagogical knowledge deals with teachers’ knowledge of their students 

in terms of the students’ physical, moral, spiritual, social, cultural, emotional, and intellectual 

characteristics. Teachers’ knowledge and competence regarding learning theories and 

instructional principles constitute the second main domain of pedagogical knowledge, along 

with the development of instructional activities which embrace principles and components of 
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instructional designs. The third domain relates to principles and procedures of curriculum 

development, which encompass, but are not limited to, developing learning objectives, 

selecting appropriate learning materials and designing learning achievement indicators. 

Developing and administering learning assessment and evaluation serves as the fourth 

domain, which involves an understanding of theoretical underpinnings, procedures, and 

administration of assessment and evaluation. In addition, teachers are required to demonstrate 

competence in administering a continuous assessment of their instructional processes. The 

fifth is the teachers’ ability to utilise relevant information and communication technology in 

their instructional activities.  

The documents of the 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a, 2006b, 2007) either explicitly or implicitly 

delineate the following key principles of teaching English to SMP students. Firstly, teachers 

are required to emphasise their instruction towards enhancing students’ fluency and coherence 

in writing, rather than their sentence-level accuracy. Their instruction should be orchestrated 

in the context of communication and an integrated and implicit fashion. Secondly, the teachers 

should introduce their students to the principal nature of a text and its elements 

(communicative purpose, generic structure, language features, and audience), including how 

each element works in a text and how to incorporate one element into others. Such an 

introduction and incorporation are intended to assist students to convey their spoken and 

written messages effectively. Thirdly, teachers are mandated to help students to be familiar 

with a systematic, logical and effective text composition, encompassing planning, drafting, 

revising, editing and publishing stages through opportune text-composing exercises. Fourthly, 

teachers should provide ample opportunities for their students to take part in the interactive 

learning process actively and collaboratively.  

The abovementioned instructional principles are implemented into two domains. The first 

domain concerns what the Standards of Process (BSNP, 2007) term a three-stage instructional 

principle – exploration, elaboration and confirmation. The first stage is an exploration in 

which teachers activate students’ prior knowledge before exposing them to a specific text type. 

The teachers also help the students to explore their knowledge of the text covering form, 

function and content. The teachers may review students’ knowledge of the texts, such as 

communicative functions, language features and generic structures. Sharing experience and 

building cultural context relevant to a specific text types feature in this stage as well.    
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Based on the Standards of Content (BSNP, 2006a) and Process (BSNP, 2007), the second 

stage of the instructional principle, elaboration, is characterised by teachers’ provision and 

orchestration of: (a) introduction of the principal nature of a text’s elements; (b) pertinent and 

appropriate text samples or models for students to see what new ideas or skills represent, so 

they can easily compare this new idea with their prior knowledge; (c) relevant and meaningful 

tasks within the communicative context, to help them to be familiar with receptive and 

productive skills and to be analytical, critical and creative; (d) opportunity for students to 

experience systematic text composing tasks encompassing planning, drafting, revising, editing 

and publishing stages in a very active and productive, yet interactive and fun way; (e) relevant 

learning activities engaging students in active interactions and transactions to discuss and 

resolve any given writing task ideas; (f) activities raising the students’ self-reliance and self-

esteem through facilitation of a sufficient opportunity to present to and communicate their 

spoken and written work with others. These principles are intended to assist students to convey 

their oral and written messages.  

The second domain regarding the principles of an instructional process prescribed by the 

Standards of Content (BSNP, 2006a) and Process (BSNP, 2007) relates to the insertion of the 

genre-based approach, along with its spoken and written cycles and four learning stages. 

Section 2.3.2 detailed the nature and primary characteristics of the genre-based approach in 

the context of the 2006 SBC. Drawing on these curriculum documents, the principal feature 

of the exploration stage is building knowledge of the field, where teachers lead and assist 

students to build cultural context, share experiences and discuss vocabulary relevant to 

particular texts the students are going to write. The primary characteristics of the elaboration 

stage include (a) a modelling stage where teachers display and explain relevant text samples 

as well as engage students to discuss text elements, and (b) joint construction of a text where 

the students work with their peers or teachers to construct their texts jointly.  

Implications for English Teachers. The integration of a three-instructional stage and 

a genre-based pedagogy calls for teachers to consider some of the following implications. 

Firstly, teachers should be aware that the curriculum necessitates teachers to offer learning 

processes that allow students not only to comprehend the nature of a text’s elements, but also 

to enable students to develop their ideas by incorporating all text elements into their structured, 

organised and coherent paragraphs or texts (BSNP, 2006a; Hyland, 2003; Knapp & Watkins, 

2005). Secondly, the teachers should be knowledgeable about designing appropriate writing 

tasks that the genre-based pedagogy suggests for each learning cycle (e.g. BSNP, 2007; 
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Nordin, 2017; Park, 2015) and that the literature regarding recursive writing steps 

recommends (e.g. Flower & Hayes, 1981; Harmer, 2004).  

The third implication concerns interaction and transaction between teachers and students as 

well as among students. The curriculum documents (BSNP, 2007; MoNE, 2003a, 2006a) 

require teachers to engage students in an active interaction in classrooms so that students are 

able to achieve a sufficient communicative competence. Classroom interaction incorporates 

any kind of participation involving teacher and students that takes place in a learning process. 

Further, the interaction itself is a process which highlights a face-to-face interaction and action 

(Robinson, 1994) involving either spoken or written words. The interaction in the classroom 

is defined as “the patterns of verbal and non-verbal communication and the types of social 

relationships which occur within classrooms” (Richards & Schmidt, 2013, p. 80).   

Findings of Studies Regarding English Teachers’ Knowledge of Pedagogy. In the 

Indonesian context of EFL teaching, a number of scholars have investigated teachers’ 

knowledge of pedagogy. Faridi (2012) researched what instructional methods 18 English 

teachers from six different regions in Central Java used and how they utilised their preferred 

methods in teaching and learning processes. He found that most teacher participants preferred 

the grammar-translation method, regardless of particular skills or materials their students 

would learn or the intended learning objectives. He concluded that these teachers had limited 

understanding of the principles that underpin the implementation of this method. In a similar 

vein, Riyandari and Murniati (2016) investigated pre-service teachers’ perceptions regarding 

instructional strategies that best facilitate the implementation of communicative language 

teaching. Their participants still perceived that teaching grammar explicitly or using the 

traditional method of teaching grammar could help students to achieve sufficient 

communicative competence. Riyandari and Murniati (2016) further consider that these 

teachers’ utilisation and perceptions of this approach might have been affected by how the 

teachers themselves had previously learned grammar.  

Other researchers examined how their teacher participants understood and demonstrated the 

nature and the underpinning principles of the genre-based approach as the curriculum’s 

recommended instructional approach. Hamida (2008) observed some English teachers at 

public SMPs in one of the regions in East Java. She discovered that the participants primarily 

provided such writing tasks as gap-filling for correct forms of verbs or nouns and sentence-

level exercises from student worksheets. Thus, Hamida (2008) concluded that the teacher 
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participants placed considerable emphasis on promoting their students’ linguistic rather than 

communicative competencies. Sukyadi (2015) interviewed some English teachers working for 

Rintisan Sekolah Berbasis Internasional or Fledgling International Standard Schools. The 

interviews explored how these teachers managed their instruction under the framework of the 

genre-based pedagogy. The results showed that they tended to spend most of the lesson time 

practising linguistic features, mostly grammar, in isolation from actual writing activities. Such 

a practice, however, was unable to serve as a scaffold for students to construct their texts as a 

means of communication. These two researchers, then, are in agreement regarding the focus 

that their teacher participants attended, that is, linguistic over communicative competence.  

Nugroho (2011), Rido and Sari (2018) and Suryati (2015) investigated the nature of classroom 

interaction. Nugroho (2011) observed six English teachers from two different schools in one 

of the cities in Central Java. This author found that the total amount of talk time that the teacher 

participants spent when interacting with their students in the observed lessons exceeded that 

of the students. Rido and Sari (2018) observed some secondary school English teachers in 

Bandar Lampung, Sumatra and found that patterns of teachers’ Initiation, Response and 

Feedback (IRF) primarily characterised their participants’ classroom interaction. Suryati 

(2015) utilised Steve Walsh’s construct of Self Evaluation Teacher Talk (SETT; Walsh, 

2006a) to investigate how 18 SMP English teachers in Malang, East Java managed their 

classroom interaction. Suryati (2015) concluded that these teachers focused considerably on 

IRF patterns, teacher-initiated display questions, form-focused feedback, teacher echoes, and 

extended teacher turns. Such a focus offered limited opportunity for their students to use and 

practise English. These authors further considered that the nature of the classroom interaction 

their teachers demonstrated reflected a traditional view of language teaching.   

In terms of the nature of the interaction, there appears a sense that teachers involved in the 

abovementioned researchers’ studies demonstrated retention of teacher centredness. Rather 

than offering pertinent learning activities engaging students in active interactions and 

transactions to discuss, negotiate and resolve any given tasks, these teachers played dominant 

roles in organising classroom flow. In this respect, Alqahtani (2019) in Saudi Arabia, 

Kaymakamoglu (2018) in Turkey and Kasim (2014) in Malaysia found that teacher-centred 

practices remained evident.  
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3.3. Studies Regarding Indonesian Secondary School English Teachers’ 

PCK 

Studies regarding secondary school English teachers’ PCK appear to be limited. Thus far, the 

present study has identified four studies, by Rahmani, Mulyono, and Novitasari (2018), 

Setiadi and Musthafa (2013), Triastuti (2014), and Waluyo and Soepriyanti (2018), 

specifically designed to investigate and/or examine secondary school English teachers PCK. 

In their study, Rahmani et al. (2018) focused on analysing and mapping the PCK of 67 in-

service senior secondary school English teachers from different regions in Indonesia who 

attended a national teacher gathering in Bandung, West Java in 2017. These researchers 

utilised a self-assessment questionnaire they adapted from the work of Schmidt et al. (2009). 

The quantitative analysis of the questionnaire showed that most teacher participants perceived 

that they were quite competent in their knowledge of pedagogy and content. Another finding 

was that just over half of the teachers considered that they were highly capable of 

implementing their pedagogical content knowledge in their instruction. In a similar vein, 

Setiadi and Musthafa (2013) involved 54 SMP English teachers across Bandung, West Java. 

Utilising a multiple-choice objective test that the teacher certification programme standardised 

and validated, they investigated teachers’ PCK characteristics after they completed their 

certification programme. The results of the test indicated that the mean score of PCK was 68.5 

out of 100; therefore, the researchers considered that the participants did not perform soundly 

in the PCK test at the level set by their research.  

Experienced and inexperienced English teachers’ PCK, which particularly concerns such 

features as their mastery of principles and theories of learning, as well the ability to manage 

instruction effectively and appropriately, has been examined as well. Triastuti (2014) studied 

the conceptualisation of knowledge about text and reading instruction demonstrated by six 

English teachers at junior high schools in Yogyakarta. Based on the qualitatively analysed 

data of classroom observations, one of the findings suggests that the teacher participants 

appeared to demonstrate limited knowledge of pedagogy in teaching reading. Triastuti noted 

that “[T]he instructional activities, however, do not reflect the development of reading skills 

since the students were not exposed with [to] reading activities” (p. 465). She added that the 

teacher participants seemed to show a limited understanding of the suggested sequence of 

genre-based pedagogy; thus, their selected activities were considered to be incongruent with 

the four stages of the text-based teaching.   
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Waluyo and Soepriyanti (2018) investigated in-service certified English teachers’ PCK 

growth after they completed a professional development programme. They interviewed ten 

teachers from five different SMPs in Mataram, Lombok. The qualitatively analysed in-depth 

interview data suggest two primary findings. Firstly, most teacher participants presumed that, 

after attending such a programme, they were more pedagogically knowledgeable than before. 

Among the reasons was that they learned and put into practice such materials as relevant 

instructional approach and student-centred teaching techniques. These teachers also perceived 

that their knowledge of curriculum improved in that they were provided with concrete 

explanations regarding the rationale and key principles of lesson planning contained in the 

curriculum documents. Secondly, these scholars also noted that some of the participants 

seemed not to experience positive growth in their PCK. It was because there were many 

materials to be covered, while there was limited time devoted to the programme.  

3.4. Research Gaps 

This study aimed, firstly, to investigate the current state of certified and non-certified English 

teachers’ PCK and, secondly, to identify similarities and differences in terms of their 

knowledge about and practice of teaching English writing to junior secondary school or SMP 

students in the context of the 2006 SBC. It was undertaken in order to fill three gaps in 

previous research. First, none of the studies reviewed has attempted to involve certified and 

non-certified teachers; thus, this study expands a range of potential observable similarities and 

differences between the two qualification groups. Second, this study seeks to investigate four 

domains of teachers’ PCK – knowledge of curriculum, content, students, and pedagogy, while 

previous studies focused primarily on professional (or content knowledge) and/or pedagogical 

domain(s). Third, this study investigates teacher participants’ knowledge about and practice 

of writing instruction, whereas a previous study concerned reading instruction.  

3.5. Summary 

This chapter has addressed two primary sections. The first deals with the general nature of 

PCK, including its definition and components that Shulman (1987) firstly introduced. The 

presentation also discussed modifications and extensions of Shulman’s foundational 

conceptions, definitions and components of PCK on which scholars from such educational 

fields as science, English language teaching and EFL teaching have worked. With reference 

to commonalities identified in the literature, this chapter elaborated on the proposed working 
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definition and components of PCK. PCK in this present study refers to teachers’ understanding 

and enactment of how to assist students to comprehend and demonstrate various written texts 

through teachers’ appropriate preparations, representations and assessment in the learning 

environment. The proposed components of PCK are teachers’ knowledge of curriculum, 

content, their students and pedagogy. It is argued that each of the PCK components has a 

central role not only in helping teachers to implement the curriculum successfully, but also in 

assisting them to boost their confidence and performance, as well as to improve their students’ 

learning motivation and achievement.   

The second section dealt with PCK in the context of the Indonesian EFL writing instruction 

relevant to this study and theoretical framework and elaborated on three relevant issues. The 

first discussed the nature of the proposed components of PCK in the Indonesian context of 

EFL writing instruction – knowledge of curriculum, content, students, and pedagogy. Second, 

potential implications were highlighted for junior secondary school (SMP) English teachers 

that arise from each of the PCK components. The third issue explored the findings of the 

studies regarding the state and quality of the English teachers’ four components of PCK. In 

addition, studies regarding the state of the English teachers’ PCK were presented. The studies 

indicated that, contrary to expectations, their PCK quality was deemed to be lower than the 

standards that the government has set.  

In the following chapter, the research methodology that this current study employed will be 

discussed.  
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Chapter 4. Research Methodology 

 

This chapter describes the methodology used to investigate certified and non-certified English 

teachers’ articulation and enactment of pedagogical content knowledge in teaching writing to 

the students of junior secondary schools (SMP) in the context of the 2006 School-based 

Curriculum. It begins with an overview of the research methods employed to address the 

research questions. In what follows is the elaboration of the research design. Included in this 

chapter are details about the participants, data sources, and collection procedures. It addresses 

the analyses of the collected data and the quality of the study. This chapter concludes with 

comments on ethical considerations. 

This study addresses junior secondary school English education. The purpose of this mixed-

methods case study design was to investigate certified and non-certified English teachers’ 

articulation and enactment of knowledge of curriculum, content, students, and pedagogy, all 

of which are labelled as components of pedagogical content knowledge (PCK), required to 

teach written short functional texts and short essays to SMP students in the context of the 2006 

School-based Curriculum (2006 SBC). This study involved 15 teachers (seven certified and 

eight non-certified English teachers). It utilised the following data collection methods: semi-

structured interviews, classroom observations, and stimulated recalls. All data collection 

activities took place at fourteen different SMPs across the city district of Banyumas Regency, 

Central Java, Indonesia.  

To achieve this purpose, the following questions guided the course of this study: 

1. What is the current state of certified and non-certified English teachers’ pedagogical 

content knowledge (PCK) of writing instruction? 

2. What are the similarities and differences between the teachers from the two 

qualification groups in terms of their knowledge and practice of writing instruction?” 

In order to address those questions, quantitative and qualitative analyses were applied to all 

collected data sets. The first data set – the transcribed audio records of the semi-structured 

interviews – was analysed utilising the descriptive quantitative analysis, employing a 

developed rubric based on the Structure of Observed Learning Outcomes (SOLO) taxonomy 

(Collis & Biggs, 1986) to assess and measure teachers’ PCK articulations. This study 
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qualitatively analysed the transcribed interview data using Hatch’s (2002) model of the 

typological analysis procedure. With reference to such an assessment and measurement, 

inferences concerning teachers’ PCK within and across qualification groups could be drawn. 

The second data set – the transcribed videoed classroom observations and audio-recorded 

stimulated recalls – were analysed qualitatively and quantitatively to address the first research 

question. The qualitative analysis was done by employing Hatch’s (2002) model of 

typological analysis procedures and descriptive quantitative analysis were used to explore the 

cognitive levels of teacher questioning. The second question was addressed using constant 

comparative analysis. One of the key characteristics of this study is the utilisation of mixed 

methods (Creswell, 2003), which discriminates it from previous research into English 

teachers’ PCK, required particularly to teach writing and generally to teach English as a 

foreign language (EFL) in Indonesia. The following section will present the research design 

employed in this study.  

4.1. Research Design 

A mixed-methods case study design was utilised to address the research questions as it 

provides a contextual understanding of the matters being investigated (Creswell & Plano 

Clark, 2011; Yin, 2009). The mixed-methods approach was selected as it allows a combination 

of quantitative and qualitative methods. This approach enables an employment of a research 

design integrating both quantitative and qualitative data to address a specific question or a set 

of questions. In mixed-methods research, researchers can employ and integrate various 

approaches and apply a range of techniques appropriate to achieve the research purposes. A 

combination of methods helps utilise this approach’s strengths and cope with potential 

weaknesses to arise from employing only a qualitative or quantitative research approach 

(Bryman, 2006). This approach also helps understand the research problems better than 

utilising either a quantitative or qualitative approach alone (Creswell, 2007).  

The mixed-methods approach allowed the collected data to be analysed with the context-

sensitivity that qualitative analysis offers, and with the precision provided by quantitative 

analysis (House, 1994). The quantitative analysis was firstly involved in examining the 

quantification scores obtained from the teachers’ responses regarding knowledge of 

curriculum, content, students, and pedagogy provided in the semi-structured interviews. Such 

a quantification was done by converting the qualitative data into quantitative scores in order 

to “facilitate pattern recognition or otherwise to extract meaning from qualitative data, account 
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for all data, document analytic moves, and verify interpretations” (Sandelowski, Voils, & 

Knafl, 2009, p. 210). Secondly, this quantitative analysis was used to sort out the cognitive 

levels of teacher questioning asked in the observed lessons. Qualitative analyses were applied 

to the transcribed data of the semi-structured interviews, classroom observations and 

stimulated recalls to look into teachers’ PCK articulation and enactment of knowledge about 

texts and writing instruction.  

This study primarily investigated a specific case regarding certified and non-certified English 

teachers’ PCK articulation and enactment in teaching writing to the SMP students in the 

context of the 2006 SBC. In this regard, a case study approach was selected for several 

reasons. This approach makes exploration of a programme, event, activity involving one or 

more individuals possible (Creswell, 2003). The case study is used to examine behavioural 

events, which do not need the control of the investigator; thus, it applies to this study that 

investigated the participants’ PCK. This approach also allows the utilisation of multiple 

instruments, data types, and methods (Denscombe, 2007), which helps the researcher of this 

present study to observe and measure a variety of attributes about teachers’ in a detailed, in-

context fashion.  

Qualitative in nature, this study was a mixed-methods case study. Stake (1995) indicates that 

a case study is developed to promote a thorough understanding of particular issues being 

studied. This study employed the case study in that it allowed for and facilitated an in-depth 

understanding of certified and non-certified teachers’ articulation and enactment of their PCK 

in writing instruction, by utilising a range of complex and rich data sources. In addition, all 

activities and contexts of the case being investigated were detailed in order to understand the 

broad phenomenon as distinct from the behaviour of individual certified or non-certified 

teachers.   

4.2. Participants 

This section describes the teacher participants and selection procedures.  

4.2.1 Participants 

This study involved seven certified and eight non-certified English teachers from 14 different 

SMPs in the city district of Banyumas Regency, Central Java. Four certified teachers had 

earned their teacher educator certificates through the Portfolio Assessment pathway, and the 
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others had taken part in PLPG (see section 2.1.2). Each of the teachers from the two 

qualification groups was selected through purposive random sampling. Using purposive 

sampling allowed the researcher to select potential teachers believed to be critical for the study 

(Denscombe, 2007) and typical of the teacher population being researched (Davies, 2007). In 

addition, purposive sampling enabled the researcher to choose the teachers who might 

represent features or processes becoming the focus of the study (Silverman, 2000).  Through 

a random selection technique, each of the teachers had an equal chance of being involved in 

this study (Teddlie & Yu, 2007).  

4.2.2 Selection Procedures 

To invite prospective teachers to participate in this current study, these steps were taken: 

1. Seventy-six letters were distributed to all English teachers, regardless of the grades1 

that they teach, from thirty SMP in the city district of Banyumas Regency, inviting 

them to take part in the study. In sealed envelopes, 76 invitation letters were returned. 

2. Each of the letters was coded according to the teachers’ certification status. CT was 

used to code the letters from the certified teachers, and NCT for those from the non-

certified teachers. In addition, a cardinal number was assigned to each of the letters 

from the two qualification groups.  

3. Participation agreement was then checked. The following table summarises the 

results.  

Table 4.1 Summary of Participation Agreement 

Summary of Participation Agreement 

Distributed 

letters 

Participation 

agreement 
Certification status  

CT participation 

agreement 

NCT 

participation 

agreement 

Yes  No  Certified  
Non- 

certified  
Yes  No  Yes No  

76  66  10  47  19  33  14  14  5  

 

4. After the letters indicating a participation refusal were excluded, a new cardinal 

number for teachers from both groups was assigned. This new assignment was given 

 
1 In the Indonesian context (GoI, 2003), there are three grades – seventh, eighth, and ninth – at the junior 

secondary school level.  
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to help the random selection process. The assignment code can be found in Appendix 

K.  

5. Following Teddlie and Yu’s (2007) suggestion, this study used an online random 

generator, (http://www.psychicscience.org/random.aspx) to select the teacher 

participants randomly. The selection was done by inputting the value of integers “8” 

which demonstrated the intended number2 of teachers from each of the qualification 

groups expected to participate. The summary of the selection process can be found 

in the following table.  

Table 4.2 Summary of the Selection Process 

Summary of the Selection Process 

Certified teachers Non-certified teachers 

Number Code Number Code 

6 C10 1 NC01 

7 C11 2 NC02 

15 C21 4 NC04 

17 C23 5 NC05 

22 C29 7 NC07 

24 C31 8 NC08 

30 C40 11 NC14 

31 C44 12 NC15 

Random numbers generated 5 August 

2015 at 11:30:16 by 

www.psychicscience.org   

Random numbers generated 5 August 

2015 at 11:39:36 by 

www.psychicscience.org  

 

6. The certification pathway of each of the certified teachers was checked and is 

presented in the following table.  

Table 4.3 Certified Teachers’ Certification Pathway 

Certified Teachers’ Certification Pathway 

Code Certification pathway 

C10 Portfolio 

C11 Portfolio 

C21 PLPG 

C23 PLPG 

 
2 There were two reasons why this study selected eight teachers from each of the groups. The first concerned the 

mid-semester test held in November as per the government-prescribed school academic calendar (BSNP, 2007). 

As this research began in August, its data collection activities should be then completed before the test time. The 

second related to school sites located across the city district in which the distance of one school to another was 

from 5 to 15 kilometres. Therefore, this study considered that eight teachers from each of the qualification groups 

could be manageable. 

http://www.psychicscience.org/random.aspx
http://www.psychicscience.org/random.aspx
http://www.psychicscience.org/random.aspx
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Code Certification pathway 

C29 Portfolio 

C31 Portfolio 

C40 PLPG 

C44 Portfolio 

7. School settings3 and school administrations4 were checked.  

Table 4.4 School Settings and Administrations 

School Settings and Administrations 

Teacher code School settings School administrations 

C10 Rural Public 

C11a Urban Public 

C21 Rural Public 

C23 Urban Public 

C29 Urban Public 

C31 Urban Public 

C40 Rural Public 

C44 Rural Public 

NC01 Urban Private 

NC02 Rural Private 

NC04 Rural Public 

NC05 Rural Public 

NC07 Rural Private 

NC08 Rural Private 

NC14 Urban Private 

NC15 Urban Private 
Note. a One certified teacher (C11) decided to withdraw her participation from this study after the selection 

process had been done.  

In this study, 15 teachers comprising seven certified and eight non-certified teachers finally 

took part. The length of teaching experience of the teacher participants ranged from 3 to 23 

years. All certified teachers had taught for more than ten years. In comparison, all non-

certified teachers had less than ten years of teaching experience. The majority of the teacher 

participants had a Bachelor’s degree in English language education. Only one teacher had a 

master’s degree. There were two non-certified teachers who have non-language education 

degrees. Compared to the majority of the non-certified teachers, all certified teachers began 

 
3 Referring to the Statistical Centre Bureau of Banyumas Regency (Undated), this study defines an urban school 

as a school whose setting is within the radius of 5 kilometres from the centre of Banyumas Regency, while rural 

is from 5 to 25 kilometres.  

4 According to the Act of the National Education (GoI, 2003), school administration involves public and private 

schools. Public schools are fully managed and funded the central government. A private school is primarily 

organised and financed by non-government agencies. 
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their pre-service teacher education before the year of 2000. Table 4.5 lists the teacher 

participants and their education background, date of enrolment in pre-service teacher 

education and teaching experience.  

Table 4.5 The Teacher Participants 

The Teacher Participants 

Teacher code Education background a 
Pre-service 

enrolment year 
Years of teaching b 

C10 S-1c in ELEd  1987 23 

C21 S-1 in ELE 1988 18 

C23 
S-1 in ELE 

Master in ELE 

1994 

2011 
14 

C29 S1 ELE 1990 19 

C31 S-1 in ELE 1990 21 

C40 S-1 in ELE 1997 12 

C44 S-1 in ELE 1992 18 

NC01 S-1 in ELE 1997 7 

NC02 S-1 in Engineering 2000 5 

NC04 S-1 in ELE 2001 3 

NC05 S-1 in ELE 2003 5 

NC07 S-1 in ELE 2005 6 

NC08 S-1 in ELE 2003 7 

NC14 S-1 in ELE 2007 3 

NC15 S-1 in English Literature 2004 4 
Note. a Teachers’ education background and b years of experience were counted up to August 2015 c S-1 (a 

Bachelor’s degree), d ELE (English Language Education). 

A description of the nature and activities of the research was given via Participant Information 

Sheets (PIS) to avoid misunderstanding (see Appendix D). As teachers agreed, they signed 

the provided consent forms (Appendix E). In order to inform the participating teachers of the 

detailed information of the research, they were invited to a meeting. In addition, the researcher 

and the teacher participants arranged schedules for semi-structured interviews, classroom 

observations and stimulated recalls data collection. 

4.3. Data Source and Collection 

In order to obtain a rich picture of the teacher participants’ PCK articulation and enactment in 

teaching writing to SMP students, this study employed a mixed-methods research design, 

relying on two data sets. The first set included transcribed data from semi-structured 

interviews, and the second comprised transcribed classroom observations and stimulated 

recalls. Creswell (1998) labels this type of data collection as ‘multiple sources of information’. 

Each of the data collection tools aimed to look into one or more components of PCK. 
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The data were collected in the first semester of the 2015/2016 academic year, in July-

December 2015. The detailed data collection schedule of semi-structured interviews, 

classroom observations, and stimulated recalls can be found in Appendix L. The following 

section presents a detailed description of each of the data sets. 

4.3.1 The First Data Set: Semi-structured Interview 

The main objective of the semi-structured interview in this study was to elicit and explore 

each teacher’s teaching experience and its meaning (Seidman, 1998) along with teacher 

participants’ knowledge of writing and teaching writing. The semi-structured interview 

offered considerable freedom to the participating teachers to voice their thoughts, feelings, 

opinions, or views and to emphasise particular topics they were interested in. In addition, it 

allowed the possibility to highlight and develop specific areas or responses for further in-depth 

explanation and clarification as the interviewer prepared a flexible interview guide with a list 

of questions and topics (Cohen & Crabtree, 2006). Likewise, this interview type permitted 

interviewer and interviewees to expand and extend a topic when clarification or reformulation 

was needed (Adamson, 2006). Such expansion and extension might happen as this semi-

structured interview was not to evaluate, assess or test the interviewee’s views, opinions or 

action (Seidman, 1998).   

The semi-structured interview encompassed background information such as employment 

history, professional development, and experiences. Teachers’ perception and knowledge of 

curriculum, subject matter, students, and pedagogy, particularly in teaching writing, were the 

most fundamental part of this semi-structured interview. Audience and purpose, language 

features, generic structure, and idea development in teaching writing to the secondary school 

students framed the exploration of the semi-structured interview. The questions asked 

included “What is the prime objective of teaching writing to the SMP students?”, “What 

makes a recount text different from a narrative one”, “How would you help your students to 

develop their ideas?” The complete interview guide can be found in Appendix I.   

Each of the teachers participated in one semi-structured interview, which was conducted 

before the teacher observation. Every interview with a teacher took around 60 minutes. As the 

participants were English teachers, they mostly spoke in English. However, at certain times, 

some of them spoke in Bahasa in order that they could exemplify and clarify their thoughts. 

At other times, particular terms were spoken in Bahasa, their national language, or in Javanese, 

their vernacular language. The interview was audio-taped with their permission and later 
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transcribed by a group of three experienced transcribers who signed a confidentiality 

agreement and by the researcher. Translation for other languages than English was also made.   

4.3.2 The Second Data Set: Classroom Observations and Stimulated Recalls 

This section discusses the nature of the second data set, comprising classroom observations 

and stimulated recalls. 

Classroom Observations. This study employed objective classroom observations in 

which the researcher sat at the back of the classroom and remained as unobtrusive as possible. 

The aim was for the videoed teaching to take place as normally as possible. This approach to 

observation is useful in investigating what and how teachers enact their knowledge of 

instruction and subject matter (Darlington & Scott, 2002). Likewise, the natural characteristics 

of teacher observation allowed a valuable opportunity to collect direct and detailed 

information from the site (Reid, 2012).   

In this study, each of the teachers was observed twice when she or he taught writing of short 

functional texts or short essays. The timing of two observed lessons depended on each 

teacher’s schedule (see Appendix L). The focus of the teacher observation was on how 

teachers explained the nature and features of a particular text and implemented the genre-

based approach. Such behaviours included their instructions, language use, interaction with 

the students, and material mastery. With the teachers’ permission and agreement, all teacher 

observations were audio- and video-taped and transcribed.  

For each lesson, teachers submitted their lesson plans before the observed classrooms. 

However, this study did not intend to analyse the lesson plans, specifically concerning how 

the lesson plans might reflect the teachers’ PCK. Instead, the lesson plans were supplements 

to the observations that provided additional information to help clarify what the teachers 

intended to do in the observed instruction. They described what was going to be happening in 

the actual lessons and how the lessons would be progressing. Eventually, the lesson plans 

enabled the researcher as an observer to follow the lessons and organise the field notes readily. 

The researcher used an observation sheet to record descriptions of teaching steps in the 

observed lessons as the enactment of teachers’ PCK. The first concerned the 2006’s prescribed 

three-stage instructional principles (BSNP, 2007) – exploration, elaboration and confirmation 

–  as detailed in section 3.2.4. The second dealt with the genre-based approach’s learning 

stages (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a) – building knowledge of the field, text modelling, joint-
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text construction, and independent-text construction (see section 2.3.3). When these two 

principles are integrated into instruction, the lesson structure refers to an incorporation of: (a) 

the knowledge building of a specific text into the exploration stage; (b) text modelling, where 

teachers involve their students in discussing a specific text, and joint-text construction, where 

the students collaborate with their peers to reconstruct their knowledge to write their texts, 

into the elaboration stage; and (c) independent text construction, where the teachers assign the 

students to construct their texts independently into the confirmation stage (BSNP, 2007; KSG, 

2008).  

The observation sheet comprised three parts, namely, lesson identity, lesson structure, and 

overall comments. Lesson identity included basic information about a lesson, such as a teacher 

code, text type, grade level, and observation date. The lesson structure helped the researcher 

to note the teachers’ activities and verbal behaviours at each of the stages of the integrated 

learning principles described above. In this regard, the researcher wrote down not only the 

observed teachers’ overall instructional writing activities but also other dimensions beyond 

the researcher’s initial attention.  

The third part allowed the researcher to write overall comments. Such comments included 

forms and strategies of the teachers’ PCK enactment as observed in each of the teachers’ 

instructional activities. This part was for the researcher to write his views on the overall 

enactment process that the teachers had demonstrated. Such views served as one of the bases 

for the researcher to elicit and explore the teachers’ clarifications and confirmations in the 

stimulated recalls.  

Stimulated Recalls. Gass and Mackey (2000) state that stimulated recall is one of many 

tools to tap and elicit what one is thinking, including the process of thought and strategies 

when carrying out a task or activity. It can be conducted through “prompted interview, for 

example, watching a video of an event, listening to an audio recording of an event, or even 

seeing a piece of writing just completed” (p. 13). The stimulated recall can retrieve the 

situation, experience, thoughts, or events as clearly as the participant is likely to be able to 

“relive an original situation with great vividness and accuracy” (Bloom, 1954, p. 25, cited in 

Gass & Mackey, 2000). Further, it is useful to discover how cognitive processes work to 

enable someone to decide, retrieve, or use particular strategies as well as to explore how 

knowledge is organised (Gass & Mackey, 2000). Its primary objective is to acquire as much 
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information as possible of “what their thought are as they think their way through the problem 

for the first time” (Pirie, 1996, p. 7), not how they feel after the task is done.   

The stimulated recall was conducted after each teacher observation had been completed. Each 

stimulated recall took around 60 minutes, depending on how the teachers reacted and 

responded to the prompted stimuli. In this process, the researcher played the videoed records 

of the instruction covering the stages of exploration, elaboration and confirmation, including 

what writing tasks the teachers gave and how they managed the process of writing tasks. 

Playing the video recordings was intended to help the teachers to retrieve specific events 

during the instructions. Each teacher experienced different foci during stimulated recall 

sessions due to their distinct instructional activities. The stimulated recalls were carried out 

by showing the recordings of the teacher observations and asking the teachers to share and 

describe what they thought and how they came to that kind of thought (Brown & Rodgers, 

2002; Nunan, 1989).  

The discussion focused on the teachers’ verbal behaviours during the instructions in relation 

to the segments of the text introduction and writing process. During the recalls, the teachers 

or the researcher paused the recording whenever an interesting segment was found and needed 

to be clarified. By doing so, both parties were able to explore and share what and how they 

were thinking during the instructional process. Furthermore, the researcher also sought 

teachers’ clarifications and confirmations regarding the pedagogical actions observed in their 

instruction, based on the researcher’s comments written during the observations. This process 

was audio-recorded with the teachers’ permission. Use of languages other than English was 

translated by paying attention to the factual context.   

4.4. Data Analysis 

The data analysis in a mixed-methods case study provides a holistic, comprehensive and 

intensive description of the case being investigated (Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2009). In this study, 

the transcribed data sources were analysed both quantitively and qualitatively in a sequential 

fashion (Cameron, 2009; Mertens, 2005), in which one particular data type provides supports 

for another data type. The data analysis in this study was made in accordance with the purpose 

of the data sources and the nature of the data obtained.  

This section discusses the analyses of the two data sets. The first set relates to the semi-

structured interviews, and the second to classroom observations, along with their teaching 
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artefacts, and stimulated recalls. Prior to the analyses, all excerpts were transcribed verbatim. 

Data in a language other than English was translated by paying attention to the factual context. 

A team of three trained transcribers who had each signed confidentiality forms and the 

researcher did the transcriptions.  

4.4.1 Analyses of Semi-structured Interviews 

This section will elaborate on three key dimensions, namely, general coding procedures, 

quantitative analysis and qualitative analysis, applied to the transcribed data of the semi-

structured interviews to address the first and second research questions. In this study, the 

descriptive quantitative analysis was utilised to obtain data which offered general insights into 

the teachers’ state of PCK in teaching writing. This study employed the quantitative analysis 

to measure teachers’ responses regarding knowledge of curriculum, content, students and 

pedagogy that they offered in the semi-structured interviews. Specifically, the quantitative 

analysis was of the ordinal categorisations obtained using a developed rubric that assessed 

teachers’ knowledge based on the progressions of the SOLO taxonomy (Biggs & Collis, 

1982).  

Overview of the coding procedures. Coding followed after all the transcriptions of the 

interview data were completed. This study used Microsoft Word and Excel applications to 

hand-code the data. Three different coding procedures were applied to analyse the transcribed 

interview data, as described in the following figure and paragraphs.  

 

Figure 4.1 Coding Procedures Applied to Interview Data 

The first step, general coding, was to code all the transcribed interviews based on each of the 

PCK components – knowledge of curriculum, content, students, and pedagogy. Teachers’ 

explicit mention of any relevant artefacts that helped mediate their knowledge, such as 

particular curriculum documents or professional development programme, were coded as 

1. General coding 2. Levels of PCK 3. Typological analysis 

(Hatch, 2002) 

Coded teachers' 

responses and 

statements regarding 

PCK components  

 

Coded teachers' PCK 

responses and 

statements into three 

levels for quantitative 

analyses 

 

Generalised statements 

relevant to patterns or 

themes within each 

knowledge level for 

each of the PCK 

components for 

qualitative analyses 
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well. In addition, common patterns and concepts to emerge from such coding were noted. This 

coding offered opportunities for an in-depth familiarity with the data and helped identify 

patterns across the teacher participants’ individual cases. The table below presents a sample 

of the general coding. All codes used in the general coding procedure can be found in 

Appendix M.1.  

Table 4.6 A Sample of a General Coding Applied to Interview Data 

A Sample of the General Coding Applied to Interview Data 

Dialogue Code 

Researcher: 

What is the purpose of teaching writing for 

secondary school students? 

 

C40: 

I think that the global aim [for the secondary 

school students is that] they have to be able to 

communicate in [a] written language . . . with 

those in their closest environment. (18 August 

2015) 

Component: Knowledge of curriculum 

Sub-component: Curriculum goals 

 

The second step was utilising a developed rubric based on the SOLO taxonomy to assess and 

measure each of the PCK components that teachers articulated in the interviews. These 

assessments and measurements were the basis to classify teachers’ PCK into basic, 

intermediate or advanced level. Samples of the measurement can be found in Table 4.7 under 

the section of Quantitative Analysis of the interview data.  

The third step, Hatch’s (2002) typological analysis, followed after the classification of 

teachers’ articulated PCK into basic, intermediate or advanced level had completed. Hatch’s 

(2002) model of a typological analysis procedure was utilised. The typological analysis, 

according to Hatch (2002), is “dividing the overall data set into categories or groups based on 

the pre-determined typologies. Typologies are generated from theories, common sense, and/or 

research objectives, and initial data processing happens within those typological groupings” 

(p. 152). Utilising teachers’ PCK levels as the pre-determined typologies, this analysis helped 

find themes within the typologies (Table 4.8). Finally, significant findings and relationships 

between the themes were explored to generate general statements in accordance with each of 

the components of PCK.  
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Quantitative Analysis. In particular, this study utilised the SOLO taxonomy to develop 

a rubric to assess and measure teachers’ PCK articulated in the semi-structured interviews. 

This assessment and measurement served as the basis to detail the level of teacher knowledge 

extracted from the quantitative data. This section discusses the nature and rationale of the 

SOLO taxonomy, the proposed categories of the cognitive levels, the pilot rating and 

reliability issue, the procedures, and trustworthiness.   

The SOLO taxonomy was developed by Biggs and Collis in 1982 to identify and classify the 

range of learning performances and outcomes, and to describe “a hierarchy where each partial 

construction [level] becomes a foundation on which further learning is built” (Biggs, 2003, p. 

41). In this respect, Biggs and Collis (1982) propose five cognitive levels: (a) pre-structural, 

which shows the utilisation of irrelevant information without understanding; (b) uni-structural, 

which indicates the use of one single aspect with limited connection; (c) multi-structural, 

which shows employment of several aspects not in connection; (d) relational, which deals with 

an understanding of relationships between the aspects; and (e) extended abstract, which 

demonstrates the ability to make a relevant relationship between the concepts and contexts. 

The first three levels relate to lower-order cognition, whereas the last two levels correspond 

to higher-order cognition (Karaduz, 2010, as cited in Agcam & Babanoglu, 2018). 

This study utilised the SOLO taxonomy to develop a rubric to measure the teachers’ responses 

for several reasons. Firstly, the SOLO taxonomy “values a balance of surface and deep 

learning” (Hattie & Brown, 2004, p. 3) so that it is an appropriate tool to measure and evaluate 

the growth of cognition (Biggs, 1995; Brabrand & Dahl, 2009), in this case, teachers’ PCK 

articulation. Secondly, the SOLO taxonomy has measurability and flexibility (Chan, Tsui, 

Chan, & Hong, 2002; Wells, 2015) when used to assess the nature and patterns of teachers’ 

responses along with their structural relationships. Thirdly, the SOLO allows possibilities to 

make necessary modifications concerning the levels of cognition, creation of sublevels or 

development of relevant descriptions that best fit a particular cognitive level (Chan et al., 

2002; Minogue & Jones, 2009). Finally, the SOLO taxonomy is applicable to measure and 

assess both quantitative and qualitative dimensions (Boulton-Lewis, Wilss, & Mutch, 1996) 

of teachers’ articulated knowledge of curriculum, content, students, and pedagogy required to 

teach the writing of short functional texts and short essays, the foci of this study.   

Adapting Karaduz’ categorisations (2010, as cited in Agcam & Babanoglu, 2018) – lower- 

and higher-order levels – this study developed three cognitive levels, namely, basic, 
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intermediate, and advanced, and their descriptions for each of the PCK components (see 

Appendix J). Representing the SOLO taxonomy’s pre- and uni-structural levels, the basic 

level was primarily characterised by the provision of a few, isolated aspects about a specific 

topic (e.g. listing or recalling) and of generalised responses; it also includes displaying a 

misunderstanding of particular dimensions of each of the PCK components. Those responses 

of a multi-structural and relational nature were categorised into the intermediate level. The 

key characteristics of the intermediate level included an ability to provide relevant 

explanations around an idea and to interrelate responses to the given context. The advanced 

level incorporated the notion of extended abstract form and referred to an ability to offer 

relevant elaboration, integrate pertinent samples to the given contexts consistently and 

appropriately, and to link responses to more significant concepts. 

The development of three rather than two cognitive levels was to anticipate “transitional 

responses” (Biggs & Collis, 1982, p. 29). In this regard, teachers’ articulations were at times 

considered not to fit into either a lower or higher level. Characteristically, teachers’ responses 

had more information than was usual in the lower level. The teachers, however, might lose 

track of their arguments or feel unable to offer more assertions before they reached the 

complexity of structure required at a higher level of sophistication in their understanding. 

Thus, the intermediate level helped cope with this issue.   

It is important to note that this study used two taxonomies. Firstly, the SOLO taxonomy was 

utilised to develop a rubric to assess and measure teachers’ responses offered in the interviews. 

Secondly, the revised Bloom’s taxonomy was employed specifically to find out and describe 

the typical cognitive levels of teacher questioning posed in the observed lessons. The SOLO 

taxonomy was considered more appropriate than the Bloom taxonomy when dealing with the 

teachers’ responses. Compared to those of the Bloom taxonomy, each of the SOLO cognitive 

levels has criteria required to judge and classify teachers’ assertions, extended thinking and 

reasoning into a specific level (Ang, Masood, & Abdullah, 2016). As previously elaborated, 

the SOLO taxonomy allows the researcher to modify levels of cognition, create sub-levels and 

develop pertinent accounts. Therefore, teachers’ particular articulations could be best 

accommodated where they seemed to be less sophisticated than the highest cognitive level but 

more complex to be fit at the lowest level. In addition, this study deemed that the SOLO 

taxonomy helped deal with the structural complexity of and the degree of abstraction in 

teachers’ articulations (Collis & Biggs, 1986). 
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As noted above, to measure teachers’ responses, this study developed a measurement rubric 

describing levels of achievement for each of the PCK components. Prior to the utilisation of 

the rubric, one of the supervisors and the researcher pilot-rated three of the 15 interview 

transcripts against the rubric and the measurement. What followed was a validation process 

to ensure consistency in measuring teachers’ responses. Due to possible issues regarding the 

clarity of the data in terms of what type of knowledge was provided by teachers’ specific 

assertions, this study found a low level of inter-rater reliability (58%). The literature has 

acknowledged low inter-rater reliability as an issue in the use of the SOLO taxonomy. Chan 

et al. (2002), Chick (1998) and Dudley and Baxter (2009) argue that the structure contains 

ambiguity in its conception, which creates instability in the categorisation. 

In a one-day workshop, the supervisors and the researcher applied a recursive three-step 

process – discussion, refinement and application – that Wong (2007) suggested to tackle the 

low inter-reliability issue. The first step was discussing the rubrics and the indicators 

describing levels of achievement of each of the PCK components. Notably, the different 

scoring arising from the pilot rating was discussed to find out what may have influenced 

differences. The discussion revealed that the indicators showed inconsistent and unclear 

progressions. Hence, it was not easy, for example, to differentiate between a listing of ideas 

and a generalisation of ideas and to measure extended problem-based responses. The second 

step was refining, including fine-tuning and modifying, the indicators; therefore, they were 

more applicable to encompass the nature of the teachers’ responses appropriately. The third 

step was applying the revised indicators to one of the transcribed interviews to ensure the 

consistency and clarity of the indicators. Once again, discussion, refinement and application 

were administered to render the indicators more precise and consistent. Subsequently, the 

supervisors and the researcher conducted one more round of the three-step process. The 

revised rubrics and indicators to result from this round was agreed to be used to assess the 

teachers’ responses.  

The procedures to categorise the teachers’ responses into one of the three categories of the 

cognitive levels included the following: 

1. Transcribing the 15 interviews scripts; 

2. Reading the transcribed data line by line; 
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3. Identifying, classifying, and coding teachers’ responses in accordance with the four 

PCK components – knowledge of curriculum (KoC), content (CK), students (KoS), 

and pedagogy (PK);  

4. Holistically measuring teachers’ responses based on the descriptions, and assigning 

a numerical value (Sandelowski et al., 2009) via the designation of verbal anchors 

where 1 = basic, 2 = intermediate, and 3 = advanced, for further analysis. The 

following table presents a sample of the measurement of teachers’ responses 

concerning knowledge of their student;  

Table 4.7 Samples of Measurements of Teacher’s Responses 

Samples of Measurements of Teacher’s Responses 

Dialogue Comment Score/Category 

Researcher:  

What problems do your 

students have? 

 

C21:  

Because our school is in 

pinggiran [a rural area]. Our 

students here are different from 

other students in the downtown. 

So, it is difficult for them to 

write.  

This teacher linked her assertion 

regarding problems that her students 

might encounter in a writing lesson to 

a school setting. She offered no 

further explanation of why she 

associated this issue to the school 

setting.  

1/Basic 

Researcher: 

What typical problems do your 

students have in a writing class? 

 

C31: Maybe, [the] formation of 

[a] noun phrase. I have to keep 

reminding them that we have to 

say ‘beautiful girl’ not ‘girl 

beautiful’ or ‘blue book’ not 

‘book blue’.  

This teacher offered examples of 

typical problems that her students 

have in a writing lesson. Yet, she did 

not elaborate on how and why the 

students tended to write book blue, not 

a blue book.  

2/intermediate 

Researcher: 

Please tell me some problems 

when your students write a 

recount text? 

 

C29: 

Their problem is with verb 

forms used in recount text. You 

know, Bahasa Indonesia does 

not have past and participle 

forms. There are not regular and 

irregular verbs [in Bahasa] too.  

This teacher articulated her students’ 

typical problems when they write a 

recount text. In her articulation, she 

linked the problems to Bahasa 

Indonesia where there are not any verb 

tenses, regardless of the time.  

3/advanced 
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5. Utilising typological analysis to identify patterns, relationships, and themes to 

emerge from the analyses. Table 4.8 presents samples of the typological analysis 

applied to teachers’ responses regarding a text’s communicative purpose.  

Table 4.8 Sample of Typological Analysis Applied to Interview Data 

Samples of the Typological Analysis Applied to Interview Data 

Knowledge level Themes Excerpts 

Basic  Inaccurate responses “…short functional text is [a] text that can 

be for daily activity…” (NC05, 26 August 

2015) 

Intermediate Recalls and provisions of 

relevant examples 

“A descriptive text is to describe 

something, a particular person, particular 

thing specifically.” (NC01, 19 August 

2015) 

Advanced Accurate differentiation 

between two texts within 

the same genre 

“A recount text’s purpose is to tell past 

events based on one’s actual experience, 

[whereas] a narrative text amuses its 

readers with imaginary ideas.” (C31, 16 

October 2015) 

 

In this section, the developed rubric based on the SOLO taxonomy, as the quantitative analysis 

tool applied to the transcribed data of the semi-structured interviews, has been discussed. The 

following section will present the qualitative analysis of the semi-structured interviews, the 

classroom observations and stimulated recalls.  

Qualitative Analysis. To address the first research question, this study analysed the 

transcripts of the semi-structured interviews using Hatch’s (2002) model of the typological 

analysis procedure. The initial basis for analysing the first data set, the interview data, was 

teachers’ knowledge of curriculum, content, students, and pedagogy, all of which are labelled 

as the components of PCK. These components were primarily drawn from the Indonesian laws 

on teachers (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c) and the commonalities identified in the 

literature of English language teaching (e.g. Day, 1993; Mullock, 2006; Richards, 1991). What 

followed was looking for patterns, relationships, themes within typologies, and coded entries 

in accordance with the identified patterns. For instance, a “text’s communicative purpose” 

theme was identified as a part of knowledge that the teacher participants articulated to be 

informed to their students. One teacher participant, C10, reported that the communicative 

purpose of a descriptive text is to describe a specific person, thing or animal. Another teacher, 
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NC01, stated that a descriptive text is to describe something or person, specifically. Then, the 

patterns as one-sentence generalisations were written, and relevant data from the transcribed 

data were included to supports the generalisation. One instance was “One CT and five NCTs 

were able to recall a range of text communicative purposes and offered some pertinent 

examples”.  

Finally, to address the second question, the PCK of teachers within and across qualification 

groups were compared. The following section will present the quantitative analysis employed 

to gain data from the second data set: classroom observations and stimulated recalls.  

4.4.2 Analyses of Classroom Observations and Stimulated Recalls  

This section will discuss the qualitative and quantitative analyses applied to gain insight 

concerning teachers’ PCK enactment in their writing instruction. Included in this section is 

the rationale regarding the selections of the elaboration stages, interaction and teacher 

questioning of the observed lessons. What follows are the overview of the coding procedures, 

the elaborations of the qualitative and quantitative analysis procedures applied to this data set 

to address the research questions. It is important to note that these procedures were also 

applied to analyse the transcribed data of the semi-structured interviews.   

Rationale. Looking into English teachers’ PCK in teaching writing to the SMP students 

in the context of the 2006 SBC, this study attended its analysis to three foci – the elaboration 

stage of writing instruction, interaction, and teacher questioning. As discussed in section 3.2.4, 

the elaboration stage contained in the 2006 SBC’s document (BSNP, 2007) is primarily 

characterised by teachers’ transmission and transfer of knowledge required of students to write 

particular text types. In addition, this stage requires the teachers to help and guide their 

students to apply such knowledge in their written texts collaboratively; therefore, the students 

are able to convey their messages and respond to those of others appropriately. In terms of the 

interaction, the 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a, 2007; MoNE, 2007a) requires teachers to engage 

their students in interaction and transaction among them actively. The interaction in the 

classroom refers to “the patterns of verbal and non-verbal communication and the types of 

social relationships which occur within classrooms” (Richards & Schmidt, 2013, p. 80). 

Further, the interaction itself is a process which refers to “face-to-face action” (Robinson, 

1994, p. 7) in either spoken or written words. The interaction that the teachers need to maintain 

incorporates any kind of participation involving teacher and students that takes place in a 

learning process. Regarding the third focus, the 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a, 2007; MoNE, 
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2007a) requires teachers to create, manage, and maintain teacher-student and student-student 

interaction in their classroom instruction by means of questioning. Scholars consider that 

teacher questioning is able to promote an active and effective interaction (Al-Zahrani & Al-

Bargi, 2017; Sujariati, Rahman, & Mahmud, 2016) and to yield much positive learning output 

(Sunggingwati & Nguyen, 2013; Wang, Chai, & Hairon, 2017). Moreover, when teachers 

offer chances for their students to ask each other or to respond to their teachers’ inquiries, the 

students would become motivated and autonomous in the learning process (Toni & Parse, 

2013; Wragg & Brown, 2001).  

In this study, the selection of the elaboration stage, interaction, and teacher questioning is 

based on contextual and theoretical considerations. The contextual considerations are related 

to the existing curriculum documents, namely Standards of Content (BSNP, 2006a)  and 

Process (BSNP, 2007) (see section 3.2.4). The theoretical ones encompass the genre-based 

approach and communicative language teaching that underpin the teaching of writing in the 

Indonesian context.   

In order to deal with these three foci – maintaining the elaboration stage, engaging their 

students in the interaction among them, and posing relevant questions appropriately – teachers 

need to have a sufficient amount of knowledge of content, their students, and pedagogy (e.g. 

Graham & Harris, 2005; Setiadi & Musthafa, 2013). Specifically, the elaboration stage and 

teacher questioning call for teachers to “know about what they teach (including what they 

know about language teaching itself) . . .“ (Wilson et al., 1987, p. 113). More importantly, 

these two foci require the teachers to be adequately knowledgeable about short functional texts 

and short essays along with linguistic, socio-cultural, strategic and discourse features to help 

the students to achieve the mandated-by-the-curriculum communicative competence 

(Agustien, 2006a). Other domains of content knowledge teachers need to manage are the 

elaboration stage and posing pertinent questions that relate to knowledge of a text’s 

communicative function, generic structure, audience, and language features such as 

vocabulary, sentence formation and paragraph development (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a). 

They need to be conversant with how each text feature affects a written text and its writing 

process. Such knowledge of texts would help teachers to implement the genre-based approach 

along with its learning cycles, namely building knowledge of the field, text modelling, joint 

text construction and independent text construction (Hammond, 1992 in BSNP, 2007; MoNE, 

2007e). The teachers should understand what kinds of tasks and activities, both in spoken and 
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written forms specifically designed for text modelling and joint text construction, are suitable 

and timely to be given to the students (Hyland, 2003; Nation, 2009).  

Teachers who possess the sound knowledge of content mentioned above would be able to ask 

relevant and appropriate questions in order to help their students to understand each feature of 

a text. Such knowledge would help the teachers to arrange question-wording appropriately 

and to consider what cognitive question levels best assist their students to learn optimally 

(Ball, Thames, & Phelps, 2008; Pham & Hamid, 2013). Teachers’ content knowledge would 

also guide them not to pose questions merely to recall their students’ prior knowledge 

regarding factual information or review materials the students have previously learned as such 

questions are not likely to improve the students’ thinking skills (e.g. Al-Sobh, Al-Abed Al-

Haq, & Shatnawi, 2013; Mahmud, 2015). Scholars, including Pham and Hamid (2013) and 

Sunggingwati and Nguyen (2013), argue that being knowledgeable about a specific content 

area, the teachers would be able to select what questions they raise to stimulate and optimise 

the students’ higher order of thinking. In turn, their questions would able to stimulate, 

challenge and engage their students to think analytically and critically. Thus, these two foci 

allow a significant opportunity for teachers to demonstrate their content knowledge based on 

the assumption that the better the teachers comprehensively understand the nature of a text, 

the better their instructional performance (Richards, 2010); therefore, the teachers’ 

implementation of their content knowledge is observable.   

Regarding the knowledge of students, these three foci give many opportunities to see how 

teachers build a good interpersonal relationship with their students. It has been evident that 

the teachers nurturing an appropriate behaviour in their teaching have proven able to boost 

and improve the students’ motivation and academic achievement (Faucette, 2001; Maulana & 

Opdenakker, 2014). The appropriate behaviours are appreciating the students’ work, using 

appropriate and polite instructional language, and treating all students fairly (MoNE, 2007c; 

Thair & Treagust, 2003). When working jointly with students or engaging students to interact 

with other students to reconstruct the knowledge of texts, the teachers also need to be 

knowledgeable about their students’ potential learning difficulties. What comes later is to deal 

with such constraints tactfully or to provide them with the appropriate solution (Kidwell & 

Triyoko, 2012). Predominantly, the laws on teachers (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c) 

require the teachers to facilitate students’ prior knowledge and potentials appropriately. Such 

a fashion includes considering students’ language competence when teachers assign their 

students to work in either similar- or mixed-ability groups (e.g. Cady, 2011; Hounhanou, 
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2017; Zamani, 2016). The teachers should be able to offer various supports and to actualise 

the students’ potentials and creativity. In this case, teachers’ communication skill is essential 

in terms of how to help the students to realise their capability and establish their self-esteem 

and autonomy (MoEC, 2013). Thus, what a teacher may do regarding students’ problems is 

expected to be richly observable. 

The selection of these three analysis foci also relates to knowledge of pedagogy. The 

elaboration stage is primarily characterised by modelling and joint-text construction (BSNP, 

2007; KSG, 2013) (see section 3.2.4). Aimed at familiarising the students with the targeted 

texts, the modelling is characterised by teachers displaying and explicating suitable samples 

as well as engaging students to discuss such text elements as communicative purposes, generic 

structures and language features (Feez & Joyce, 2002; KSG, 2013). Such talk about the 

modelled texts helps the students to understand, for example, the use of particular vocabulary 

or tense in a context in order to accomplish the purpose of the texts and to assist the students 

to use English effectively (Knapp & Watkins, 2005). The joint construction of the text, on the 

other hand, is for the students to apply and to work with their peers or teachers to construct 

the knowledge and awareness obtained from the modelling stage in their own written texts 

collaboratively. Some kinds of activities are teacher-led whole-class text creation, pair or 

small group constructions where the teachers assist the students, or conferences with 

individuals.  

It can be then inferred that the modelling and joint-text construction stages require teachers’ 

sound pedagogical knowledge. Such knowledge includes how they model specific text types, 

either by collaborative modelling with their students (Tahmasebi & Khodabakhshzadeh, 2017; 

Wette, 2015) or display and presentation of targeted texts (e.g. Knapp & Watkins, 2005; KSG, 

2013). Another domain of required pedagogical knowledge deals with the manner the teachers 

offer their feedback and ask questions to their students. This knowledge would also help the 

teachers to provide either indirect or direct feedback and raise relevant questions with 

reference to their individual students’ diverse learning styles, strategies and preferences, 

motivation, socio-economic background and other factors such as specific individual’s 

learning difficulty (e.g. Evans, Hartshorn, McCollum, & Wolfersberger, 2010; Guénette, 

2007). Pedagogically competent teachers would be able to decide to whom the feedback and 

questions would be given, when it would be provided, what aspect is emphasised and how it 

would be given. They would also be able to make any necessary adjustment regarding pace 

and sequence depending on each individual students (Evans et al., 2010; Guénette, 2007). In 
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addition, pedagogical knowledge required to manage these two stages involves how they 

engage their students to interact with their peers actively and collaboratively. When engaging 

the students in an active interaction, however, teachers do not simply ask them to work in pairs 

or groups to complete assigned tasks. Instead, they should bear in mind that interaction should 

be projected to foster the students to practise their language knowledge in acts of 

communication, both inside and outside their classrooms autonomously (e.g. Brown, 1994; 

Walsh, 2013). Therefore, how the teachers manage these three foci in relation to knowledge 

pedagogy would be able to be portrayed and explored.  

Overview of the coding procedures. Following the transcriptions of the observations 

and stimulated recalls, these were coded.  Microsoft Word and Excel application helped hand-

code the data. The transcriptions were analysed through three different coding procedures – 

general coding, Hatch’s (2002) typological analysis and Bloom’s taxonomy of cognitive 

domains (Brown, 1994, p. 172; MoNE, 2007e). Figure 4.2 and the following paragraphs 

describe the procedures. 

 

Figure 4.2 Coding Procedures Applied to Observation and Stimulated-recall Data 

In the general coding, teachers’ quotes reflecting each of the PCK components – knowledge 

of curriculum, content, students, and pedagogy – were identified from transcripts and 

categorised and labelled in spreadsheets. In this regard, the quotes included teachers’ 

utterances and responses to their students’ inquiries in observed lessons and to the researcher’s 

queries during stimulated recalls. Tables 4.9 and 4.10 present samples of the general coding 

procedures applied to a dialogue between C10 and her students in the first observed lesson 

(25 August 2015) and between C10 and the researcher (R) during the stimulated recall (1 

September 2015), respectively.  

  

1. General coding 2. Typological analysis 3. Bloom’s taxonomy 

Coded teachers' 

responses and 

statements regarding 

PCK components  

 

Generalised statements 

relevant to patterns or 

themes within the pre-

determined typologies – 

interaction types 

 

Coded teachers’ 

cognitive levels of 

questions 
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Table 4.9 A Sample of the General Coding Applied to Observation Data 

A Sample of the General Coding Applied to Observation Data 

Sample Excerpts Code 

C10: Sekarang kita lihat struktur dalam teks ini. Kalau 

membuat deskriptif, pasti banyak kata-kata apa ya biasanya? 

[Now, let’s take a look at the text structure. If you write a 

descriptive text, what are special words you usually use?] 

SS: (pause) sifat [adjectives]…. kerja [verbs]… 

C10: Kata apa ya?Kalau mendeskripsikan seseorang. Saya 

punya adik. Supaya tahu. Kalau seperti itu, mesti adiknya 

Zidan, kalian menyebutkan apanya kira-kira? [Yes, what 

words can we use when describing somebody? I have a brother. 

If someone with those specific characteristics is Zidan’s 

brother, what can you describe? 

Knowledge of content 

(A text’s language 

features) 

 

 

Knowledge of content 

(A text’s language 

feature, use of particular 

words to describe)  

 

 

Table 4.10 A Sample of the General Coding Procedure Applied to the Transcribed Stimulated-recall Data 

A Sample of the General Coding Procedure Applied to the Transcribed Stimulated-recall Data 

Sample Excerpts Code 

R: Why did you think you needed to introduce adjectives and adverbs 

to your students? 

C10: Basically, in a descriptive text, we usually use adjectives. 

When we write a sentence using adjectives, and there is no verb, we 

must use ‘to be’. The second feature of descriptive [is] we must use 

the simple present tense. In the simple present tense, we use verb 1. 

And about verb 1, there are two different verbs. [For] she, he, it, we 

use verb 1 with –es/-s. [For] I, they, we and you, we use the verb 

without –es/-s. 

 

 

Knowledge of content  

(A text’s language 

feature; use of particular 

words to describe 

someone) 

 

The second coding, typological analysis, requires the utilisation of a priori or pre-determined 

groups or categories based on theory, common sense, or research objectives (Hatch, 2002). In 

this respect, the communicative and genre-based approaches as two of the primary 

characteristics of the 2006 SBC (see section 2.3.2) served as the bases to generate the a priori 

categories. These were interaction types, namely, teacher fronted, teacher-student and student-

student interaction, applied to analyse this data set. In particular, each of the interaction types 

included the coding of knowledge of curriculum, content, students, and pedagogy. The 

following table, taken from a dialogue between C40 and her students in the second observed 

lesson, presents a sample of this coding procedure.   
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Table 4.11 A Sample of the Typological Analysis Applied to the Transcribed Observation Data 

A Sample of the Typological Analysis Applied to the Transcribed Observation Data 

Typology Theme Sample Excerpts 

Student-

student 

interaction 

Gaps in 

teachers’ 

knowledge 

of the 

content 

C40: Those are some examples of descriptive texts. You 

have them with your groups. Now I have some exercises for 

you. You have to arrange sentences into a good paragraph. 

You can do with your friends in your groups to rearrange 

the sentences into good paragraphs. Now, read the sentences 

first. You can choose verbs. First, choose the words or verbs 

to fill in the blanks. You have 5 minutes to do with your 

groups.  

 

Coding the teacher questions to students from the transcribed observations and stimulated 

recalls based on Bloom’s taxonomy of cognitive levels – knowledge, comprehension, 

application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation – was the third coding procedures. This coding 

helped look into typical cognitive levels of questions each of the teachers posed in the 

observed lessons. Taken from a dialogue between NC07 and her students in the second 

observation, a sample of this coding procedure can be seen in the table below.  

Table 4.12 A Sample of the Coding of the Question Cognitive Levels 

A Sample of the Coding of the Question Cognitive Levels 

Sample Excerpts Code 

NC07: It is up to you. Cat food makanan kucing kira-kira kalau 

kalimatnya makanan kucing [It is up to you. How are you going to 

write your sentences using ‘cat food’]? 

Synthesis level 

(Synthesising knowledge 

about sentence 

constructions students 

had already learned) 

 

In this section, the coding procedures applied to the transcribed observation and stimulated-

recall data were described. The following section will elaborate on the qualitative analysis 

employed to analyse this data set.   

Qualitative Analysis. This section concerns the analysis procedures of the data obtained 

from the transcribed classroom observations and stimulated recalls. Qualitative in nature, the 

data sources of this study included transcripts of videoed classroom observations and audio-

recorded stimulated recalls, in addition to teaching artefacts such as teacher’ lesson plans and 

students’ written work. Sequential data collection, management, and analysis took place 

throughout the study (Cameron, 2009; Mertens, 2005). All the data sources were transcribed 
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verbatim. The transcribed audio-recorded classroom observations were mainly used to clarify 

and verify the observation notes. The transcripts of all data sources were firstly reviewed in 

order to generate tentative ideas regarding potential categories and relationships (Maxwell, 

2005).  

Hatch’s (2002) model of the typological analysis procedure was applied to analyse the second 

data set, classroom observations and stimulated recalls, to answer the first question. It is 

important to note here that this analysis procedure was also used to analyse the semi-structured 

interview data. The typological analyses in this section, however, focused on the teachers’ 

enactment of the elaboration stages of their instruction which involved modelling and joint-

text construction stages of the genre-based approach and cognitive levels of their questioning. 

What follows were searching for patterns, relationships, and themes within the identified 

typology. The identified patterns served as the basis of data coding. For example, C23 utilised 

a text written by her students as a sample for a discussion in the modelling stage. Another 

teacher, C40, worked collaboratively with her students to construct a text model. Finally, one-

sentence generalisations relevant to the patterns were written, along with findings supporting 

excerpts from the data. An example, “Three CTs and two NCTs engaged the students in 

collaborative text modelling, while ten teachers from the two qualification groups discussed a 

text sample with their students” was written as one idea on knowledge of pedagogy.  

To address the second research question, this study used a constant comparative approach. 

Following this approach suggested by Schloss and Smith (1999, p. 192), this study involved 

the following: 

1. Collect data from several cases. 

2. Identify important issues to help create categories. 

3. Collect additional data to provide many examples for each category. 

4. Write about the category and described how they could account for all events. 

5. Identify patterns and relationships. 

6. Develop a theory by continuing to collect and compare data refining categories and 

relationship.   

Quantitative Analysis. The (descriptive) quantitative analysis of the classroom 

observation aimed to find out and describe the typical cognitive levels of the questions that 

each teacher posed in the elaboration stage of the two observed lessons. This study adapted 

Bloom’s taxonomy of the cognitive levels – knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, 
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synthesis, and evaluation – as an analytical frame for the following considerations. This 

taxonomy provides the researcher with a hierarchical model for the cognitive domains. Such 

a provision helps categorise teacher questioning into a particular cognitive level (Thompson, 

Luxton-Reilly, Whalley, Hu, & Robbins, 2008). This taxonomy also has specific indicator 

verbs which correspond to each of the cognitive levels; therefore, the use of a particular verb 

could then be associated with a certain level (İlhan & Gezer, 2017). Furthermore, a 

combination between the processes as indicated by the verbs and the knowledge as represented 

by the use of the nouns helped consider the importance of the interaction between the teachers’ 

articulations typified by their factual, conceptual, and procedural knowledge and their thinking 

processes (Hess, Jones, Carlock, & Walkup, 2009).  

Based on the thinking order division (Bloom, 1956; Brown, 1994; Freahat & Smadi, 2014), 

lower-cognitive questions predominantly include those of knowledge and comprehension. 

Questions that require students’ application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation are considered 

higher-cognitive questions. The following table presents Bloom's taxonomy of the cognitive 

domain.   

Table 4.13 Bloom's Taxonomy of The Cognitive Domain 

Bloom's Taxonomy of The Cognitive Domain 

Category Description 

Knowledge Recalling or recognising factual information from previously 

learned materials 

Comprehension Explaining, summarising or interpreting materials, and also 

grasping meanings and predicting consequences 

Application Putting theoretical concepts, ideas or methods into practice or 

actual/concrete situations 

Analysis Separating material into its elements, drawing conclusions and 

inferences 

Synthesis Integrating various parts to create a new concept 

Evaluation Assessing information, judging materials or providing reasons 

Sources: MoNE (2007b, 2009a) and Brown (1994, p. 172) 

In this study, transcripts of the classroom observations served as the primary data source 

concerning teacher questioning that these 15 individual teachers raised in the elaboration 

stages of the two videoed lessons. Thus, there were 30 videoed classes of transcripts created 

in total, all of which were transcribed in full. The steps to analyse the data quantitively 

included the following procedures: 

1. Follow a line-by-line reading of the transcribed data.  
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2. Identify, selecting, and coding cases of teachers’ questions (t). 

3. Exclude teachers’ questions dealing with classroom management, like regaining 

students’ attention. 

4. Classify teachers’ questions into one of the six types of the cognitive levels as per 

Bloom’s taxonomy. 

5. Tally the frequency of each type of the questioning cognitive levels. 

In order to help describe the questioning cognitive levels in relation to teachers’ PCK, this 

study (a) extracted relevant videoed teachers’ questioning cognitive levels; (b) analysed the 

transcript excerpts focusing on teaching exchanges where teachers ask questions and students 

answer as a unit of analysis (Sinclar & Coulthard, 1992); (c) identified patterns, relationships, 

and themes to emerge from the analysis; and (d) drew relevant inferences.   

4.5. Credibility and Internal Validity 

This study employed some of the following systematic procedures of data collection, data 

analyses, and faithful data presentation to maintain the credibility of the qualitative study. In 

relation to the data collection procedures, the researcher  

• utilised multiple data sources to minimise the risk of systematic biases or limitations 

of a particular method (see section 4.4), so that this study had more secure 

comprehension of the researched issues regarding teachers’ PCK in writing 

instruction (Maxwell, 2005); 

• attempted to avoid directing or influencing teachers’ ideas or thoughts during the 

semi-structured interviews or stimulated recalls (Miles & Huberman, 1994);  

• raised questions or responded to the teachers’ articulations in an empathic, neutral 

and non-judgemental fashion;  

• made no specific request or interference regarding instructional writing activities, so 

teachers managed their instruction in the ways that they usually did on a daily basis;  

• consulted with a colleague at the home university for her suggestion regarding data 

collection, analysis, and interpretation (Glesne & Peshkin, 1992; Lincoln & Guba, 

1985). 

The data analysis procedures incorporated (a) verbatim transcriptions of the semi-structured 

interviews, classroom observations, and stimulated recalls written by three transcribers who 

signed confidentiality agreement (see Appendix H); (b) careful translations of languages other 
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than English, including Bahasa Indonesia and Javanese; (c) participant validation or ‘member 

checks’ (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) where the researcher shared with the participants the 

transcribed data of the interviews, classroom observations, and stimulated recalls and the 

interpretive process, regarding their articulation and enactment of knowledge of curriculum, 

content, students, and pedagogy required in writing instruction, for their verifications and 

approval; (d) development of the rubrics describing levels of achievement based on the SOLO 

taxonomy (see section 4.5.3, under the section quantitative analysis of semi-structured 

interviews) for each of the knowledge of curriculum, content, students, and pedagogy by 

carefully referring to the relevant literature on the research-based measurement of teacher 

knowledge and relevant documents regarding teachers and curriculum of writing instruction 

in the Indonesian context; (e) discussions with the researcher’s supervisors prior to utilising 

the rubrics to measure the teachers’ PCK; (f) detailed and staged coding processes to disclose 

how the codification originated from the anticipated themes or patterns and those were 

classified appropriately.  

When engaging in the data presentations, the researcher 

• presented the findings by carefully linking to the evidence grounded in teachers’ 

transcribed articulation and enactment of knowledge about written texts and writing 

instruction; 

• used the evidence to enhance the originality of the data sources and the credibility of 

the interpretations and inferences regarding the PCK articulation and enactment in 

teaching writing; 

• utilised the presentation of the findings as one of the procedures of confirmation for 

any inferences, interpretations, and conclusions that this study highlighted (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994); 

• made inferences based solely on the data and avoided asserting or inferring any 

specific issues or practices not recorded and captured in the interviews or 

observations. 

4.6. Ethical Considerations 

This research was conducted in accordance with The University of Auckland ethics Reference 

Number 013340 granted on 3 February 2015.   
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One part of the study investigated the participating teachers’ knowledge and practices of 

writing instruction. As a result, such issues as teachers’ reluctance and pressured feelings or 

rejection to share their honest thoughts in relation to government or school policy might 

appear. These were anticipated by the researcher:  

• stressing to potential participants in an opening discussion with the chief of Subject 

Teacher Forum or MGMP (Musyawarah Guru Mata Pelajaran) and in all letters, 

PIS, and consent forms that participation in this research was voluntary, and their 

identity was strictly confidential; 

• asking them to return an initial expression of interest letter directly to the researcher 

or by mail in a sealed envelope anonymously, to ensure they can be confident that no 

one will know whether they volunteer or not;  

• assuring that participation, non-participation or withdrawal would not affect any 

participant or their relationship with any parties;  

• stating to participants that they would be audio-taped in the interviews and post-

observation interviews, and video-taped during the teacher observation;  

• informing participants that data collected from the research would be used for the 

researcher’s doctoral thesis and might be used for academic publications and 

conference presentations;  

• stating to the participants that hard copy and digital data would be stored separately 

and securely for a period of six years before it will completely be destroyed;  

• disclosing no identifying information to any party or the public.  

4.6.1 Information and Consent 

The participation in this research was voluntary. Volunteers were from schools in the city 

districts of Banyumas Regency, and the required number of participants was randomly 

selected. The participants were free to withdraw either before or during the research. They 

also had the right to withdraw part or all of their data without having to give any reason within 

up to three weeks after the research was completed.   

The semi-structured interviews and the stimulated recall were audio-taped, and the teacher 

observations were audio- and video-taped, all with the permission of the participants. The 

participants could have the audio and video tapings turned off at any time. They had the right 
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to refuse to answer any particular questions at any point. In addition, they were entitled to edit 

the transcripts should they think the researcher had misunderstood some messages. The 

collected data would serve academic and educational purposes only. Their participation or 

non-participation would not affect the position and career of the English teachers from the 

district, their relationship with any relevant institution, and their opportunity to take part in 

any professional development programme.  

All the participants, school information, students’ names in this research were anonymised 

through use of pseudonyms and teacher codes. Their confidentiality was assured. No 

identifiable information would be revealed to any third parties. Pertaining to the research 

steps, all participating teachers were asked to read the Participant Information Sheet (PIS), 

their understanding checked, and asked to sign the Consent Form (CF). In relation to the 

teacher observation, the students and their parents were given PIS and were asked to sign a 

CF to indicate their agreement for their children and students to be in the observed classrooms, 

although the latter were not directly involved in the research.    

4.6.2 Storage and Use of Results 

The collected CF and all data such as lesson plans and written feedback would be stored in a 

locked cabinet. The soft copy of audio and video would be stored on a computer with a 

password protection on The University of Auckland shared drive and would not be saved on 

laptops or other portable devices. All data and soft copies would be destroyed after six years.  

The collected data would be used anonymously for this doctoral thesis in the Faculty of 

Education, The University of Auckland. It would also be used for future academic 

presentations and publications. After six years, all the collected data will be shredded and 

destroyed completely and permanently.    

4.7. Summary 

A mixed-methods case study research design was selected to address the research questions 

of this study. This study designed its research methodology through a review of the literature 

on teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge in the context of general English language 

education, the teaching of English as second and foreign languages as well as the Indonesian 

context of the laws on teachers and the 2006 SBC’s documents. The purpose of this study was 

to look into how certified and non-certified English teacher participants implemented their 

PCK in teaching writing to the students of junior secondary schools by examining: (1) the 



 

102 

current state of the participants’ articulated and enacted PCK regarding knowledge about texts 

and writing instruction; and (2) the potential similarities and differences between the teachers 

from the two qualification groups in their PCK articulation and enactment. By utilising both 

quantitative and qualitative data collection, a richer and more in-depth understanding of 

teachers’ PCK in these areas was provided. 
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Chapter 5. Teachers’ Pedagogical Content Knowledge in Writing 

Instruction: Findings from Semi-structured Interviews 

 

The main purposes of this chapter are, firstly, to discuss the results of the ordinal 

categorisations of the teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge in teaching writing to students 

of junior secondary schools (SMP) in the context of the 2006 School-based Curriculum (2006 

SBC). Secondly, a qualitative analysis was conducted to draw tentative inferences regarding 

the current state of the teacher participants’ PCK in writing instruction relative to the proposed 

PCK.    

The purpose of this chapter is to present the research findings from the data collected to 

address the research questions “What is the current state of certified and non-certified English 

teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) of writing?” and “What are the similarities 

and differences between the teachers from the qualification groups in terms of their knowledge 

and practice of writing instruction?” 

It is important to note that the inferences drawn from the interviews are tentative. There existed 

a possibility that teachers may not have demonstrated what they actually know as the 

interviews were not designed to be a formal assessment of teachers’ knowledge; therefore, 

questions did not necessarily provide teachers with an opportunity to demonstrate their full 

knowledge so that they might not have perceived the need to elaborate. Data from the 

observations and associated discussions in the next chapter will elaborate on the interview 

data presented in this chapter.  

5.1. Discussion of Quantitative Data 

This section is aimed at discussing the results of the ordinal categorisations of teachers’ current 

pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) in teaching writing. To help categorise teachers’ 

knowledge, data from the semi-structured interviews were coded and subsequently 

transformed into numerical codes for statistical analysis (Sandelowski et al., 2009). The 

detailed procedures and examples can be found in section 4.4.1 of the methodology chapter. 

The tables and paragraphs below present an overview of the result results of the measurement 

and categorisations of teacher PCK and the percentage of teachers judged to be at each 



 

104 

knowledge level. In addition, the number and percentage of teachers at each level of 

knowledge by the qualification group are highlighted. Table 5.1 provides an overview of 

individual teachers’ levels of knowledge in the four components of PCK.  

Table 5.1 Individual Teachers' Level of Knowledge of the Four PCK Components 

Individual Teachers' Level of Knowledge of the Four PCK Components 

Teacher code 
Components of PCK 

Total 

Curriculum Content Students Pedagogy 

C23 3 3 3 3 12 

NC15 2 3 3 2 11 

C31 2 3 2 3 10 

NC07 1 2 3 3 9 

NC04 2 2 2 2 8 

C29 1 1 3 2 7 

C40 2 1 2 2 7 

C44 2 1 2 2 7 

NC01 1 2 2 2 7 

NC02 2 2 2 1 7 

C10 1 2 1 2 6 

NC08 1 2 1 2 6 

NC14 1 1 3 1 6 

NC05 1 1 1 2 5 

C21 1 1 1 1 4 

Note: Verbal anchors where 1 = basic, 2 = intermediate, and 3 = advanced  

Three key features emerged from the categorisation. Firstly, some teachers’ individual scores 

for levels were consistent across all knowledge areas, as indicated by C21, C23 and NC04. 

However, these teachers differed in their levels of knowledge. While C23 demonstrated 

advanced levels of knowledge across all areas, the levels displayed by C21 and NC04 

consistently across areas were basic and intermediate, respectively. Thus, their consistency 

was at different levels across the three teachers.  

Secondly, other teachers’ individual scores showed a variable level of knowledge across 

components. C29’s levels of curriculum and content knowledge were basic, and she showed 

advanced and intermediate levels in terms of knowledge of students and pedagogy, 

respectively. NC07 indicated an advanced knowledge of students and pedagogy, basic 

knowledge of curriculum and an intermediate level regarding knowledge of content. These 

teachers’ intra-individual variability, therefore, differed in level across knowledge 

components.  



 

105 

Finally, there were a number of teachers whose levels were in a relatively narrow band, that 

is, between basic and intermediate, or between intermediate and advanced levels. For instance, 

knowledge levels for C10 and NC08 were between basic and intermediate. C31 and NC15’s 

levels also fell into two levels; C31 was showed an advanced knowledge of content and 

pedagogy, as well as intermediate knowledge levels for curriculum and students. In contrast, 

NC15 indicated advanced knowledge of content and students and intermediate levels of 

curriculum and pedagogical knowledge.  

Table 5.2 Number and Percentage of Teachers at Each Level of Knowledge by Qualification Group 

Number and Percentage of Teachers at Each Level of Knowledge by Qualification Group 

Level 

Knowledge 

Curriculum Content 

CT NCT 
% 

CT NCT 
% 

N % N % N % N % 

Advanced 1  14.3 0 0 6.7 2 28.6 1 12.5 20.0 

Intermediate 3 42.9 3 37.5 40.0 1 14.3 5 62.5 40.0 

Basic 3 42.9 5 62.5 53.3 4 57.1 2 25.0 40.0 

Level 

Knowledge 

Students Pedagogy 

CT NCT 
% 

CT NCT 
% 

N % N % N % N % 

Advanced 2 28.6 3 37.5 33.3 2 28.6 1 12.5 20.0 

Intermediate 3 42.9 3 37.5 40.0 4 57.1 5 62.5 60.0 

Basic 2 28.6 2 25.0 26.7 1 14.3 2 25.0 20.0 

 

Table 5.2 presents the percentage of all teachers at each knowledge level. The key pattern 

shown is that, overall, the teachers demonstrated better knowledge of student and pedagogy 

than they did of curriculum or content. This is indicated by the low percentage of teachers at 

basic levels of knowledge relating to students and pedagogy, 26.7 per cent and 20 per cent, 

respectively. In contrast, just over half (53.3%) of the teachers were scored as indicating basic 

curriculum knowledge. With respect to teachers’ content knowledge, the majority (80%) of 

the teachers were at intermediate and basic levels.  

Most teacher participants from both qualification groups were classified as having a basic 

knowledge level of curriculum. Only one certified teacher showed evidence of advanced 

knowledge of curriculum. A striking result to emerge from the data is that none of the NCTs 

was classified into this level. The numbers and percentages of the CTs at advanced and 
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intermediate levels, accordingly, demonstrated that they seemed to be more knowledgeable 

about curriculum than the NCTs. 

With respect to content knowledge, a similar trend to the curriculum knowledge was found. 

Six out of 15 teachers demonstrated evidence of basic knowledge, representing 40 per cent of 

all teachers. Conversely, there were only three teachers across the groups (20%) classified as 

demonstrating an advanced knowledge. Thus, the number of the basic-level teachers was 

double that of the advanced ones. What stands out is that there were far fewer CTs at the 

intermediate level than NCTs, constituting 14.3 per cent of the CTs and 62.5 per cent of the 

NCTs. More than half (57.1%) of the CTs demonstrated basic content knowledge. The NCTs, 

therefore, were deemed to demonstrate a better knowledge of content than the CTs.  

Most of the teachers demonstrated a strong knowledge of their students. There were many 

more teachers across both qualification groups (11 out of 15 teachers, or 73.3%) classified as 

indicating advanced and intermediate knowledge levels with respect to their students than 

those at basic levels. Slightly, more NCTs (3) evidenced a better knowledge than CTs (2). 

Approximately 37.5 per cent of NCTs exhibited an advanced knowledge level of students 

compared to 28.6 per cent of CTs. So, the NCTs appeared to bring greater knowledge in terms 

of their students than did the CTs.  

With regard to knowledge of pedagogy, both groups were scored highly. The teachers across 

both groups were deemed to demonstrate advanced and intermediate levels; 12 teachers (80%) 

were classified into these levels. More specifically, the percentage of the CTs exhibiting an 

advanced knowledge (28.6%) is higher than that of the NCTs (12.5%), a ratio of 2:1. The 

percentages of the CTs whose responses signalled intermediate (57.1%) and basic (14.3%) 

levels, correspondingly, are lower than those of the NCTs (62.5% and 25%). Hence, it appears 

that the CTs’ knowledge of pedagogy appeared stronger than that of the NCTs.  

The data in Table 5.2, considered overall, show a surprising result. The CTs have completed 

a formal certification programme called Pendidikan dan Latihan Profesi Guru (PLPG, 

henceforth) or Teacher Education and Professional Development Programme; however, they 

seemed to demonstrate a similar level of knowledge of curriculum, content, students and 

pedagogy to their NCT counterparts.  
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In summary, as the tables indicate, the CTs signalled a higher level of knowledge of 

curriculum and pedagogy than did the NCTs. However, to some extent, CTs displayed a lower 

knowledge of content and students. 

5.2. Discussion of Qualitative Data 

The qualitative analysis was the heart of this study. In light of Hatch’s (2002) principles of 

typological analysis procedures, the analysis was aimed at investigating the current state of 

the teachers’ PCK, here using responses obtained through interviewing. It is important to note, 

however, that the same transcripts of semi-structured interviews (SSI) were also the source of 

data used to generate the quantitative scores. Section 4.4.2 of the methodology chapter 

detailed the procedure of the qualitative data.  

Teachers’ knowledge of curriculum involves such dimensions as teachers’ critique of goals 

and understanding of implicit ideas of progression. With respect to content knowledge, the 

teachers’ understanding of text features serves as a predominant theme. The knowledge of 

students includes such features identified in the interview analyses as the teachers’ 

identification of and their talk about students, as well as their approaches to accommodating 

their students’ learning difficulties, preferences, strategies and other student characteristics. 

The last notion encompasses the impression of their comprehension of the principles of 

teaching writing, interaction and assessment.  

The qualitative analyses reported here is organised on the basis of the knowledge components. 

Each of the components of PCK – curriculum, content, students and pedagogy – is examined, 

consecutively, detailing the level of teacher knowledge extracted from the quantitative data. 

Within each aspect, data are considered with respect to the key elements of knowledge that 

comprise that element.  

5.2.1 Knowledge of Curriculum 

The teacher knowledge of the Indonesian writing curriculum in the 2006 SBC context involves 

an understanding of such features as the underpinning principles, the goals of learning, the 

syllabi and their organisational implementation, suggested materials, approach to instruction, 

and the timing and nature of assessment. The details of each of the features can be found in 

section 3.2.1. 
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Referring to Table 5.2, three CTs compared to five NCTs were considered demonstrating a 

basic level of knowledge. Those exhibiting an intermediate level were three CTs and three 

NCTs. Finally, one CT was deemed to indicate an advanced knowledge of curriculum, 

whereas none of the NCTs were judged at this level. Table 5.3 summarises individual teachers’ 

level of knowledge of curriculum.  

Table 5.3 Individual Teachers' Level of Knowledge of Curriculum 

Individual Teachers' Level of Knowledge of Curriculum 

Level CT NCT 

Basic 

C10 

C21 

C29 

NC01 

NC05 

NC07 

NC08 

NC14 

Intermediate 

C31 

C40 

C44 

NC02 

NC04 

NC15 

Advanced C23 - 

 

The following sections are organised in terms of the more detailed features of the curriculum 

knowledge, namely, goals and syllabi. The organisation of each of the features within the 

dimension of this knowledge follows patterns of an intermediate-basic-advanced level. One 

reason is that the intermediate level serves as a benchmark to see how the progression of those 

at the lower and higher levels are different from the others. 

Curriculum Goals. As elaborated in section 3.2.1, this current study defines curriculum 

goals as specific statements that describe particular learning aims and outcomes that students 

of particular education levels need to achieve as specified in curriculum documents, including 

Standards of Graduates (MoNE, 2006b), of Content (BSNP, 2006a), and National Education 

(GoI, 2005a). They include knowledge the students need to know as well as behaviours and/or 

skills that the students should perform. In addition, they serve as the basis for teachers to 

develop more specific descriptions of the intended outcomes. The following sections are 

organised in terms of the level of teacher knowledge of curriculum.  

Intermediate-level Teachers. Based on the analysis interview data, the teachers 

classified as having an intermediate knowledge level of curriculum goals had three things in 

common: fairly detailed familiarity; relevant examples; and less than accurate critique. Firstly, 

they were able to reference their responses to the curriculum goals. They also reported to have 
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applied the goals not only within the school environment specified by the curriculum, but also 

in various settings in the students’ social lives. C31, for example, identified that the goals of 

learning writing stated in the curriculum are to facilitate the students to “communicate with 

others in social life” (16 August 2015). She emphasised that the word “others” here does not 

simply refer to anyone at schools, like classmates or teachers, as indicated in the curriculum. 

Other people in higher education or future work could be those with whom the students need 

to communicate, she asserted. Her articulation with respect to the extension of potential 

communication counterparts was evidence of her familiarity with the curriculum; she seldom 

provided any critique of the narrowness or the limited nature of the curriculum.  

The second feature was that the intermediate-level teachers demonstrated their extent of 

awareness with the goals of the curriculum. NC15, for example, thought that the curriculum 

provides relatively broad information regarding the goals, knowledge and competencies of 

learning writing. To a certain degree, her views and assumptions appeared to be justifiable, 

but the curriculum states that the goals of learning writing are to help the students to attain an 

adequate communicative competence supported by sufficient discourse and linguistic, socio-

cultural and strategic competencies (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a). Furthermore, 

comprehensive, detailed information exists regarding a particular literacy level, namely, a 

functional one, and specific areas of knowledge and competencies for the students to achieve. 

Therefore, there is a sense that this teacher is unaware of these statements with respect to 

communicative goals of learning writing along with their competencies.  

The last characteristic was that the intermediate teachers did not offer any critique of the 

limited nature of the curriculum goals, or their critique sometimes lacked accuracy, as 

demonstrated by, for example, NC04. This teacher believed that requiring students to write 

such texts as narrative or report has not been able to help her students to improve their writing 

skills. She pointed out: “According to [the] curriculum, the [goal] of writing is to write about 

the paragraph … [like] narrative. … In my opinion, it is not very useful because [the students] 

only write about [other topics but] not their daily activities” (26 August 2015). In her 

statement, NC04 indicated she presumed that providing broader goals as to writing about a 

topic pertinent to their lives would be much more appropriate to achieve the intended writing 

skill. There is a sense, however, that he put considerable emphasis on paragraph writing and 

on students’ daily lives, which actually do not reflect the intention of the goals the curriculum 

specifies. Enabling the students to communicate with others in their closest environment 



 

110 

through short functional texts and short essays is the requirement the curriculum documents 

contain (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a). 

Thus, it is apparent that the teachers exhibiting an intermediate knowledge level of curriculum 

goals showed some principal hallmarks. They demonstrated a fairly detailed familiarity with 

the curriculum goals. They also provided some specifics to amplify their responses. However, 

there existed little evidence of critique, or the critique they gave appeared inaccurate.  

Basic-level Teachers. The typical responses differentiating the basic-level teachers 

from those at higher knowledge levels were simple and literal recall, misunderstanding of the 

curriculum’s principles of writing instruction, and gaps in their knowledge regarding the 

curriculum goals. The teachers at the basic levels, firstly, tended to simply and literally recall 

word-for-word information from the curriculum documents. For instance, when asked about 

the goals of learning writing at the junior secondary levels (SMP, hereafter), one teacher, C10, 

recounted that they include “how to describe someone, animal or thing in [a] descriptive text 

. . . [By writing] descriptive, recount [and] narrative [texts], the students are able to entertain 

the others . . .” (18 August 2015). C10 linked her assertions regarding the curriculum goals to 

the purposes of specific texts. She recalled a range of learning outcomes without integrating 

them to an overall pattern such as contributing to one of the overarching curriculum goals, 

namely, to help the students to attain an adequate communicative competence (BSNP, 2006a; 

MoNE, 2003a). Thus, she appeared to frame such goals within lower-level, discrete writing 

tasks.  

Secondly, the basic-level teachers tended to misinterpret underpinning principles of teaching 

writing skill to the students. For example, NC07 thought that the acquired writing skill should 

“reinforce the students’ knowledge of grammar, vocabulary” (18 August 2015). However, 

Jones, Myhill, and Bailey (2013) argue that such knowledge is actually realised in, among 

many ways, the writing act. They further stated that, because of this knowledge, a written text 

will bring about various meanings as well as distinct purposes and contexts that readers need 

to know and understand. Mastering an adequate linguistic knowledge, therefore, would help 

the students, for example, to select and use appropriate words or to construct correct and 

effective sentences in their writing (e.g. Mart, 2013; Watcharapunyawong & Usaha, 2013). 

Thus, NC07’s response indicated that her perspective of the relationship between linguistic 

knowledge and writing skill differed from that of the curriculum,  which implicitly specifies 
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that such knowledge helps and supports the students to achieve communicative competence 

(BSNP, 2006a).  

The third characteristic was that the basic-level teachers’ responses indicated significant gaps 

in their knowledge concerning the major curriculum goals. For instance, C29 stated that 

learning to write involves rearranging jumbled words and sentences. She associated her 

responses to the national examination where the students have to fill in the gaps with particular 

words or phrases and to rearrange jumbled paragraphs. Another teacher, NC02, assumed that 

the actual goals are to enable the students to compose texts. In response to the question about 

goals, she said: “For students? It’s composing a text” (20 August 2015). Thus, these teachers 

appeared to be unable to identify and link the primary and integrated curriculum goals, which 

intend to aid students in communicating their ideas to people within their closest environment 

through their written texts.  

Advanced-level Teachers. Compared to teachers at basic and intermediate knowledge 

levels, the advanced-knowledge teacher showed evidence of a rich familiarity with, and of 

having interpreted, the curriculum goals, and linking them to their practice. Furthermore, the 

teacher provided reasoned critique and comments beyond the immediate curriculum goals. 

She also argued that the major goals should not be limited to enabling the students to write 

particular texts to survive in their daily communication. Rather, she believed that 

communication occurs in a broader context and setting of place or time. She stated, “Writing 

is one of [the] key life[s] [skills]. Whether they [students] like it or not, they have to be able 

to write something useful because their life often needs that skill, like when they apply for 

jobs, or they need to write notes or something on the social network” (21 August 2015). 

Therefore, she placed a strong emphasis on the necessity to provide an opportunity to develop 

adequate levels of writing skill to lead and aid the students to face their future lives, including 

being ready to seek for jobs or communicate with foreigners. Moreover, C23 voiced how the 

curriculum seems to confine its goals merely to helping the students to acquire a writing skill 

to operate sufficiently in their daily lives in order that they are able to maintain communication 

activities with others in their closest environment (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a). 

The previous section has discussed the teachers’ knowledge of the curriculum goals and 

elaborated on what discriminates the teachers in relation to their knowledge level. To a certain 

degree, those in the basic knowledge category offered inaccurate responses and indicated gaps 

and misconceptions in their knowledge. The intermediate-knowledge teachers mainly referred 
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to what is literally written in the curriculum and also scarcely critiqued the goals the 

curriculum requires the students to achieve. Meanwhile, the advanced teacher not only showed 

her familiarity with the curriculum; she also articulated her thought with respect to what she 

saw as the limited objectives of learning to write. In the next part, teacher participants’ 

knowledge about syllabi will be presented.  

Syllabi. The present research defines the knowledge of syllabi as knowledge of a way 

of organising and planning language teaching and learning, a focus for what is to be studied 

and how the content should be selected and ordered. It also includes the standards of criteria 

to be met by students, content or subject-specific matters, organisation (for example, duration 

or time allotment, scheduled writing subject sequentially), lesson planning (for instance, 

format and organisation). The following discussion elaborates on how the teachers showed 

their understanding of the syllabi associated with the curriculum.  

Intermediate-level Teachers. The hallmarks of the intermediate-level teachers included 

assumed generalised syllabi, recall of specific text types, and misunderstanding of the nature 

of grammar. Firstly, they presumed that the curriculum provides generalised syllabi. For 

instance, NC04 noted that the curriculum does not specifically identify and describe a text’s 

feature and structure; as she put it: “I think in the curriculum, there is no sentence about the 

description [of specific text elements]”. She further stated that “there is not [any] material 

about it [text structure of feature] in the curriculum” (26 August 2015). However, her 

assertions that the curriculum merely provides generalised syllabi is an inaccurate observation, 

as the curriculum specifically describes the structures and language features of the texts 

including, for example, language expressions (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a) to be learned by 

students in a particular grade.  

The second characteristics of the basic-level teachers were that they simply recalled what text 

types should be taught to students of a particular grade. For example, C40 recounted that the 

students in grade seven learn to write such texts as descriptive and procedure. The eighth 

graders, as C31 reported, study how to write short functional texts like greeting cards, notices, 

labels and nutrition facts, in addition to short essays including descriptive, procedure, report 

and narrative.  

Finally, they tended to show misunderstanding regarding teaching grammar in a particular 

context and not in isolation, as the syllabi implicitly suggest. For NC02, grammar is one of 

the main aspects that students need to study. She further talked about the need to allocate some 
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time designed specifically for teaching grammar. As she put it: “The curriculum does not 

allow us [teachers] to have a grammar session . . . . In the syllabus, we do not have a special 

session for grammar . . . But, I am still doing it [grammar teaching] in the class” (20 August 

2015). She thought that allowing specific time to teach grammar had a two-fold effect on the 

students. Firstly, studying and mastering linguistic competence is necessary so that students 

are able to write sentences correctly. Secondly, the grammar teaching would particularly help 

her ninth graders to prepare for their national examination, which mainly assesses their 

linguistic knowledge. To some extent, her assertions showed her familiarity with the syllabi 

and their principles of teaching the required competencies, especially the linguistic one. 

However, she appeared to be unclear about the notion of teaching grammar in the writing 

context as guided by the curriculum and not in isolation.  

Basic-level Teachers. There emerged two major features differentiating the teachers 

rated at a basic knowledge level from those at the intermediate one. First, in their responses, 

they referred literally to the written curriculum documents and merely listed the text types the 

students should study. For instance, C10 simply listed descriptive, recount, report, procedure 

and narrative. Likewise, NC01 recounted text types including description, report and 

procedure. Short functional texts she gave as examples included notices, short messages, 

greeting cards, invitations, announcements, advertisements and emails. These teachers, thus, 

seemed to be able to identify the text types accurately; however, they did not spell out 

particular text types as the required emphasis at specific grades. 

The second main characteristic was that these intermediate-level teachers did not accurately 

comprehend the notion of progression implicitly contained in the syllabi. NC14, for example, 

assumed that the content materials for each grade appear to be similar. She based her claim 

on the fact that the ninth-grade materials look similar to those of the seventh and eighth grades. 

She believed that the curriculum designs and arranges the similarity in such a way to help the 

students to prepare for their national examination.  

Advanced-level Teachers. In comparison with the characteristics demonstrated by the 

teachers at basic and intermediate levels in their responses, two broad themes were identified, 

allowing a differentiation regarding the level of knowledge of syllabi by those with an 

advanced level of knowledge. Firstly, the advanced-knowledge teachers showed their 

understanding of the idea of progression in learning a foreign language. C23 stated that the 

curriculum requires students to master listening and speaking skills, and what follows are 
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reading and writing skills. She also noted that the curriculum organises the writing skill as the 

last proficiency the students acquire after they study listening, speaking and reading skills.  

C23 affirmed that this progression functions to familiarise students with text elements, 

namely, communicative purpose, generic structure, language features and audience. Initially 

learning these elements for listening, speaking and reading skills would help the students to 

acquire the writing skill. They “subsequently know the [principal nature] of the generic 

structure” (21 August 2015) and communicative purpose of a text, she emphasised. Her well-

reasoned inferences concerning the progression ideas went beyond those that the syllabi 

implicitly contain, serving as a factor in judging her knowledge of syllabi to be advanced.  

The second feature concerned the advanced-level teachers’ comments on the syllabi’s primary 

focus on listening and reading skills. One teacher, C23, asserted that the curriculum has mainly 

assessed listening and reading skills and has emphasised language features and generic 

structures in the form of an objective test in the national examination. This emphasis on 

practice for the national examination and particular skills has affected her teaching of all skills. 

For instance, she should modify writing tasks to enhance her students’ understanding of text 

features and structures. She explained: 

The item for assessing students’ writing ability, I think, [is] funny. It is [an] objective test, and 

[the] objective test, I think, is harder than if we ask the students to write . . . . So, because of the 

final examination . . . we have to practice arranging words [and] arranging sentences. (21 August 

2015)   

From her statement above, C23 critiqued the focus of the national examination highlighting 

certain skills and was aware of how it impacts her teaching and the learning of students. This 

teacher, thus, articulated a misalignment existing between the intended competencies and the 

current testing policy as well.  

The curriculum goals mandate that the students achieve an adequate communicative 

competence to communicate their ideas with others within their closest environment. 

However, the high-stake-end-of-school-year testing policy functioning as a sole basis of a 

student graduation from a particular educational level (GoI, 2003, 2005a) has forced C23 to 

manage her instruction in such a way to primarily help her students to succeed in the national 

examination. Her assertion indicated that linguistic knowledge, like grammar and vocabulary, 

together with exam-preparation materials, dominates her instruction. Consequently, she noted 
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that the students have a little time to master writing skills, making it difficult for them to meet 

the competence the curriculum requires.  

Thus, the discussion regarding the teachers’ understanding of syllabi revealed some emergent 

features distinguishing the teachers with respect to their knowledge level. Typical basic 

teachers’ responses were literally referring to the curriculum documents, including listing but 

not specifying text types for particular grades and misunderstanding the implicit progression 

ideas. The intermediate-level teachers typically talked about the generalised syllabi, recall of 

text types for a particular grade and misapprehension regarding teaching grammar in context. 

Compared to the teachers at lower levels, the advanced teacher understood the rationale of the 

progression and provided her comments regarding the syllabi’s main focus on reading and 

listening skills with reasoned arguments.  

In this section, some salient features differentiating the teachers in relation to their knowledge 

levels of the curriculum have been identified. The basic-level teachers tended to show gaps, 

misconceptions and misunderstanding in their knowledge. Presumptions primarily typified 

the responses the intermediate teachers gave. They made literal reference to the curriculum, 

for example, recounting the goals of learning writing or listing text types as stated in the 

curriculum documents. In contrast, the advanced teacher was able to show her understanding 

of the notion of implicit progression idea and to voice her thoughts in relation to the limited 

goals and the curriculum’s focus on listening and reading skills including the impact of the 

high-stakes testing policy on her instruction.  

This section has discussed the differing degree to which the teachers showed their 

understanding of the curriculum knowledge. As Table 5.3 shows, only one teacher, C23, from 

the two qualification groups was considered as having an advanced knowledge of curriculum. 

There were three teachers from each group at an intermediate level of this knowledge. More 

NCTs were judged at a basic level. Overall, it can be inferred that CTs seemed to have a better 

understanding about knowledge of curriculum than the NCTs. 

5.2.2 Knowledge of Content 

As mandated by the 2006 SBC regarding writing instruction (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a), 

SMP students study two types of texts, namely, short functional texts and short essays, in order 

to communicate with others within their closest environment and to reach a functional level 

of literacy. The short functional texts here refer to a type of informational texts to aid readers 
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to understand the message readily. The short essays are defined as texts intended to convey 

specific messages based on communicative purposes where a writer may construct a text with 

a particular structure and employ specific language features. A functional level of literacy is 

defined as the level where the students are able to anticipate, sustain and solve any problems 

in communication. Section 3.2.2 elaborated the nature and features of knowledge of content 

in detail.  

The knowledge of content refers to an understanding of the underpinning principles and nature 

of both text types. It involves the text communicative purposes, language features, generic 

structures and audience. With reference to Table 5.2, two CTs and one NCT were judged as 

demonstrating an advanced knowledge of content. Those exhibiting an intermediate level 

were one CT and five NCTs. Four CTs and two NCTs were considered to have demonstrated 

a basic knowledge level of content. Table 5.4 shows the summary of individual teachers’ level 

of knowledge of content.  

Table 5.4 Individual Teachers' Level of Knowledge of Content 

Individual Teachers' Level of Knowledge of Content 

Level CT NCT 

Basic 

C21 

C29 

C40 

C44 

NC05 

NC14 

Intermediate 

C10 

 

NC01 

NC02 

NC04 

NC07 

NC08 

Advanced 
C23 

C31 

NC15 

 

The following sections are organised in terms of the detailed hallmarks of the content 

knowledge, namely, knowledge of communicative purpose, audience, features and structures 

of the texts. The features which characterise responses at different levels of understanding are 

discussed, and any clear differences among teachers at different levels are highlighted. 

Further, the organisation of each of the features within the dimension of this knowledge 

follows patterns of an intermediate-basic-advanced level. 
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Communicative Purpose. Knowledge of a text’s communicative purpose refers to 

teachers’ understanding of how a text is written and organised to achieve a particular 

objective. It includes what and how grammatical features and vocabulary are used to achieve 

communicative purpose with a specific audience. It also involves how the communicative 

purpose gives a text a specific shape, structure and content, as well as influencing an author’s 

choice of words and styles.  

Intermediate-level Teachers. The interview analyses identified two principal attributes 

characterising the teachers rated at an intermediate level. The first key feature was that they 

primarily recalled a range of text communicative purposes, provided relevant examples, and 

further differentiated a particular text’s purpose from that of others. C10, for instance, 

discussed and distinguished the purposes of report and descriptive texts. “In curriculum . . . 

[a] descriptive text is a text to describe a specific person, thing or animal. [A] report text [is 

to] describe [an] animal or person in general”, she stated. She further said, “If I talk about my 

cat, it means [it is] a descriptive text. My cat is different from other cats. My cat eats keju 

[cheese]. When you talk about a report text, you just say cat in general. Cats usually have four 

legs. Cats have soft fur” (18 August 2015). The second feature to emerge from their responses 

was that they tended to give little evidence of discussion to support their statements regarding 

the purpose of a text. For instance, NC01 simply stated that the purpose of a descriptive text 

is to “describe something, a particular person, a particular thing specifically” (19 August 

2015). 

Basic-level Teachers. The replies of teachers classified as indicating a basic knowledge 

were marked by two characteristics. Firstly, their responses might have contained 

inaccuracies. For example, NC08 believed that the purpose of short functional texts is to 

communicate one’s daily activity. However, the curriculum purpose of short texts is to assist 

to understand the information contained in a message in a timely fashion (BSNP, 2006a; KSG, 

2013). The second feature was that these basic-level teachers tended to provide generalised, 

non-specific responses regarding text purpose, or their assertions were limited. For instance, 

C40 stated that a descriptive text must specifically inform its audience of someone’s best 

friends, hobbies or pets in a detailed manner.  

Advanced-level Teachers. The teachers rated at an advanced level showed evidence of 

familiarity with the nature of the text’s communicative purpose. C31 explained that the 

purpose of a recount text serves primarily to tell of past events based on actual experience, 
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while a narrative one amuses its readers with imaginary ideas. For NC15, the purpose of a 

short narrative text is to entertain its readers through its fictional nature, while a recount text 

is to tell a writer’s or someone’s experience. Thus, not only did these teachers detail what 

constitutes the difference between the two texts; they showed evidence of familiarity with the 

nature of each text’s purpose as well.  

It is important to note that the advanced teachers’ assertions regarding text communicative 

purposes appeared to be somewhat similar to those at lower levels. However, they were well-

informed about the other aspects of content knowledge, as discussed in the next sections.  

Language Features. By drawing on the 2006 SBC’ documents (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 

2003a), language features as a part of the knowledge of content concern all lexico-grammatical 

characteristics required to write a specific text. Depending on the text type, they include but 

are not limited to grammar, vocabulary and mechanics such as spelling and punctuation (see 

section 3.2.2).  

Intermediate-level Teachers. The interview analyses yielded two principal features 

typifying teachers judged as showing an intermediate level. Firstly, they discussed one or more 

responses and/or offered some relevant examples regarding the text features. According to 

C10, a text has its specific language features. When writing a recount text, a writer uses past 

tense and sequence markers like “first, second or after that”. She also said that adverbs and 

adjectives could be used to characterise somebody or something, as in “he is very smart”. 

Secondly, these teachers identified some aspects as to why particular text features are vital for 

students to understand, despite their relatively limited explanations. For instance, NC01 stated 

that tense is one of the essential text elements students need to learn. She further said that the 

students will be able to identify a particular text type through specific linguistic features its 

writer utilises.  

Basic-level Teachers. The basic-knowledge-level teachers had two things in common. 

Firstly, they mostly listed particular text elements, such as tense or other grammatical features, 

and tended not to provide examples to support their statements. For example, C21 stated that 

a writer utilises adjectives when describing an object. Likewise, NC14 identified language 

features, tense, punctuation and conjunctions as forming the main elements of a text. 

Secondly, inaccuracies regarding a specific tense used to write a particular text recurred 

throughout their responses. C21 and C29 assumed that a descriptive text would employ simple 
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present tense. However, in effect, a writer could utilise other tenses like past tense (e.g. Gerot 

& Wignell, 1994; Knapp & Watkins, 2005) to describe an object. 

Advanced-level Teachers. The teachers judged as demonstrating an advanced 

knowledge showed a rich understanding of the nature of text features. In addition, their 

responses were characterised by an ability to associate and extend the importance of the text 

features to their practice. C23 affirmed the need to comprehend and use suitable language 

features to avoid miscommunicating the message. She reasoned that when writing a particular 

message for a specific communicative intent, a writer may need to select vocabulary and to 

construct sentences in an appropriate manner. Similarly, C31 acknowledged that 

grammatically correct sentences and apposite word choices should be given careful 

consideration, noting that the suitable words written in, for example, a letter would be 

associated with to what degree a writer shows her familiarity with the receiver.  

Generic Structure. Knowledge of generic structure refers to knowing how a text is 

commonly organised to achieve its purpose for specific readers through a particular rhetorical 

step or generic structure. It includes the writing of topic sentences, the use of appropriate 

linkages among sentences in a paragraph and between paragraphs as well as grouping of ideas 

and paragraphing. In addition, this knowledge encompasses what ideas to write about and 

develop within each paragraph.  

Intermediate-level Teachers. The teachers judged as indicating an intermediate 

knowledge level recalled and listed what constitutes a text’s generic structure and offered 

some specifics. For example, C10 reported the generic structure of a descriptive text as 

follows: “in [a] descriptive [text], the first paragraph is [an] identification. Maybe, [one can] 

write ‘Herman is my friend’. The second paragraph maybe describes his physical appearance. 

The third paragraph maybe just tells about [his] characters” (18 August 2015). Likewise, 

NC04 said that the students might write broad information about an animal, like 

“[K]angoroo[s] live in Australia” (26 August 2015) in their identification part of a descriptive 

text. Then, in writing the description, they detail its physical appearance and other specific 

characteristics, he explained. 

Basic-level Teachers. A primary characteristic of basic-level teachers was a tendency 

to provide generalised, non-specific answers even when prompted for further explanation. For 

instance, C21 described a descriptive text as consisting of an identification part where a writer 
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gives broad information to the reader. NC14 recalled orientation, events and reorientation. 

Neither gave further details or examples of their own or their students’ written texts.  

Advanced-level Teachers. The teachers at advanced knowledge level differed from 

those at the intermediate and basic levels in two principal features. Firstly, they showed their 

familiarity with the nature of the text structures and their ability to relate it to their practice. 

For example, NC15 did not only identify the structures, but also contrasted them in a recount 

and a narrative text. She stated that a recount text consists of orientation, events and 

reorientation, while a narrative comprises orientation, complication, climax, conflict and 

resolution. She further explained that the predominant characteristic of a narrative text is its 

complication and conflict, whereas a recount text stresses a series of events.  

The other recurrent feature was that they offered convincing and opportune explanations and 

examples to support their assertions, as demonstrated by NC15. This teacher in her responses 

was able to explain the fundamental differences between a recount and narrative text, 

regardless of the similarities the two texts have. She used a term “story flatness” to help her 

students to understand the discriminating nature of both texts. She stated that if the readers 

feel a sense of flatness throughout the text, it is a recount text as she put it: “If you say that the 

text is so so, [or] it is just flat . . . it is a recount text” (26 August 2015). In contrast, if a text 

through its complication and conflict successfully touches its readers’ feelings, that text is 

narrative and is considered a text that makes “your heart beat more”.  

Audience. In this study, knowledge of text audience refers to knowing the relevant 

characteristics of the audience who will probably read the texts and knowing how a text is 

written for a particular audience. With respect to the latter criterion, the detailed features 

include (a) what and how words, phrases and sentences are written for a specific audience; (b) 

what detail should be emphasised; (c) how much detail should be provided to that audience. 

Intermediate-level Teachers. From the interview analysis, listing and recalling text 

readers and offering a limited explanation to support their assertions was a significant feature 

of the responses of intermediate-level teachers. For instance, C10 stated that students will 

likely write about their activities or experience for an audience other than their teachers, like 

their friends. NC05 responded that the audience of an invitation will depend on what kind of 

occasion it refers to. The audience of a birthday party would likely be someone’s friends, 

NC05 explained. She also noted that when celebrating Teacher Day, her students will write a 
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kind of greeting card for their teachers. Thus, basically, these two teachers identified that 

students’ classmates and their teachers would probably be the readers of their writing.  

Secondly, the intermediate-level teachers were able to mention other potential readers in 

addition to teachers and peers likely reading the students’ written texts. For NC08, her 

students’ parents would probably read the texts. NC15 put superiors or colleagues in the list 

of potential readers in the future. Thus, notwithstanding their recall of prospective readers, 

they offered limited explanations or reasons to support their statements about, for example, 

why such readers were mentioned.   

Basic-level Teachers. These teachers tended not to be able to identify all readers to 

whom students need to write their texts. For example, C21 nominated her students’ classmates 

as the sole audience. NC14 said, “I read the texts”; thus, she was the only reader of her 

students’ written texts. When asked about other possible readers, she replied, “No one” (19 

August 2015). Therefore, they appeared to exclude other prospective readers within the 

schools or at home. Hence, there seems to be a gap in their curriculum knowledge with respect 

to the text readers.  

Advanced-level Teachers. These teachers’ responses showed much more specific 

engagement with text audience than those at basic and intermediate levels of knowledge. 

These teachers, without being asked or challenged during the interviews, claimed that the 

readers of a text affect how one writes that text, like the choice of words or kinds of language 

to use. C23 asserted that a writer must understand the nature of her or his audience before 

writing. The audience affects, for example, word choice, she further detailed. She supported 

her responses, claiming “if they know to whom the letter is sent, they will know what kind of 

language they write” (21 August 2015). C31 asserted that the anticipated readers have an 

effect on how a writer composes her or his texts. She offered an example related to writing 

letters. She argued that, in anticipating text readers, a writer needs to consider how to “choose 

the right sentences for [those to] whom they will send the letters” (16 October 2015) and think 

about how to write the content with appropriate words and sentences. Therefore, they related 

and extended the importance of the audience of a text to an actual practice.  

In summary, regarding the knowledge of content, some key features were identified 

differentiating the participants by level of content knowledge. The teachers rated at an 

intermediate knowledge level were characterised by a recall of a text’s communicative 

purposes, readers, features and structures along with providing little evidence of discussion to 
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support their assertions. The basic teachers indicated inaccuracies and gaps in their knowledge 

of content. Finally, not only did the advanced teachers show their familiarity with the nature 

of a text, they were also able to associate and extend their knowledge to their practice.  

The differing degrees to which the teachers showed their knowledge of content was discussed 

in this section. As can be seen in Table 5.4, three teachers from the two qualification groups 

were classified as having an advanced knowledge of content. The following will elaborate on 

the extent to which the teachers exhibited knowledge of their students.  

5.2.3 Knowledge of Students 

Teacher knowledge of students in this study refers to the knowledge that a teacher requires to 

identify the students’ existing potential, including their learning preferences and strategies, as 

well as affective and behavioural characteristics and their learning difficulties. It also includes 

teachers’ reported utilisation of appropriate approaches to facilitate learning through 

providing appropriate, targeted instruction (see section 3.2.3).  

More specifically, teacher knowledge of students encompasses knowledge of students’ 

learning difficulties and problem-solving strategies and of particular approaches to identifying 

the students’ strengths. It also involves knowledge of a student’s typical problems and errors, 

as well as perceptions that may contribute to language difficulties, particularly in writing texts. 

The teacher’s knowledge of student’s learning preferences and strategies is defined as 

knowing and understanding an individual’s preferred approach to learning, and their 

behaviours, thoughts or actions to facilitate the learning. The knowledge of students’ 

characteristics refers to teachers’ knowledge of their students’ physical, mental and social 

states, behaviours and motivation.  

As shown in Table 5.2, two CTs and three NCTs were judged as demonstrating an advanced 

knowledge of students. Three teachers from each group indicated an intermediate level. Four 

teachers (two from each group) were considered to show a basic knowledge level. Table 5.5 

presents a summary of individual teachers’ level of knowledge of their students.  

Table 5.5 Individual Teachers' Level of Knowledge of Students 

Individual Teachers' Level of Knowledge of Students 

Level CT NCT 

Basic 
C10 

C21 

NC05 

NC08 
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Level CT NCT 

Intermediate 

C31 

C40 

C44 

NC01 

NC02 

NC04 

Advanced 

C23 

C29 

NC07 

NC14 

NC15 

 

Intermediate-level Teachers. The teachers classified as having an intermediate 

knowledge level of students had three things in common. Firstly, in their articulation of their 

students’ grammatical issues, these intermediate teachers seemed not to draw a connection 

between the nature of the Bahasa language, which has a different word order from the 

difficulties with English phrase construction. For example, C31 stated that some of her 

students misunderstand word order in an English noun phrase. She further exemplified with 

some illustrations from her students’ writing, such as “blue book” or “girl beautiful”. Linking 

to the influence of the Bahasa language was, however, absent. What distinguished this teacher 

from the advanced-level teachers is that the latter were able to explain that the nature of Bahasa 

language might affect their students’ conception of English grammar, even though it should 

be noted that they were not prompted or asked for an explanation of why students might 

experience word order difficulty. 

The second theme related to intermediate-level teachers’ generalised perception on their 

students’ learning preferences and strategies as well as of their students’ characteristics. An 

example concerns how NC02 focused on different, but still non-specific, presumptions about 

her students, seemingly identifying identical characteristics across all grades. For her, all the 

seventh graders are obedient because they need to adapt to their new environment. The 

students at grade nine are thinking of their final national examination, which makes them extra 

diligent. She reported she found it hard to handle the mostly poorly behaving eighth graders 

because of the unruly behaviour that seemed to characterise their classes. Rather than studying 

the lesson, some of them would talk to their peers, drink or eat. The worst case that she 

described involved verbal and non-verbal bullying, which later led to fighting among students. 

She, thus, seemed to characterise her students at a particular grade level as a homogeneous 

group. 

Finally, these teachers articulated their possible approaches to identifying potential strengths 

and weaknesses, preferred learning strategies and personal traits of the students; however, the 
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teachers’ explanations were implicit or of a limited nature. For example, C31 stated that one 

of her best ways to recognise any difficulties her students might encounter was by checking 

their work during the instruction. She described: “I will walk around to the groups, and I [will] 

ask [if they find any] difficulties. I look at their writing” (16 October 2015). By this means, 

she thought that she would be able to diagnose a particular area of difficulty they might 

encounter.  

Basic-level Teachers. One primary characteristic distinguishing teachers judged as 

demonstrating a basic knowledge level of students from those at the intermediate one was 

identified. They mainly associated their responses with external factors like school setting or 

low socio-economic family background, which they thought had an impact on their students’ 

learning performances. For example, C21 assumed that the school environment influenced her 

students’ behaviours and their motivation. Her school is located in a rural area; therefore, she 

believed that this makes her students unmotivated and reluctant to study English. However, 

she did not explain how or why such factors might affect her students’ psychological states or 

academic performance.  

Advanced-level Teachers. In their answers, some other teachers could offer much more 

than their colleagues who were at basic and intermediate levels. Firstly, these teachers’ 

responses were comprehensive in their identification and elaboration of various learning 

inadequacies their students might have. They were also able to link their assertions regarding 

grammatical issues such as students’ phrase construction to the inherent characteristics of the 

Bahasa language. The third feature was that they reported possible approaches they used to 

identify their students’ learning difficulties in order to be able to work in a targeted way to 

help them to improve. The fourth characteristic was that they utilised various ways to 

recognise the students’ preferences and strategies as well as to become aware of their different 

characteristics. Lastly, they amplified their responses with related examples taken from their 

students’ experience or artefacts and with potential sources of problems, including the impact 

of these preferences and strategies on students’ writing. 

Not only did C29 identify the common difficulties her students have, such as lack of grammar 

knowledge and vocabulary, she also supported her statements with germane evidence. For 

instance, some of her students found it hard to use appropriate tenses for their writing. She 

stated that this issue resulted from one of the most common problems her students encounter, 

namely, changing the base form of a verb like “go” to its past and participial forms. Moreover, 
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without being asked or challenged, she directly associated this gap with the Bahasa language 

that does not recognise verb changes. This serves to illustrate as one of the major factors 

distinguishing this teacher from an intermediate-level teacher talking about a similar issue.  

The advanced-level teachers were able to elaborate their approaches to recognising their 

students’ problems, and this forms the second principal feature characterising their responses. 

For example, C23 would not solely consider a student’s demeanour when ascertaining the 

student’s understanding or misunderstanding. She argued that such “facial expressions could 

be misleading”. Instead, she believed that suitable, appropriately designed writing tasks and 

tests have proven most reliable to identify students’ difficulties in writing. Based on the 

results, she reported to have tried to provide the most apposite learning strategies. Whenever 

required, she would even give her personal assistance to particular students.  

To conclude, some factors discerning the teachers across the levels were identified and 

discussed. The teachers at the basic level offered responses characterised by linking their 

assertions to the external factors. Key characteristics of the intermediate teachers were making 

reference to general learning difficulties and providing limited elaboration regarding their 

approach to understand their students. In comparison to the teachers at lower levels, the 

advanced teachers were able to identify and elaborate various learning inadequacies and their 

approach to recognising and to provide pertinent examples from their students.  

In this section, the discriminating features across the teachers’ level of knowledge were 

discussed. Teachers at a basic level were two CTs and two NCTs. At an intermediate level, 

there were six teachers, three from each qualification groups. More NCTs than CTs were 

judged at an advanced level. Overall, the NCTs demonstrated a more in-depth knowledge of 

their students than the CTs. 

5.2.4 Knowledge of Pedagogy 

Knowledge of pedagogy, specifically in teaching writing, refers to the knowledge of 

instructional principles, approaches and strategies a teacher requires to deliver and, more 

importantly, to transfer the subject matter to students, consistent with their interests and 

potentials (see section 3.2.4). 

As Table 5.2 shows, two CTs and one NCT were judged as having an advanced knowledge of 

pedagogy. Four CTs and five NCTS exhibited an intermediate level. One CT and two NCT 
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were considered as demonstrating a basic knowledge. Table 5.6 details individual teachers’ 

level of knowledge of pedagogy. 

Table 5.6 Individual Teachers' Level of Knowledge of Pedagogy 

Individual Teachers' Level of Knowledge of Pedagogy 

Level CT NCT 

Basic 
C21 NC02 

NC14 

Intermediate 

C10 

C29 

C40 

C44 

NC01 

NC04 

NC05 

NC08 

NC15 

Advanced 
C23 

C31 

NC07 

 

The following sections are organised in terms of the emergent characteristics of the knowledge 

of pedagogy, encompassing that of the principles of teaching writing, interaction and 

assessment. Within each of the features, examples illustrating the varying levels of teacher 

understanding which follows an intermediate-basic-advanced level are presented.  

Principles of Writing Instruction. Drawing on the current curriculum’s Standard of 

Process (BSNP, 2007), the underpinning principles of writing instruction include, but are not 

limited to, teachers’ provision of opportunity to practice constructing a text based on its social 

function, generic structure, language features and audience. They mandate the teachers to 

orchestrate a scaffolded and systematic text-composing process encompassing planning, 

drafting, revising and editing steps. In addition, they require the teachers to provide relevant 

materials, activities and tasks to help the students to be familiar with what constitutes a text 

and how each element works in texts. Section 3.2.4 elaborated the detailed principles of 

writing instructional activities.  

Intermediate-level Teachers. With reference to the primary principles above, the 

teachers rated at an intermediate level had a rich repertoire of how to teach the knowledge of 

writing that the students need in order that they are able to acquire the intended writing skill. 

Indications could be seen from their descriptions of systematic implementation of the 

principles of writing instruction and utilisation of relevant media and instructional strategies. 
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Firstly, they were able to demonstrate their ability to describe a systematic implementation of 

the principles of teaching writing. For instance, C10 illustrated how she would lead her 

students to write using gradual steps in her instruction. The first task involved reinforcing 

language features of a text and was a cloze-like task of filling in the gaps with verb forms or 

adjectives. This task would be followed by practice to write some sentences utilising those 

learned verbs and adjectives. Additionally, substitution tasks were described where the 

students would use other verbs, adjectives or nouns in different texts. Before the students 

jointly constructed their first draft, she supplied paragraph rearrangement tasks so that they 

would be familiar with a text’s organisation and content. 

Secondly, these teachers reported the utilisation of some prepared teaching media and relevant 

instructional strategies. For instance, NC04 described that she would support her instruction 

by various teaching aids and enjoyable activities. An example she illustrated was that students 

work in groups to play a matching card game for appropriate verb forms. She believed that 

such a fun activity would foster the students’ understanding of a particular linguistic feature 

they are learning and would promote interaction and transaction among the students.  

Basic-level Teachers. In their responses, these teachers tended to exhibit a limited 

repertoire in terms of the principles of teaching writing. Firstly, they described what appeared 

to be an unsystematic implementation of writing instruction. For instance, NC02 described 

how she would explain generic structures, content and language features in the Bahasa 

language first and then in English. She would also ask them to observe a picture, discuss a 

model and analyse what differentiates a specific text from others. She would mainly initiate 

and manage these activities as well. She outlined a practice of changing verb forms or 

translating, for example, spoken adjective phrases to their written forms. What follows would 

be translating her Indonesian sentences into written English.  

Secondly, the basic-level teachers reported little preparation and use of teaching media and 

aids or of activities designed to engage the students. C21 reported that she seldom used various 

instructional materials, as she relied on student books and some Lembar Kerja Siswa (LKS or 

student worksheets). She asserted, “We have LKS. We read, and we try to find out difficult 

words from the texts [in the LKS]”. One of the reasons as to why she would largely use LKS 

was that “there are some words [in the LKS] that they [the students] do not know before. So, 

they can see [or learn from the LKS]” (20 August 2015).  
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Advanced-level Teachers. In comparison with those rated at intermediate and basic 

levels, advanced teachers could offer much more elaboration in terms of an orderly 

implementation of teaching writing and could demonstrate a much richer repertoire of 

pedagogy. C23 indicated that she had implemented a systematic teaching phase incorporating 

both speaking and writing tasks. She would introduce a text by discussing and exploring its 

content, language features and generic structure. To improve the students’ understanding, she 

would give them such tasks as paragraph identification and content comprehension. Further 

discussion of the text included a critical analysis, for example, how general objects differ from 

specific ones in a report text. C23 further illustrated that the writing phase starts with 

controlled tasks such as writing phrases or sentences which precede paragraph arrangements. 

Fill-in-the-gap practices form these initial tasks. She assigned some follow-up writing tasks 

where the students were given a text model, and then they would substitute, for example, the 

characters, places or activities to produce their texts. She gave free writing tasks in which the 

students might decide their topics within the text type they were studying. In a similar vein, 

NC07 would utilise a wide variety of speaking and writing activities, respectively, to introduce 

a particular text type. Reading out text samples and discussing meaning and usage of relevant 

vocabulary in pertinent contexts are activities she described that were intended to help her 

students to understand the content and to improve their vocabulary mastery. 

Secondly, the advanced teachers reported how they prepared various relevant teaching media 

and aids as well as appropriate, fun instructional strategies they would provide to their 

students. C23 said she prepared various teaching aids like pictures or authentic materials from 

magazines or newspapers and assumed that these would help her students and promote 

learning enthusiasm. She also believed that mind mapping is an exciting and thought-

provoking undertaking, which assists her students to develop their ideas. Fun activities like 

games for sentence formations showed her awareness of the need to ‘liven’ the class up. 

Likewise, NC07 used pictures or exemplars to prompt her students regarding specific topics 

or ideas. She claimed that such games as the “clap game” or “boom number” are useful to 

help her students to arrange words into correct phrasal structures. In addition, such games 

served to liven up the class environment. To write a complete text, this teacher would find 

some ways such as outlining, which is able to assist her students to generate and develop ideas. 

Other strategies included giving clues or guiding students through questions. She also offered 

substitution or guided tasks, for instance, to modify her exemplars to fit more readily with 

their context or experience.  
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Interaction. The current Indonesian curriculum documents require teachers to engage 

students in an active interaction in classrooms to help them to achieve an intended 

communicative competence (BSNP, 2006a). Such an interaction is expected to incorporate 

any verbal communication between teacher and students, as well as among the students within 

classrooms. When engaging the students in an active interaction, however, the teachers may 

not simply couple or group the students to accomplish any assigned tasks. Instead, such an 

interaction should be projected to foster the students to practice their language knowledge in 

communication acts, both inside and outside of their classroom autonomously (BSNP, 2006a; 

Walsh, 2013). 

Intermediate-level Teachers. The intermediate teachers’ responses showed some 

evidence of familiarity with one of the curriculum’s mandates with respect to maintaining 

interaction and transaction among students. For instance, NC01 facilitated and maintained 

such interactions as follows: 

Yes. I make groups, and every group consists of four students. Every member of [the] groups 

must also write [different sentences] one by one [relevant to their selected] topics, like group 1, 

the topic is the going somewhere [or] visiting grandma, for example. And then, group B, group 

2 or group 3 [would write different topics]. So, by this way, I hope my students can improve 

their writing. (19 August 2015) 

In their responses, these teachers reported engaging their students to work in groups, showing 

their understanding of the value and importance of students’ active interaction and transaction. 

In addition, these teachers showed their awareness regarding students improving their writing 

outcomes. It is important to note, however, that in terms of the principles of writing instruction 

and assessment, some of the intermediate-level teachers appeared to reflect a somewhat 

limited knowledge, as discussed in the previous and following sections.  

Basic-level Teachers. Teachers rated at a basic knowledge level appeared to be 

operating inconsistently with the curriculum’s mandates requiring them to enhance interaction 

among students. In their responses, they primarily described teacher-driven instruction, where 

they reported their pivotal roles in the classwork and their significant control over the 

instructional activities. They offered limited evidence of maintaining interactions and 

transactions among the students to enhance the learning process and students’ academic 

progress. For example, C21 described how she would lead the students to identify paragraphs. 

She would also supply and utilise the guiding questions when the students wrote their texts. 
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Another teacher, NC02, would guide the students to do such practices as changing verb forms. 

She would prepare some sentences in Bahasa Indonesia, and then have the students recite, 

translate and write them in their books. Thus, these teachers’ responses indicated that they 

offered limited opportunity for the students to interact with their peers.  

Advanced-level Teachers. Compared to the intermediate- and basic-level teachers, 

advanced-level teachers described a rich repertoire of interaction patterns in their classrooms. 

They also exhibited considerable concern about facilitating interactions and transactions 

among the students. They were capable of explaining and implementing such strategies 

appropriately in their instructions as group, pair or individual work. 

For instance, C23 claimed that providing enjoyable yet cooperative tasks made students 

enthusiastic, improved their mastery of vocabulary and strengthened their sentence-writing 

skill. In her view, cooperative learning can stimulate interactions among students and, 

accordingly, they would write better quality texts. She stated, “I use cooperative learning 

because by learning with their friends, their peers, they will find it enjoyable. They are really 

[free] to ask [each other and] they are really free to express [their thoughts]” (SSI, 21 August 

2015).  

Writing Assessment. The curriculum’s Standard of Assessment (MoNE, 2007b) 

mandates teachers to possess knowledge of how to administer the assessment and to assist 

their students to construct a fluent and acceptable written text through the provision of 

corrective yet collaborative, constructive and comprehensive feedback incorporating language 

features, generic structures and content. It can then be implied that their assessment and 

feedback should put a considerable emphasis on such features as content development or 

coherence, rather than on surface structures like sentence construction or mechanics.  

With reference to the standard above, teachers’ knowledge of writing assessment refers to 

their knowledge of a systematic approach to collecting, interpreting and synthesising relevant 

information from both the learning process and products, making inferences about the 

students’ ability and assigning students to perform, to demonstrate their knowledge and skills 

by composing and presenting written materials. This knowledge also includes what feedback 

they provide and how they would give it to the students.  

Intermediate-level Teachers. The teachers classified into an intermediate level had one 

thing in common. They seemed to incorporate a range of text features like grammar, 
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vocabulary and mechanics. Thus, they tended to administer their assessment inconsistently 

with the Standard of Assessment (MoNE, 2007b) the curriculum requires. For example, C29 

would primarily involve tense, vocabulary and coherence when assessing her students’ written 

texts. She would correct grammatical mistakes directly during teaching. She considered 

scanning the written texts for vocabulary and clarity a way to assess. NC01 reported that she 

would mainly assess grammar, coherence and vocabulary. With respect to grammar, NC01 

would focus on the use of verb forms or adverbs of time. When finding grammatical mistakes, 

she would underline and circle them and write the correct forms.  

Basic-level Teachers. The basic-level teachers showed a number of characteristics. 

Firstly, their responses regarding assessment practices indicated that they put a significant 

focus on a specific writing feature while excluding others. Sometimes, they exhibited that they 

had included one or more features not contained in the curriculum, but further explanation as 

to why they did so was implicit. C21, for instance, reported that she mostly assessed grammar. 

More specifically, she emphasised such sentence parts as the subject or verb. However, she 

did not offer her reasons why she employed such a limited assessment focus. In addition to 

assessing other required writing elements, NC14 would put another feature, not mentioned by 

the curriculum, in her list; as she stated, “Tulisannya rapi atau tidak [Whether or not the 

writing is tidy]”. Thus, she intimated that marking writing “tidiness” is one of her ways to 

reinforce students’ effort and enthusiasm. 

Secondly, these teachers described situations where they provided direct correction and oral 

feedback focusing on a particular feature, mostly grammar. For instance, C21 said that she 

would directly correct the grammar mistakes the students made during teaching. She would 

underline or circle, for example, wrong verb forms or inappropriate vocabulary and then 

supply correct ones to the students. She stated, “[When] they write ‘My father go’, then I give 

circle [on the verb] and then I [write] ‘goes’ [on their paper]” (20 August 2015). Similarly, 

NC02 noted that she would directly correct any grammatical mistakes during the instruction 

as well. She said, “I correct them straight in the paper. I circle, and I make correction. I put an 

‘–es’ there” (20 August 2015).  

At times, the third feature was that the basic-level teachers actually gave little specific 

feedback, or that their feedback was general in nature. Notably, the curriculum requires 

teachers to offer constructive and comprehensive feedback incorporating not only language 

features but also the content and organisation of the written texts (BSNP, 2006a, 2007; MoNE, 
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2007b). For example, most of the time, C21 preferred offering oral feedback, saying “[I] just 

explain [any mistake they make]” (20 August 2015) as students write in the classroom. NC14 

reported she would provide feedback on her students’ written texts. She would write such 

praise as “Good” or “Nice”. At other times, she would make suggestions to her students by 

writing “Develop your writing” or “You have to write more” (19 August 2015).  

Advanced-level Teachers. The responses the advanced teachers offered were 

characterised by two features. Firstly, they were capable of displaying a sound understanding 

of how to administer assessment appropriately. For instance, C23 would focus on four to five 

writing aspects, depending on the indicators for the learning objectives when assessing her 

students’ written texts. At times, she would give emphasis to one of the four aspects, namely, 

organisation or rhetorical steps, vocabulary, grammar, or punctuation. At other times, all five 

writing aspects would be assessed, specifically within a free writing task. C23 also reported 

that the writing aspects would not always be marked equally. In other words, she would not 

give an equivalent percentage for each writing aspect in her assessment. The emphasis on a 

particular aspect was based on the lesson focus and her personal target at that time. For 

example, when she was highlighting mechanics, she would give greater emphasis in mark 

allocation to that aspect. She considered this useful as her students seem careless with their 

punctuation, for example.  

Secondly, these teachers deemed to have an advanced knowledge talked about the importance 

of providing useful feedback to their students. For instance, NC07 reported that she would 

offer a kind of oral reflection concerning mistakes her students commonly made. With respect 

to content development, she described that she had tried to link her feedback to “their own 

experience, so they have ideas what to write [and finally] they know what to write” (18 August 

2015).  

With respect to pedagogical knowledge, the basic-level teachers were typified by their 

unsystematic instruction, little reference to the preparation of teaching materials, the 

domination of teacher-driven teaching process, inclusion of specific assessment aspects not 

contained in the curriculum and their grammar-focused feedback. The prominent features of 

teachers classified at an intermediate knowledge were an indication of systematic 

implementation of instruction, consideration of maintaining interaction among their students, 

and inconsistent assessment practice. Compared to the teachers at lower levels, the advanced 

teachers reported using a scaffolded teaching process, well-prepared teaching materials, 
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appropriate yet fun strategies, interaction and transaction among their students, consistency of 

assessment practice, and providing useful and supportive feedback to their students.  

This section has elaborated the differentiating characteristics across the teachers’ level of 

pedagogical knowledge. As Table 5.6 indicates, two NCTs compared to one CT were at a 

basic level of this knowledge. At an intermediate level, there were nine teachers, four CTs and 

five NCTs. Only a small number of teachers from the qualification groups – two CTs and one 

NCT – were classified at an advanced level. 

5.3. Summary 

This chapter presented quantitative and qualitative analyses of the semi-structured interviews 

to answer the research questions of the study. The quantitative data revealed that both groups 

indicated a less-than-adequate knowledge of curriculum, content and pedagogy. The 

qualitative descriptions suggested the following. Firstly, most of the teachers from both groups 

referred literally to what the government curriculum documents state. Secondly, some of the 

CTs and NCTs exhibited a low level of knowledge of content. Finally, it seems from their 

reports that the teachers need to develop a greater understanding of the principles and 

strategies of teaching writing, including how to maximise interactions among the students as 

well as how to administer writing assessment appropriately and provide quality feedback to 

their students. In the following chapter, inferences drawn from the analysed data of 

observations and stimulated recalls and general discussion pertaining to such inferences will 

be presented.    
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Chapter 6. Teachers’ Enacted Pedagogical Content Knowledge 

in Writing Instruction: Findings and Discussion 

 

This chapter is dedicated to the results of the data collected through classroom observations 

of and associated discussions on writing instruction with seven certified and eight non-

certified teachers of English. The purpose of this chapter is to discuss their practices of 

interaction and questioning in the elaboration stages of writing instruction, addressing the 

research questions: “What is the current state of certified and non-certified English teachers’ 

pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) of writing?” and “What are the similarities and 

differences between the teachers from the two qualification groups in terms of their knowledge 

and practice of writing instruction?”  

By utilising transcriptions of the classroom observations and associated discussions (as well 

as observation notes), the data regarding the interaction and teacher questioning in the 

elaboration stages of writing instruction were analysed qualitatively. The qualitative analyses 

were in light of Hatch’s (2002) typological analysis procedures and intended to identify 

themes and patterns. The themes and patterns emerging from and within each dimension of 

the interaction and questioning, together with related practices and responses, were further 

examined to allow inferences regarding the teacher participants’ knowledge of curriculum, 

content, students and pedagogy as the components of the pedagogical content knowledge 

(PCK) in this present study. In addition, a quantitative analysis which included the calculations 

of frequency and percentage of question’s cognitive levels, based on the 15 individual 

teachers’ videoed lessons was applied to the questioning. The methodology chapter detailed 

the rationale of selecting the elaboration stage, interaction and questioning, as well as the 

procedures of the qualitative and quantitative analyses.  

The chapter is divided into two sections: interaction and questioning. The selection of 

interaction and questioning as the focus themes was based on the consideration that these two 

aspects required teachers’ sound knowledge of content, students and pedagogy (see section 

4.4.2 for detailed rationale). Every section is organised based on the themes and patterns to 

emerge from and within each analysed dimension. The themes and patterns, arranged from 

the weakest to the strongest evidence concerning the teacher participants’ PCK, are reported 
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first, followed by analysis and elaboration. The presentation further highlights the similarities 

and differences across the two qualification groups. 

6.1. Interaction 

The purpose of this section is to examine qualitatively the writing instruction that indicates 

potential levels of 15 teachers’ PCK, specifically, on how they orchestrated interaction 

embracing teacher-fronted and student-student interactions (see section 3.2.4) in the 

elaboration stages (see section 4.4.2).   

The interaction in this study refers to any verbal communication between teachers and students 

as well as among the students within classrooms with reference to the 2006 SBC documents 

(BSNP, 2006a, 2007) and the work of Klette, Bergem, and Roe (2016), Walsh (2006b) and 

Van Lier (2014) regarding the pedagogical centrality of interaction. The characteristics of such 

a communication to emerge from the analysed observed classrooms were typically as follows. 

Firstly, a teacher interacted with the whole class to transmit through lecturing a new concept 

or reviews of previously studied materials. The second feature was that a teacher worked with 

groups of students and offered a considerable assistance or guidance to enhance their learning 

process and outcome. Independent pair or group work among the students to complete writing 

tasks with minimum help from teachers constituted the third characteristic. It is important to 

note, however, that the arrangement of the features does not necessarily represent a fixed 

order, as there is a possibility for a teacher to not start their instruction with the transmission. 

A classification applicable in this study emerges to explore the teachers’ practices of 

interaction. In the first two features, teachers tend to show varying degrees of dominance in 

driving, sustaining and extending the learning process; thus, such a practice is referred to as a 

‘teacher-fronted’ interaction. The third feature of the interaction allows and facilitates the 

students to collaborate with their peers and fosters independent and autonomous learning, and 

it leads to the notion of a ‘student-student’ interaction.  

The following sections are organised in terms of the more representative yet comprehensive 

features and implementations of each classification of the interaction.  
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6.1.1 Teacher-fronted Interaction 

One of the interaction types identified in the observed writing instruction was teacher-fronted 

interaction. Teacher-fronted interaction refers to an interaction where a teacher works with the 

whole class and is characterised by teachers’  

• central roles in managing the classwork and controlling activities; 

• recitation and lecture of a new concept, review of related materials, and provision of 

content samples; 

• elicitation of specific content areas from students and response to the students’ 

inquiries; 

• facilitation of teacher-student collaboration to work on text de- and re-construction; 

• diagnoses of the students’ potential learning difficulties; 

• feedback on the students’ work.  

With reference to such characteristics, the teacher-fronted interaction in this current study falls 

into teacher instruction and teacher-student interaction. The former comprises the first three 

characteristics listed above, and the latter encompasses the last three ones.  

Teacher Instruction. Drawing on the work of Nystrand and Gamoran (1997) and Klette 

et al. (2016), the teacher instruction in this study refers to teachers’ monologic instruction, 

lecturing and/or recitation without any interruption from students. The functions of teacher 

instruction include a teacher’s introduction, transmission and explanation of information 

regarding knowledge about a text’s elements that students require to write their texts 

autonomously. Teacher instruction also involves incidents when a teacher gives direction to 

the students to complete any tasks, decides who can talk, when, and about what. In addition, 

it encompasses occasions when a teacher asks the students convergent questions where there 

is only one possible correct answer. 

One of the functions of the teacher instruction relates to a teacher’s explanation of knowledge 

about texts that students need to construct certain text types appropriately and independently. 

An in-depth analysis of the observed lessons revealed that the teachers in this study 

incorporated knowledge of text’s elements, namely, communicative purpose, language 

features, generic structure and audience into their explanation. All text elements previously 

mentioned are considered as parts of teachers’ content knowledge in this study.  
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In the context of the 2006 SBC, teachers should consider the ‘know-what’ and the ‘know-

how’ domains of teaching English writing with SMP students. Elaborated in section 3.2.2, the 

former deals with the required knowledge of content (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2003a) which 

refers to teachers’ understanding of the nature of short functional texts and short essays as 

well as the underpinning principles of teaching such text types. The short functional texts here 

are a type of informational texts to aid readers to understand the message readily. The short 

essays are defined as texts intended to convey particular messages based on communicative 

purposes on which a writer may construct a text with a specific structure and employ particular 

language features. The know-how domain concerns the principles of teaching writing of these 

two text types (BSNP, 2006a, 2007) (see section 3.2.4).  

The following illustrations were typical of the characteristics regarding knowledge of specific 

content areas encompassing a text’s communicative purpose, generic structure, language 

features, and audience apparent during instruction across teacher qualification groups. What 

follows is the presentation of the extent to which the teachers demonstrated similarities and 

differences in their teaching of writing, along with their responses or elaborations during the 

stimulated recalls or associated discussions. Included are explanations pertaining to inferences 

drawn.  

Two broad themes permitted inferences distinguishing the teacher participants in terms of 

their knowledge of curriculum, content, students and pedagogy, specifically in the teacher-

instruction dimension. Such drawn inferences included notions of gaps in and specific 

engagement with knowledge about texts and writing instruction.  

Identified Gaps. Three main gaps were identified in the teachers’ knowledge about the 

text, and one of the principles of teaching a specific text’s elements. The first gap was that 

most of the teachers’ explanations regarding one of the text elements, namely, communicative 

purpose, was limited, or these teachers characteristically informed their students of a general 

definition of this aspect without comparing it to that of similar texts within the same genre. 

C29, for example, read out the main function of a recount text displayed on the PowerPoint 

slides in the first classroom observations (CO1, hereafter). She then said to the students that 

this text type is to retell incidents that happened in the past. The incidents, she emphasised, 

are written in “a chronological order” (3 September 2015). Another teacher, NC04, was 

observed in the initial observation to review the communicative purpose of a descriptive text, 

namely, “to describe a particular place, thing or person”. She further explained what could be 
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described, saying “. . . to describe a particular place, for example, town [and] and about things, 

for example, cat [and] about persons, maybe about your teachers, your friends and your 

parents” (29 August 2015). 

The majority of the participating teachers, to a certain degree, were able to explain specific 

texts’ communicative purposes. Based on the illustrations above, some of these teachers 

appeared to demonstrate their understanding regarding the idea of an object’s particularity 

required to write a descriptive text or about chronological events in a recount genre. Their 

explanations, however, were typically general in nature. Furthermore, their explications 

excluded a crucial dimension, namely, how a communicative purpose gives a text a specific 

shape, structure and content, as well as impacting on an author’s choice of words and styles 

(Askehave, 1999; Swales, 1990).  

The second gap was that seven of the 15 teachers, either in the first or second lessons, tended 

to emphasise accuracy rather than fluency, or were typically observed to teach a text’s 

language features in an explicit fashion and isolation from an actual communication setting. 

These seven teachers appeared to place considerable attention on a specific aspect of a text’s 

language features. In their instructional practices, they exhibited a focus on accurate forms of 

certain parts of speech and sentence construction; information was delivered in an explicit 

fashion, where they taught and explained grammatical rules explicitly and set such controlled 

focus-on-forms tasks as cloze or gap-filling for students so that the students are able to use the 

rules accurately. They also dedicated some of the time in a lesson to teach only grammar, 

through drilling or memorisation, without linking it to the targeted language skills; therefore, 

they isolated grammar instruction from their students’ actual writing efforts and the context 

of writing for communication. C29, for example, was noted to highlight parts of speech, 

notably past verbs, in the two videoed lessons. In the observed lesson 1, she elucidated the 

nature of regular past verbs. “If it is a regular verb, put a suffix -ed/-d to transform it into a 

past form like ‘prepared’ or ‘watched’” (3 September 2015), she said to her students. Follow-

up tasks she provided to the students included transforming positive into negative and 

interrogative forms and filling in the gaps with correct forms of past verbs.  

The curriculum, nevertheless, requires teachers to teach a text’s language features by 

incorporating them into other text elements (BSNP, 2006a) so as to achieve the text’s 

communicative intent. Indonesian TEFL scholars point out that writing teachers should help 

their students to be able to utilise all text elements in context, for example, through the 
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provision of tasks in communicative settings (Agustien, 2016; Widodo, 2006). Such a setting 

is where, among other things, a strict grammar application emphasising accuracy is at a 

minimum. Hence, “[the] students need to be involved in the acts of creating texts, spoken or 

written” (Agustien, 2016, p. 214). Likewise, scholars of teaching English as a second language 

(TESL) also advocate that the instruction of language, for example, a certain grammar point 

would best support students’ language mastery and improve their writing competence when it 

is conducted in a context of communication (e.g. Hunt, 2015; Watson, 2015) and focused on 

content and meaning rather than on accuracy (Hadley & Reiken, 1993; Weaver, 1996).  

In their observed instruction, four of these seven teachers (two from each qualification group) 

drilled their students in how to pronounce specific words in a separate session where they 

displayed lists of words or phrases on slides. C23, for instance, led the students in pronouncing 

vocabulary related to writing a report text in the first videoed lesson. During a stimulated 

recall after Observation 1 (SR1), she argued that pronunciation is required by the students 

when they are writing texts, although “it [pronunciation drill] is not supporting them directly”. 

She further asserted, “When they write something, they pronounce the words, especially 

strange [unfamiliar or new] words”. Additionally, “In order that they will not make mistake[s] 

[when they write], they need to know the pronunciation” (29 September 2015), elaborating 

her rationale regarding the pronunciation instances observed in the Observation 1.  

These four teachers appeared to be concerned with pronunciation in their observed instruction. 

The literature, however, advocates that teachers should integrate pronunciation in a manner 

specifically intended to achieve communicative goals. Levis and Grant (2003) and Murphy 

(1991) point out that teachers need to offer pronunciation activities which can help the students 

to engage in a meaningful communication act, rather than only to achieve fluency or 

articulatory goals. Such an engagement is required in a speaking lesson where pronunciation 

serves as a foremost factor that might impact communication acts (Atli & Bergil, 2012; 

Widiati & Cahyono, 2006).  

The third gap was that more than half of the 15 teachers referred to the national examination 

in their responses regarding their detailed explanations of a specific element of a text. This 

suggests that they tended to prioritise teaching for testing and not for helping their students to 

attain knowledge or competence (Alawiyah, 2016; Murtiana, 2011), as the curriculum 

specifies. For example, C31, as noted in the initial observation, was observed to introduce the 

nature of a descriptive text’s generic structure, including its definition and rhetorical steps to 
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the students. She also explained what sentences should be written in the identification and 

description paragraphs of such a text. In a stimulated recall following the observation, she 

stated that the students would not find questions like “What is the generic structure of a 

descriptive text?” in the exam. Rather, they would be instructed to arrange jumbled sentences 

into a correct order of a certain text. Therefore, she claimed that introducing and explaining 

the nature of a text’s generic structure would assist her students in identifying “which 

sentences are for identification and description” (22 October 2015).  

The curriculum and the literature on teaching a specific text highlight the importance of 

assisting the students to understand the primary concept of a text’s generic structure as well. 

This text element is “the staging structure by which a text of a particular genre unfolds” 

(Martin, 1984, as cited in Askehave, 1999, p. 14). Considering its significance, Hyland (2003), 

among other scholars, asserted that students would write particular texts “more effectively by 

a careful study of their structures” (p. 20). Studying for example, what differentiates the 

generic structure of a narrative from recount text would be beneficial for the students. The 

benefit of studying this text element includes enhancing students’ comprehension of how the 

structure of a text affects the process of achieving its purpose and impacts on such dimensions 

as content and tense, as well as on a writer’s selection of vocabulary and style (Pujianto et al., 

2014; Yan, 2005). 

Identified Specific Engagement. The second broad inference drawn from the analyses 

of the observations and stimulated recalls was that a small number of teachers from both 

qualification groups were considered to be demonstrating a consistent practice with at least 

one of the curriculum’s underpinning principles of teaching writing. They were also deemed 

to be able to articulate sound knowledge of content when dealing with a certain text’s elements 

in their writing instruction. The following paragraphs present illustrations typical of these 

teachers’ writing instruction and responses. 

Firstly, the writing instructional practices demonstrated by five out of the 15 teachers showed 

a sophisticated engagement with knowledge of content and one of the curriculum’s principles 

which states that teachers’ explication around what constitutes a text should assist their 

students to comprehend the nature of each element. The students’ sound comprehension, 

therefore, would help them to write texts appropriately as a means of communication. NC15, 

for example, was observed in the first videoed lesson to implement this principle, particularly, 

when explaining the nature of narrative text’s generic structure. She offered a convincing and 
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opportune explanation of this text element as well as relevant examples when she explained 

what principally distinguishes recount from narrative texts, notwithstanding the similarities 

these texts possess. She utilised such terms as ‘tension’, ‘crisis’ and ‘climax’ to assist the 

students to understand differences between the two texts. She said that it is a narrative text 

when readers feel a kind of tension caused by some crises leading to a climax that the main 

characters experience. She put it: “When you read a narrative, you feel tense, or your heart 

beats faster as you find situations like kidnapping or murder” (31 August 2015).  

The nature of a narrative text is to entertain its reader in an amusing and aesthetic way, 

organised in a specific structure (Knapp & Watkins, 2005; KSG, 2013). As the literature on 

genre writing acknowledges, the generic structure is one of the “dimensions to the realisation 

of genre” (Eggins, 1994, p. 36, as cited in Askehave, 1999). Thus, it plays an important role 

in structuring a text’s organisation and content as well as a writer’s selection of words and 

style to achieve a certain communicative intent. In writing such a text, a writer needs to pick 

specific ideas carefully that best fit its structure, namely, orientation, complication and 

resolution. As opposed to a recount text’s sequence of events (Knapp & Watkins, 2005), the 

terms ‘tension’, ‘crisis’ and ‘climax’ for the complication part of a narrative text that NC15 

introduced will be able to assist students to think of intriguing ideas supported by, for example, 

special characters with their intricate problems and characteristics, leading to some possible 

complexity in the whole narration. The ideas are then realised and reflected by the writer’s 

appropriate selection of vocabulary and style. In turn, readers can experience the entertaining 

nature of the story.  

Secondly, two CTs and five NCTs demonstrated evidence of a sound and specific engagement 

with one of the curriculum’s principles of teaching writing. Such a principle requires teachers 

to focus on fluency rather than on accuracy so that the students are able to acquire necessary 

knowledge and competence to write certain texts aptly. Teachers’ explications regarding a 

text’s language features were characterised by placing considerable emphasis on how to write 

coherent paragraphs or texts. For example, C10, in the observed lesson 2, explained temporal 

conjunctions such as “first, next, then or after that” which students could utilise in their recount 

texts. She elucidated how to use appropriate conjunctions “to connect sentences”; thus, the 

details are “in chronological orders” (8 September 2015). In a stimulated recall after the 

second observed lesson, she argued, “To write [a] good recount text, the students need to learn 

how to use temporal conjunctions so that they organise their ideas coherently” (15 September 

2015).  
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Hence, these seven teachers’ observed lessons were consistent with the curriculum’s 

principles and the literature’s recommendation, as their instruction concerning a text’s 

language features amalgamated prominent features like a specific tense, vocabulary, 

adverbials, conjunctions or time connectives that shape and build a coherent and chronological 

text (BSNP, 2006a; Hyland, 2003; Knapp & Watkins, 2005). Their practices were also 

considered to be able to assist the students to go beyond sentence levels which allow 

incorporating relevant language features into their structured and organised paragraphs so as 

to make their texts effective as a means of communicating ideas.  

Finally, NC15 was the sole teacher to discuss the relationship between readers and writers as 

well as the possible consequences resulting from that. Therefore, NC15 was deemed to be 

conversant about one of the curriculum’s principles of writing instruction concerning the 

specific natures of each element and its effect to a text. In addition, her practice seemed to be 

consistent with the literature of genre writing pedagogy, accentuating how an audience affects 

the process of learning and creating text, and the text itself. In the context of ESL, to write 

successfully, a writer should carefully consider who would read her text as it is the readers 

who would determine “what to say and how to say it, are that different forms express different 

relationships and meanings” (Hyland, 2003, p. 5). As observed in Observation 1, NC15 

reminded the students to consider the potential audience when they wrote a narrative text. She 

said, “It is a narrative text if its story can impress me and make me feel tense” (31 August 

2015). Consequently, the students should think of the most tension-inducing yet intriguing 

content for narrative texts. During a stimulated recall after Observation 1, she argued that they 

should also be able to pick relevant topics, select suitable words, construct sentences correctly 

and organise ideas meticulously so that their written texts touch their readers’ feelings 

successfully through their compilation, conflict and climax.  

Overall, with reference to the analyses of the observations and stimulated recalls, the teacher 

participants were observed to explain such text elements as communicative purposes, generic 

structures, language features and audience. Notably, the findings suggest that, firstly, their 

explanations of the text elements were typically general in nature, and this seemed to indicate 

a limited knowledge of certain content areas required by the curriculum and the literature to 

teach certain text types. Secondly, the teachers from both qualification groups placed 

considerable attention on language features, specifically, grammar. Focus on this text element 

would merely stress accuracy and help improve the students’ competence in sentence-level 
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writing, rather than helping to create a coherent text (Cheung, 2016; Richards & Reppen, 

2014).  

Thirdly, the key finding regarding the teachers’ explication of a text’s elements in this study 

demonstrated that 14 out of 15 teachers seemed not to grasp at least one of the underpinning 

principles of teaching a text’s audience. The curriculum and the literature of writing pedagogy 

suggest that teachers introduce and explain a text’s audience, including how it affects content, 

tense and organisation as well as a writer’s choice of words and style. Finally, a common 

finding to emerge from the analyses regarding the teachers’ explanation of the text elements 

was that, in their writing instruction, the teachers seemed to be driven by concerns relating to 

the national examination. 

6.1.2 Teacher-student Interaction  

The second general feature within the dimension of teacher-fronted instruction was teacher-

student interaction. This study drew on the studies of Klette et al. (2016), Nystrand and 

Gamoran (1997) and Walsh (2006b) to frame and examine the nature of such an interaction 

demonstrated by the teacher participants. The teacher-student interaction refers to classroom 

interaction that occurs between teachers and their students. It is generated by and maintained 

by the teachers who focus on supplying explanations, asking for students’ responses, engaging 

in information exchanges, and incorporating students’ previous answers into subsequent 

questions. It encompasses the teachers’ replies intended to respond to the students’ questions 

or comments. It is also a part of teachers’ and students’ collaborative work to complete any 

tasks in order for the students to construct knowledge and awareness obtained from the 

modelling cycle in their written texts. There existed three emergent themes characterising both 

similarities and differences across teacher qualification groups, namely, modelling strategy, 

nature of feedback provision, and approaches to dealing with students. It might be implied 

that the teachers’ practices and implementations of this kind of interaction in this study permit 

inferences regarding teachers’ PCK.  

Modelling. With reference to the nature of modelling as one of the genre-based cycles 

the curriculum writes (BSNP, 2007; KSG, 2013) and Feez and Joyce (2002) suggest, the 

present study defines modelling as the episodes where teachers display and explicate suitable 

samples of certain texts, and engage with their students in discussing a text’s elements, such 

as communicative purposes, generic structures, language features and audience. Further 
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analysis of the data within the dimension of modelling revealed two patterns, namely, 

discussions of text samples, and collaborative modelling. 

Firstly, most teacher participants appeared to comprehend and be able to implement at least 

one of the primary concepts of text modelling in their instruction. Their practices were deemed 

to be consistent with the current curriculum and the literature on genre-based approaches. The 

paragraphs below describe how they typically engaged their students with a targeted text type 

by showing opportune text samples and discussing their elements. They also raised their 

students’ awareness of the use of, for example, specific lexical features that distinguish a text 

from others (e.g. Knapp & Watkins, 2005; KSG, 2013).  

C23, for instance, was observed in the second videoed lesson to discuss with her students the 

nature of a report text s/he took from one of the student groups’ written texts. In what followed, 

she involved the students in analysing and conferring on inappropriate vocabulary use, 

incorrect subject-verb agreements, content and coherence. In a stimulated recall, she believed 

that discussing a text written by the students would be able to help them to avoid making the 

same mistakes and to explore more information regarding an object they could write about for 

their report texts.  

Secondly, three CTs and two NCTs were deemed to exhibit a highly sophisticated repertoire 

of content and pedagogy. They were characterised by engaging the students in collaborative 

text modelling. These teachers’ modelling practices encompassed their explanations of and 

discussions about relevant text elements with their students, and demonstrations of how to 

write a specific text. In addition, the students were invited to work with their teachers to 

construct a text sample and to participate actively in contributing and negotiating ideas. 

Further collaborative modelling offered the students the opportunity to select vocabulary to 

use, draft or make necessary revisions to the drafted texts.   

When discussing public places in Observation 2, C40 had her students write their ideas, like 

“This is a picture of Borobudur Temple. It is located in Magelang, Central Java” (Observation 

2 note, 15 September 2015). In what followed, she discussed with her students what could be 

written for the identification and description parts. C40 claimed that this kind of collaborative 

modelling with the students had a two-fold advantage. Firstly, the students could recognise 

correct sentence constructions like “It is a dog named Blacky” (22 September 2015). The other 

benefit was that the students were assisted to associate the discussed sentences with the content 



 

145 

of each part of the descriptive texts. She emphasised that the students would not be confused 

about what to write for the identification and description parts.  

Wette (2015), Tahmasebi and Khodabakhshzadeh (2017) and Zemelman et al. (2005) argue 

that collaborative modelling between teachers and students is able to help the latter to focus 

on both the writing process and product and eventually assist them to optimise their writing 

competence. This occurs because collaborative modelling, among many features, serves as a 

scaffold in which temporary support that the students need when completing a writing task is 

supplied by the teachers.  

In this section, the discriminating features concerning the teachers’ modelling practices were 

discussed. Drawing on the paragraphs above, a few teachers not only explicated the nature of 

a specific text, they also modelled a particular text collaboratively with their students. Thus, 

they demonstrated a rich knowledge of both content regarding what is needed to teach a text 

and of pedagogy in terms of how to involve the students in a collaborative text modelling. 

Teacher Feedback. In this study, teacher feedback encompasses corrections and 

comments in addition to strategies a teacher utilises when responding to her students’ written 

work. Teacher feedback might involve corrective feedback indicating that an error has been 

made, providing correct forms of the target language, or supplying metalinguistic information 

about the nature of an error. A teacher might also offer her positive and specific comments 

intended to help the students to improve their learning of a specific text or to acknowledge 

their efforts or achievements. The teachers’ practices of providing feedback in this present 

study allow inferences concerning their knowledge of content, students and pedagogy. Such 

inferences may also reveal similarities and differences demonstrated by the teachers from both 

groups.  

In the 2006 SBC’s context, the Standards of Content (BSNP, 2006a), Process (BSNP, 2007), 

and Assessment (MoNE, 2007b) mandate teachers to possess knowledge of how to assist their 

students to construct a fluent and acceptable written text through the provision of corrective 

yet collaborative, constructive and comprehensive feedback incorporating language features, 

generic structures and content. It can then be implied that their feedback should put a 

considerable emphasis on such features as content development or coherence, rather than on 

surface structures like sentence constructions or mechanics.  
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The nature of the teacher feedback identified in the analysed observation data involved micro- 

and macro-level features. Utilising a framework drawn on the studies of Leki (1991), Yang 

(2016) and Yu and Hu (2017), this study defines that the micro-level features refer to the 

teachers’ feedback emphasising language features, for example, grammar, vocabulary and 

mechanics such as spelling, punctuation or capitalisation. The latter concerns content, idea 

development and organisation of a specific text the students write. With reference to such 

definitions, two broad inferences regarding teachers’ feedback provisions were drawn. Such 

inferences – limited and specific engagements – were considered to be able to distinguish 

teacher participants in terms of their knowledge of curriculum, content, students and 

pedagogy, specifically in the dimension of teacher-student interaction.  

Identified Limited Engagement. More than a half of the teachers (n=8) seemed to show 

varying degrees of limited knowledge concerning feedback they should provide. Generally, 

they were observed to supply micro-level feedback emphasising specific language features, 

or their feedback was characteristically general in nature. For example, NC04 focused her 

feedback on the verb ‘to be’ and verbs to describe an object, as noted in the second observed 

lesson. In one episode, she noticed that one of her students wrote “He is play football”. She 

corrected the mistake and wrote “He plays football”. Other sentences NC04 subsequently 

amended included “I am buy a T-shirt”, “My T-shirt very soft” (CO2 note, 12 September 

2015). In a discussion following the second videoed lesson, she argued that such correction 

was essential in that “this is the [sentence] pattern that [they] must use in a descriptive text . . 

. [notably] the sentence patterns that use correct verbs in the simple present tense” (19 

September 2015).  

As exemplified above, these eight teachers generally supplied micro-level feedback 

accentuating particular linguistic features and sentence constructions. Such a feedback focus 

is likely to be able to help the students to improve their writing accuracy (Ashwell, 2000; 

Purnawarman, 2011) and to prevent them from making grammatical errors (Ellis, 1998; 

Lightbown, 1998). Sheppard (1992) and Truscott (1996), however, argue that an excessive 

stress on a specific linguistic feature will not be able to assist the students to achieve an 

optimum gain in their writing performance, while being unaware of idea generation, content 

development or style.  

Notwithstanding the controversy regarding the key roles of micro-level feedback on the 

students’ writing product, these teachers’ feedback provision appeared to be inconsistent with 
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the 2006 SBC’s mandated requirements (BSNP, 2006a, 2007; MoNE, 2007b), namely, to offer 

the students quality feedback encompassing such dimensions as idea and content 

development. A considerable focus on specific language feature will not help the students to 

generate and develop ideas for their texts. It will not also inform the students whether or not 

the ideas are logical, or the way they organise the ideas is chronological or coherent. It will be 

unclear to the students if their word selections or styles are appropriate for a particular 

audience.  

Identified Specific Engagement. Offering feedback incorporating a range of domains 

like content, style and organisation, four CTs and one NCT seemed to demonstrate a 

sophisticated knowledge of specific content areas. Such areas embrace “how texts work to 

achieve their communicative, rhetorical purposes, including knowledge of features of text 

most commonly employed to support writing for a particular purpose” (Parr & Timperley, 

2010, p. 71). Sufficient repertoire of content, as Parr and Timperley (2010) further assert, 

would eventually help teachers and their students to identify and “diagnose the gap between 

produced and ideal” (p. 80) so that the teachers are able to determine appropriate macro-level 

feedback and provide such in a timely fashion. Hence, as illustrated in the following 

paragraph, their feedback practices were consistent not only with the current curriculum, but 

also with opportune practices recommended by the literature (e.g. Ferris, 2014; Ferris, Pezone, 

Tade, & Tinti, 1997).  

Typically, NC08’s feedback comprised content development in relation to the descriptive 

texts her students tried to construct. When noticing that one of the students wrote only two 

sentences “I have a friend. His name is Daus Mini” (CO2 note, 10 September 2015), she asked 

the student to imagine Daus’ face, hair, body or age. She believed that her suggestion would 

help the students to develop their ideas. Another incident was observed as she found out that 

a student’s first paragraph was about a person’s specific characteristics. In what followed, she 

involved her in question-and-answer chains to retrieve her knowledge regarding what could 

be written in such a paragraph, for example, ages or other physical features. She was also 

noted to link the discussion to her explanation concerning the nature of the identification 

aspect of a descriptive text.  

In this section, two broad features allowing a differentiation with regard to the teachers’ 

feedback were discussed. The provision of micro-level feedback permits a presumption that 

the majority of the teachers demonstrated limited knowledge of, for example, what opportune 
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feedback should be given to help the students to write a particular text. Five teachers were 

observed to supply macro-level feedback; thus, they were deemed to exhibit rich familiarity 

and engagement with at least one of the principles of quality feedback.  

Approach to Dealing with Students. The second identified feature within the 

dimension of teacher-student interaction was teachers’ approaches to dealing with their 

students. As elaborated in section 3.2.3, the laws on teachers (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 

2007c) notably require teachers to possess an adequate knowledge of their students. That 

includes but is not limited to knowledge of their students’ learning difficulties and problem-

solving strategies and of particular approaches to identifying students’ strengths and 

weaknesses. It also involves knowledge of a student’s typical problems, errors and perceptions 

that may contribute to language difficulties, particularly in writing texts. 

Studies highlighting the importance of understanding students have gained considerable 

attention from scholars in the educational field. One of the many reasons is that students bring 

with them their own unique combination of behaviour, motivation, characteristics, learning 

preferences and strategies, abilities and needs (Al-Shammakhi & Al-Humaidi, 2015; Lockley 

& Nicholas, 2014). The literature on the Indonesian adolescent students who study English at 

SMP levels has indicated that some of them tend to show specific and unique characteristics, 

such as being inactive yet obedient (Exley, 2005), lowly motivated, moderately unconfident, 

or anxious (Lamb, 2012; Marwan, 2016). Additionally, Indonesian teenage students may have 

low mastery of language knowledge and proficiency with respect to English skills 

(Lengkanawati, 2017). Based on such benchmarks, the analysed data revealed two primary 

inferences, namely, limited and specific engagements.  

Identified Limited Engagement. Most teacher participants seemed to have limited 

knowledge of students and pedagogy, as evidenced by their approaches to dealing with their 

students in the videoed lessons. They relied on their students’ facial expressions or utilised a 

generalised approach. C10, for instance, asserted that her students’ responses, particularly 

their facial expressions, helped her to diagnose any potential weaknesses or strengths her 

students might have. When asked the reasons for this conclusion, she stated, “From their faces, 

they did not [know] the difference between ‘is’ and ‘are’ in sentences” (1 September 2015). 

For C31, the students’ looks also served as her basis to recognise their strengths or gaps. She 

asserted that her approach was efficient as her students “feel ashamed to raise their hands”. 

Thus, before assigning any of them to do tasks, she would “see their expressions. The students 
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who want to show their ability [or share their responses could be] seen from their faces” (29 

October 2015). 

It was apparent that facial expression served as these teachers’ foundation to diagnose their 

students’ possible learning gaps or strengths. Studies conducted by, for example, Fernández-

Balboa and Stiehl (1995) and Macaro (2001), concluded that a visual signal appeared to be 

helpful for teachers to assess their students’ comprehension and motivation level in a lesson. 

However, these signs could be misleading, particularly in the Indonesian EFL context. 

Indonesian students learning English in junior high schools are generally portrayed by the 

literature as those who tend to be shy, passive, quiet or anxious (Exley, 2005; Marwan, 2016). 

In particular, the characters of the students involved in the present study, as Fauziati (2014) 

and Exley (2005) claim, may be influenced by their Javanese cultural identity and background, 

where indicating learning difficulties, or ‘showing off’ one’s potential to peers or teachers, is 

inappropriate. The former risks loss of face or being embarrassed, and latter risks conveying 

a sense of superiority; both are something that students would want to avoid.  

Another typical approach of the majority of teachers, in particular the CTs, was their use of a 

whole-class instruction when handling and responding to their students’ apparent learning 

deficits. For instance, C31 wrote sentences with grammatical problems on the whiteboard and 

had discussions with the students to correct the sentences. In a follow-up discussion, she 

stated, “[Because] I do not know much about the students in this classroom, I think most my 

students have difficulties in writing correct sentences, by using degrees of comparison”. She 

further detailed, “My students often forgot to write ‘the’ in their superlative comparison or 

‘than’ in their comparative degree” (SR1, 22 October 2015). Therefore, when noticing such 

grammatical mistakes in a group, she said, “I just showed the mistakes, and then we made 

corrections together” (SR2, 29 October 2015). 

Seeing how the teachers dealt with their students in these ways suggests that they seemed not 

to consider each individual’s academic ability and preferences along with the characteristics 

which every student brings to class. To some extent, such approaches might especially affect 

less competent students in their understanding, for instance, of a specific grammatical concept, 

because they may need a longer time or more explanation from their teachers than high-

proficiency students. In addition, the use of this approach may lead to difficulty in building a 

good rapport between the teachers and their students. Indeed, this relationship is required to 
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assist students to cope with learning difficulties, anxiety or any sense of inferiority, and to 

help them to learn optimally (Marwan, 2016; Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, & Daley, 1999). 

Identified Specific Engagement. The second inference was that a small number of 

teachers seemed to display specific knowledge of their students and pedagogy, as seen in three 

instructional practices. The first practice was that six teachers (three CTs and three NCTs) 

based their approaches to dealing with and responding to their students’ learning difficulties 

on the mistakes that the students wrote in their texts. This strategy provides these teachers 

with an accurate and comprehensive basis regarding specific content areas of strengths and/or 

gaps. Hence, they would be able to select possible assistance and suitable means or process in 

response to the needs of specific students. NC04, for example, implemented such an approach 

in Observation 1. After assigning the students to classify sentences as either identification or 

description, she stated that “I analysed their work”. She noticed that some of the students 

classified sentences describing an animal’s physical features into the identification part. She 

stated that the students did not fully understand the nature of this part; therefore, she said, “I 

needed to explain [what constitutes identification and description parts] again” (SR1, 5 

September 2015).  

The second practice was that two CTs and four NCTs appeared to be concerned with 

anticipating their students’ motivation levels and prior language knowledge and competence 

and using appropriate strategies to deal with these concerns. In a discussion after Observation 

1, NC01 stated that her students demonstrated low in learning motivation. To boost their 

motivation, she designed a ‘Coconut game’ which not only related to a procedure text her 

students would learn on that day, but also required physical movement. Being aware of the 

students’ motivation level and applying appropriate strategies suggest that NC01 was able to 

build a good interpersonal relationship with her students. Faucette (2001) and Maulana and 

Opdenakker (2014) asserted that this relationship would eventually improve the students’ 

academic achievement. In addition, NC01 associated this motivation issue with her students’ 

prior competence and her school administration. She believed that the students would not have 

enrolled in a private school where she currently teaches if their national exam scores had been 

high. She acknowledged that the school could not be fully able to provide as complete learning 

facilities as good quality public or private schools.  

NC02 was also aware that her students characteristically had a limited amount of English 

vocabulary. Therefore, she made relevant adaptations regarding certain vocabulary used in a 
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text. In a follow-up discussion, she explained: “I used a recount text from a Mary Steven’s 

book because the texts and [the vocabulary] are not that hard [for my students] to understand”. 

She further stated, “But, I need to modify some words or expressions [like] ‘What a mistake’ 

[because] my students will not get it. So, I have to make the point that I give my students the 

simplest vocabulary forms [having similar meanings], so they [can] read [and understand] the 

texts” (24 August 2015). NC02 further linked this vocabulary issue with the fact that her 

students come from rural areas. She asserted that the students from these areas generally come 

from the low socio-economic family background. Some of them have to work after school to 

help their parents, so they do not have much time for their study. In turn, she said it could be 

understood why her students’ vocabulary mastery is low.  

Adaptation or modification NC02 made on a text indicated that she considered her students’ 

prior knowledge and competence (e.g. Bukova-Guuml, 2010; Fernández-Balboa & Stiehl, 

1995). NC02 seemed to be aware of considering her students’ likely misunderstanding 

(Carlsen, 1987; Dillon, 1985; Jiang, 2014) and conducting a further examination in this 

respect. She also demonstrated an awareness regarding possible learning difficulties the 

students might encounter when they learn how to write a particular text type.  In addition, she 

provided many opportunities for the students to construct their texts. In turn, the students are 

expected to go beyond the scope of the materials written in the student books. 

The third practice was that nearly half of the teachers included a concern for nurturing and 

fostering their students’ positive characters, attitude and social behaviours in their instruction. 

Typical of these teachers’ practices captured in the videoed lessons and elaboration during 

follow-up discussions included both mixed-ability grouping strategy and character modelling. 

The first typical practice was that two CTs and four NCTs were observed to consider the 

importance of assigning their students to work collaboratively in mixed-ability groups in the 

two videoed lessons. With regard to the work of Baer (2003), Yusuf, Natsir, and Hanum 

(2015) and Zamani (2016), a mixed-ability group refers to a grouping strategy where teachers 

team up students with diverse levels of ability and different characters, interests or learning 

styles. 

In the two observed lessons, NC07, for instance, had her students work in mixed-ability groups 

where high-achieving students collaborated with their lower-achieving fellows to write their 

first drafts of descriptive texts. Having students work in such groupings would benefit both 

parties, she claimed during a discussion after the second observed lesson. Assigning clever 
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students to work with their less capable peers and further appoint them to be group leaders 

would affect the clever’ comprehension of the lesson positively. She presumed that “When 

the smart students help their [less-capable] friends to do [writing] tasks, they [the smart] would 

understand the material much better” (19 September 2015).  

Managing mixed-ability groupings, these teachers were considered to demonstrate a 

sophisticated knowledge of their students and pedagogy for two main reasons. The first reason 

is they appeared to be concerned with fostering such characteristics as helpful, responsible, 

socially attentive and respectful as students worked with their peers having different language 

competencies. Hence, using a mixed-ability grouping strategy indicated that these teachers 

adhered in their writing instruction to the curriculum’s formulation of moral and character 

education (BSNP, 2006a, 2007; MoEC, 2011). The literature also points out that the mixed-

grouping strategy contributes to fostering positive student attitudes and classroom social 

climate (e.g. Hounhanou, 2017; Zamani, 2016). The second reason is that teachers seemed to 

be aware of the importance of assessing their students’ prior language knowledge, ability level 

and learning strategies (Carpenter et al., 1988; Cochran et al., 1993) before applying certain 

instructional strategies. Such an awareness will, in turn, optimise their students’ learning 

process and outcome (Zemelman et al., 2005).  

The second typical practice pertaining to fostering students’ positive character was that five 

teachers (two CTs and three NCTs) talked in the follow-up discussions after observations 

about being an ideal role model for their students. C23, for instance, argued that it was not 

easy to ask her students to be disciplined and hardworking if their teacher could not 

demonstrate such attributes in classroom activities. Thus, she claimed that role modelling was 

one of the best ways to infuse certain characteristics into her students. She put it: “[Being] 

discipline[d] and hard work[ing] are difficult for the students [to maintain], but [so] as 

teachers, we should [represent those characteristics through what and how we do and behave]” 

(SR2, 10 October 2015). C31 demonstrated her concern for building and enhancing students’ 

characteristics like responsibility and courage. However, she acknowledged that to transmit 

those characters to the students required more than simply requesting them to adopt those 

attributes. For example, the cultivation of being responsible would be successful if “we do not 

only teach [them to be responsible], but we have to give [real examples and become] ‘teladan’ 

[a role model] for the students to follow” (SR2, 29 October 2015).  
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These teachers’ attempts to become an ideal role model for their students showed that they 

were concerned with developing their students’ characters, behaviour and social awareness as 

proposed by the curriculum and highlighted by the literature. As Megawangi (2005) points 

out, these teachers appeared to understand that instilling a specific character requires more 

than moral knowing – teaching the meaning of being good, and moral feeling – describing 

what positive characters are like. It requires moral action where teachers not only transmit 

particular characteristics through their modelling in their instructional activities, or utilise 

instructional methods like indoctrination, where they drill the students in particular 

behaviours; they also need to articulate such attributes to foster their students’ recognition 

(Qoyyimah, 2016b).  

The observations and stimulated recalls also showed that some of the teachers considered the 

importance in their instructional practices of infusing and fostering their students’ positive 

character, attitudes and social behaviours. Thus, they demonstrated much more specific 

engagement with the knowledge of students than is highlighted in the existing literature. 

Generally, the literature suggests that teachers need to take into account their students’ 

potential misconceptions of a specific topic, learning difficulties, motivation, diverse ability, 

learning styles, interest, and developmental levels and needs (e.g. Fernández-Balboa & Stiehl, 

1995; Grossman, 1988; Park & Oliver, 2008). The literature also emphasises teachers’ 

understanding of their students’ particular and unique characteristics (Chen & Goh, 2014; 

Exley, 2005; Lockley & Nicholas, 2014). In addition, it recommends that the teachers know 

their students’ language background and proficiency level (Bernales, 2016; Edwards, 2012; 

Hismanoglu, 2013), cognitive characteristics (Cozma, 2015) and problem-solving strategies 

(Hill et al., 2008).  

Overall, the teachers from both groups utilised various approaches to deal with their students’ 

strengths and weaknesses. Such approaches permit an inference in relation to the teachers’ 

knowledge of students and pedagogy. The teachers who used tasks as the basis to determine 

particular strategies to cope with their students’ learning difficulties, and who put their 

concern with, for example, nurturing and enhancing their students’ character, evidenced a 

sound knowledge of students and pedagogy.  

In summary, regarding the teacher-student interaction, key features that differentiated the 

teachers across both qualification groups emerged. A few teachers evidenced a repertoire of 

curriculum, content, students and pedagogy in their instruction. In their videoed lessons, they 
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employed indirect feedback strategies and supplied macro-level feedback incorporating 

content, organisation and coherence. They based their actions on mistakes their students made 

on their written texts and employed diverse strategies to deal with their students’ strengths 

and gaps as well as to promote their students’ characters and social behaviours. Finally, an 

inference can be drawn that the NCTs were deemed to demonstrate a more in-depth knowledge 

of their students than the CTs. 

6.1.3 Student-student Interaction 

The third type of interaction is an interaction among students and is typified by the students 

working in pairs or groups to put their knowledge about a specific text type, which they obtain 

from the modelling cycle, into practice. Specifically, the students are involved in a joint-text 

construction to write their first drafts emphasising both language and content with little or 

limited assistance from teachers. A broad theme regarding interaction among the students 

concerns writing tasks the teachers supplied.  

As elaborated in sections 2.3.2 and 3.2.4, the 2006 SBC documents (BSNP, 2006a, 2006b, 

2007) write that the underpinning principles of writing task in a joint-construction cycle 

include teachers’ provision and orchestration of: 

• relevant and meaningful tasks; 

• opportunity to construct a text depending on its communicative intent; 

• systematic text-composing tasks; 

• active interaction and transaction among students to discuss, negotiate, and resolve 

any given writing tasks.  

With reference to the curriculum principles presented above, in joint-text construction, 

teachers should consider key purposes of the writing tasks that they assign their students to 

complete. Based on the work of Raimes (1987, as cited in Widiati & Cahyono, 2006) and 

Foong (1999), the analyses of the data in the present study identified three kinds of task 

purposes, namely, language practice, rhetorical practice and fluency. Language practice is 

characterised by the provision of manipulation, substitution, transformation or completion 

exercises to help students write sentences accurately. One of the main task features in 

rhetorical practice is that teachers provide content, using relevant text models longer than 

sentences, and ask students to imitate the rhetorical and syntactic patterns by following the 

given models. The fluency task puts little or no emphasis on grammatical accuracy and offers 
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an opportunity for the students to generate and develop their ideas; thus, such a task will be 

able to assist the students to acquire the ability to comprehend and convey information content.  

Based on the benchmark above, the analyses of the data identified two broad patterns 

regarding the provisions of writing tasks which allow some differentiation with regard to the 

teachers’ knowledge of curriculum, content and pedagogy. 

Identified Limited Engagement. Two typical practices indicating teachers’ limited 

engagement with the four principles of task provision were identified. First, six of the 15 

teachers supplied language-practice tasks generally emphasising accurate sentence 

constructions given in a fashion isolated from actual writing activities. In Observation 1, NC02 

dictated four sentences in Bahasa and then had her students translate them into English. In 

Observation 2, she wrote five present-tense sentences and had the paired students transform 

the verbs into past tense forms. She supplied translation and transformation exercises because 

“there are [some students who found] difficulties [in] differentiating the regular and irregular 

[verb forms]” (SR2, 11 September 2015). She said that, from these tasks, “I expect that they 

make [or write] the right [correct] sentences”. Thus, when writing their recount texts, “they 

will lengthen [or write more sentences] to become a paragraph” of that text (SR1, 25 August 

2015).  

These six teachers generally engaged their students with tasks focusing on sentence-level 

constructions. They placed considerable stress on strengthening and consolidating the 

students’ linguistic knowledge and competence. However, learning to write a specific genre, 

as the curriculum and the literature highlight, is to enable the students to communicate their 

ideas with others. Such an objective is best achieved by integrating all text elements, including 

how each element works in and affects the whole text. Thus, there appears a sense in which 

their practices were inconsistent not only with the 2006 SBC’s documents (BSNP, 2006a; 

MoNE, 2003a) which require teachers to enable the students to write various ranges of texts 

in accordance with the communicative purposes, but also with the literature on genre-based 

writing (e.g. Hyland, 2003; Knapp & Watkins, 2005). 

Second, seven of the 15 teachers seemed to misunderstand at least one of the curriculum’s 

principles of task provision. Typical tasks provided by these teachers included sentence and 

paragraph rearrangements and imitation tasks. Such tasks served as models for the students to 

follow when they construct their texts in the independent construction cycle. The literature 

suggests, however, that the students will gain much in terms of positive writing outcomes if 
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the tasks allow them to be exposed to extensive language in use (Aliakbari & Tarlani‐Aliabadi, 

2017), to be involved in a text-composing process actively (Gadd & Parr, 2016) and to 

experience graded writing tasks (Yasuda, 2011). These teachers appeared to be unaware of 

this approach in task provision and exhibited limited understanding about the task progression 

and scaffolding that the curriculum writes, as illustrated in the following examples.  

As observed in the two lessons, C10 assigned arrangement tasks to her students. In the first 

observed lesson, she had the students work in groups to rearrange some sentences to form a 

descriptive text. She then engaged the students to select sentences that could best be written 

in either an identification or description paragraph. In what followed, the students constructed 

their descriptive texts based on the rearrangement tasks they had previously completed. Near 

the end of the lesson, she had the students read out their texts and commented that their texts 

were similar to the rearranged models in terms of content, structure and organisation. Some 

differences were in the names of the persons or activities being described.  

Identified Specific Engagement. Setting language, rhetoric and fluency tasks for their 

students indicated that C23 and NC07 demonstrated a specific engagement with the principles 

of task provision and scaffolding in a writing lesson in the 2006 SBC context. As the literature 

regarding effective writing tasks suggests, suitably supplying various timely and relevant tasks 

to the students necessitates the teachers to comprehend and apply the principles of task focus 

– from sentence to targeted text level (Nation, 2009). The literature also requires the teachers 

to control task difficulty levels – from simple to complex tasks, and from single- to multiple-

structure tasks (Pressley, 1990, as cited in Xu, 2015).  

In addition, the setting of tasks encompassing practices of language, rhetoric and fluency 

suggests that C23 and NC07 understood at least one aspect of the task scaffolding. Task 

scaffolding allows the students to experience graded writing practices, from the simplest to 

the most complex, with increased speed and decreasing teacher assistance (Hyland, 2003; 

Nation, 2009). Offering scaffolded practices is intended to assist the students, initially, to 

acquire basic knowledge and skills to write their texts and then to become autonomous student 

writers (Coe, 2011; Suherdi, 2008), to show their rich repertoire of linguistic styles in their 

writing (Schwartz et al., 2017). Such task scaffolding demonstrated that these teachers allowed 

their students to experience systematic writing encompassing planning, drafting, revising and 

editing (BSNP, 2007; Harmer, 2004), as well as genre-based learning cycles (Hammond, 
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1992, as cited in BSNP, 2007), particularly the joint construction cycle. The following 

paragraphs describe one of these teachers’ practices. 

In the second observed lesson, supplying language and rhetorical tasks, NC07 had the students 

write sentences based on the given clues: “mammal, Persian cat, Tammy, cat food, soft and 

thick fur, round and green eyes, small and pug nose, long tail, short and fat body, sleep and 

watch TV” (CO2 note, 8 September 2015). She then challenged the students to reorganise 

their sentences into a well-arranged descriptive text. She discussed and associated the 

students’ arrangements with the nature of each part of the text. Eventually, she grouped the 

students and assigned them to describe their selected pets with reference to the model they 

had created. In a discussion following Observation 2, NC07 stated that clue-based and 

imitation tasks help her students to apply what they had previously learned, namely, writing 

sentences in the simple present tense and constructing descriptive texts. She claimed that the 

students appeared to be much more fluent when writing their sentences into a draft of a 

descriptive text, as she already had set up each clue in a logical or chronological order. In 

other words, each clue was tailored to identification and description paragraphs.  

The examples above have discussed the degree to which the teachers provided writing tasks 

in the joint-text construction cycle. The task provision emphasising sentence level 

demonstrated a gap in the teachers’ knowledge of content and pedagogy regarding at least one 

of the underpinning principles of tasks in writing instruction. Two teachers engaged the 

students to complete a range of tasks allowing them to experience a graded writing process, 

demonstrating superior knowledge about the progression and scaffolding principles in writing 

tasks.  

The following section will elaborate on the qualitative and quantitative analyses of cognitive 

levels of teacher questioning.  

6.2. Questioning 

Current Indonesian EFL teaching requires teachers to create, manage and maintain teacher-

student and student-student interaction in their classrooms by means of questioning. Teacher 

questioning is believed to promote an active and effective interaction (Al-Zahrani & Al-Bargi, 

2017; Sujariati et al., 2016) and to yield positive learning outputs (Sunggingwati & Nguyen, 

2013; Wang et al., 2017). Appropriate and well-timed questions raised by teachers will 

encourage students to participate actively in a lesson by responding to questions; thus, 
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students’ participation would be enhanced. Furthermore, offering the students sufficient 

opportunity to question each other or to respond to their teachers’ questions would also boost 

their confidence and endorse learning autonomy (Toni & Parse, 2013; Wragg & Brown, 

2001), as questioning is one of the ways to put their knowledge into practice.  

Drawing on the Standards of Process (BSNP, 2007) and Education Assessment (MoNE, 

2007b), as well as Brown’s (1994, p. 172) categories of questions, the present study adapted 

Bloom’s taxonomy of cognitive levels, namely, knowledge, comprehension, application, 

analysis, synthesis and evaluation. With reference to the thinking order division (Bloom, 1956; 

Brown, 1994; Freahat & Smadi, 2014), lower-cognitive questions (LCQ, hereafter) primarily 

include those relating to knowledge and comprehension. Hence, questions requiring the pupils 

to apply, analyse, synthesise and evaluate are viewed as higher-cognitive questions (HCQ, 

henceforth).  

In the present study, the primary sources of data regarding the questions that the 15 individual 

teachers posed in the elaboration stages of the lessons were transcripts of classroom 

observations and follow-up discussions. It is important to note that the analyses of the 

interactions presented previously utilised the same observed lessons, associated discussions 

and teaching artefacts.  

This section presents the results of the data analyses: the qualitative first, followed by the 

quantitative. The former utilised Hatch’s (2002) typological analysis procedures intended to 

identify emergent patterns in relation to teachers’ questioning practices. The quantitative 

analysis included the frequency and percentage calculations of the cognitive levels of each 

type of question. Organised in a weakest-to-strongest order of evidence, the identified patterns 

were further investigated to allow inferences in terms of the teachers’ knowledge of 

curriculum, content, students and pedagogy. The methodology chapter details the rationale for 

selecting the elaboration stages and teacher questioning, as well as the procedures for both 

types of data analysis (see section 4.4.2).  

6.2.1 Discussion of Qualitative Data 

The qualitative analysis was aimed at investigating the nature of teacher questioning and its 

relation to the current state of the teachers’ PCK here using the questions during the 

observations and the teachers’ responses to queries obtained through post-observation 

interviewing. The procedures of the qualitative analyses were as follows. Firstly, the 
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transcripts were analysed with respect to teacher questioning in order to identify patterns, 

relationships and themes to emerge from such analyses. Then, brief generalisations were 

written relevant to the patterns observed, and related excerpts from the data were used to 

illustrate. Detailed information concerning this procedure can be found in the methodology 

chapter.  

The following sections are organised in terms of the detailed features of the cognitive levels 

of teacher questioning. The hallmarks attributing teachers’ questioning practices are 

discussed, and any clear distinctions of teachers from the qualification groups are highlighted.  

Lower-cognitive Questions. Most teachers typically raised LCQs intended to achieve 

a range of purposes. Based on the purposes of LCQs, inferences could be drawn regarding the 

teachers’ knowledge of curriculum, content, students and pedagogy. The first inference was 

that some of the teachers were deemed to exhibit limited knowledge about the importance of 

asking questions promoting students’ critical and analytical thinking, as mandated by the 

curriculum and highlighted by the literature. They were observed to raise LCQs to recall their 

students’ prior knowledge regarding factual information or the nature of particular texts, as 

well as to review the materials the students had previously learned. The following section 

illustrates some of the typical dialogues between teachers and students observed in the videoed 

instruction.  

NC01 : How many parts does the structure of a recount text have? 

Male Student (MS) : Four. 
NC01 : Can you mention [what they are]? 

Students (SS) : Orientation, events, personal comment. 

NC01 : Okay. Orientation, events and personal comment. So, how many? 

SS : Three. 

(CO2, 10 September 2015)  

As can be seen from the excerpt above, NC01 posed LCQs to retrieve the students’ prior 

knowledge regarding definitions or characteristics of specific texts. NC01 knew that her 

pupil’s replies were, at times, incorrect, she did not directly amend their responses. Instead, 

she invited them to mention the parts of a recount text. NC01’s instigation had a two-fold 

benefit for the students. They had the right answers, and their teacher’s follow-up questions 

also engaged them to make relevant inferences.  

C10 raised LCQs intended to check her students’ understanding of a specific aspect of the 

lesson they were learning. As noted in the second observed lesson, C10 wanted to know how 

much her students understood the nature of a recount text’s orientation after she and her 
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students had discussed some examples beforehand. The following excerpt details the dialogue 

between C10 and her students.  

T : Okay, from the two examples we have discussed, it is clear how to write a recount text, 

isn’t it? What does the 1st paragraph tell you? 
SS : Apa, kapan, mana, siapa [what, when, where and who]. 

T : Good. What is the 2nd paragraph about? 

SS : Apa yang dilakukan penulis [about a writer’s activities]. 

(CO2, 8 September 2015).  

The second inference regarding the practices of raising LCQs was that a small number of 

teachers exhibited a sound knowledge of their students. They were observed to utilise LCQs 

to identify and anticipate their students’ potential misconception or misunderstanding about a 

particular dimension of a text. In the first observed lesson, C29, for instance, raised such 

questions as “Does anybody know the past verb of ‘get’?”, “What is the past verb of 

‘sweep’?”, “What is the past verb of ‘pergi’ [go]?” (3 September 2015). In a stimulated recall 

after the observed lesson, C29 elaborated her reasons as to why she asked questions focusing 

on the past-verb forms. C29 put it: “I focused on grammar especially verb 2, simple past tense, 

because when writing, based on my experience, most of the [students’] mistakes is on verb 2 

or simple past tense” (7 September 2015). She further stated that “[Although] they know that 

they have to use verb 2 [for their recount texts], they still find some difficulties about regular 

and irregular verbs”. Often the students got confused when a present verb needs a suffix -ed 

or -d or is changed into its past verb, she added.  

Higher-cognitive Questions. The second principal feature regarding teacher 

questioning was that a few teachers supplied their students with HCQ, and this permits the 

inference that these teachers demonstrated awareness of the importance of questions that 

stimulate, challenge and engage students to think analytically and critically. In their 

instruction, they posed a significant number of application and analysis questions 

incorporating various functions. Hence, they showed markedly sound knowledge of content, 

students and pedagogy, as illustrated in the following paragraphs.  

In most cases, these teachers addressed application questions to challenge the students to apply 

what they had already learned to a new situation correctly, “without having to be shown how 

to” do so (Krathwohl, Bloom, & Masia, 1956, p. 120). Based on the analysed observation 

data, the participating teachers in this study typically asked this question level to have the 

students apply grammatical rules. An instance was taken from C23’s Observation 1 when she 

asked her students to implement a specific grammatical point.  
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T : (Pointing at sentences on a slide) Look at the use of ‘are’. Why does this sentence use 
‘are’ instead of ‘is’?  

SS : (Various responses) tunggal [singular] . . . jamak [plural]. 

T : Yes, fish can be either singular or plural. Look at this sentence. Fish live in the water. It 

is not ‘lives’.  

(22 September 2015) 

The application-level questions in some cases were also intended to assist the students to 

generate and develop their ideas, as exemplified in a dialogue between, for example, C31 and 

one of the male students (MS).  

T :  Okay, we want to describe and compare our durian to somebody’s. How can we write our 

first sentence? 

MS : I have durian. 
T : I have durian. Good.  

(Skipped lines) 

T : I want to tell you about my durian. The durian is very delicious. Okay, now, how is your 

durian? What can you describe about your durian? What makes your durian different from 
his durian, for example? 

(21 October 2015) 

In this instance, C31 allowed the students to apply what they had learned previously. 

Specifically, C31’s application questions engaged the students to elaborate on their initiated 

ideas further.  

A small number of teachers challenged the students to respond to analysis questions. The 

feature to emerge within this question dimension was the point at which the teachers asked 

the student to differentiate, analytically, one text from another. As can be seen in the following 

extract, NC04 invited her students to identify differences between two sentences in the 

observation 2. She said, “What makes the first sentence ‘I am very happy because my T-shirt 

very soft’ and ‘I am very happy because my T-shirt is very soft’ different?” (12 September 

2015).  

Out of 15 teachers in this present study, NC07 was the only teacher who framed synthesis-

level questions to require critical and analytical thinking from the students; thus, she 

demonstrated superior knowledge of content and pedagogy. As noted in the second 

observation, NC07 typically posed questions like “What sentence can you write from ‘straight 

and long tail?” or “What sentence can be arranged from ‘sleep’ and ‘watch TV’?” (8 

September 2015). Engaging the students with this kind of questions indicates that she 

appeared to be able to stimulate them to integrate various parts to create a new concept and to 

encourage them to form something new by utilising innovative and creative thinking.  
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As previously stated, the questioning practices that the teachers from the two qualification 

groups allowed two inferences to be drawn regarding their knowledge of curriculum, content, 

students and pedagogy. Firstly, the teachers posing many LCQs to recall factual information 

were deemed to demonstrate limited knowledge about at least one of the principles of 

questioning. Secondly, those asking LCQs to identify and anticipate the students’ possible 

misconceptions were thought to be knowledgeable about their students. Finally, those raising 

HCQs appeared to exhibit sophisticated engagement with such knowledge. The following 

paragraphs present elaborations to support these inferences.  

Standards of Process (BSNP, 2007) mandates and the literature suggest that teachers provide 

the students with opportunities to develop their critical, analytical and creative thinking. 

Accordingly, not only should teachers’ questioning involve surface thinking, it should also 

assist the students to solve any problems, make relevant judgements and evaluations, as well 

as strengthen their reasoning (Smart & Marshall, 2013; Wong, 2010). In other words, the 

curriculum and the literature are in agreement with highlighting the importance of asking 

student higher-cognitive questions.  

As the typical practices showed, LCQs involving knowledge and comprehension questions 

indicated that teachers seemed not to adhere closely to the 2006 SBC’s requirements (BSNP, 

2007) and the EFL literature’s suggestion (Al-Sobh et al., 2013; Mahmud, 2015; 

Sunggingwati & Nguyen, 2013). Their LCQs are unlikely to enhance their students’ thinking 

skills. In the long run, it is likely that the knowledge of certain subjects that students gain and 

hold in their memory will be textbook knowledge. The students with this kind of knowledge 

will possibly be unable to think about more analytical, critical and evaluative responses, as 

they merely regurgitate information their teachers have provided. In addition, LCQs seemed 

to put a considerable emphasis on a what-to-learn environment. Indeed, the curriculum 

documents (BSNP, 2007) notably require the teachers to engage their students in instruction 

that encapsulates a how-to-learn atmosphere.  

Utilising LCQs to identify and further handle the students’ potential misconception and 

misunderstanding, as scholars like Bukova-Guuml (2010) and Fernández-Balboa and Stiehl 

(1995) acknowledge, these teachers took into account their students’ prior knowledge. They 

took into consideration her students’ potential misunderstanding and further conducted an 

examination in this respect. They also demonstrated an awareness regarding potential learning 

difficulties the students might encounter when they learn how to write a particular text type.  
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Conversely, posing HCQs that demand the students’ critical and analytical thinking, teachers 

seemed to evidence considerable familiarity with the curriculum. They indicated their sound 

understanding of the curriculum where it notably requires the teachers to assist their junior 

high school students to achieve a functional literacy level where they are able to generate and 

maintain spoken and written communication matters in their everyday social lives (BSNP, 

2006a). To gain such a level, the teachers appeared to be aware that they needed, among other 

things, to raise questions that stimulate and enhance the students’ creative, critical and 

analytical thinking and that challenge them to make judgments and to create something new 

or unique based on the provided information or situation. Such stimulation and engagement 

could be achieved, to name one of the many possible ways, by means of HCQ.  

The teachers who framed their students to respond to their application, analysis and synthesis 

questions were considered to be knowledgeable about relevant content areas in teaching 

writing. As signalled by the literature of teacher education (e.g. Ball et al., 2008) and EFL 

teaching (e.g. Pham & Hamid, 2013; Sunggingwati & Nguyen, 2013), teachers’ content 

knowledge influences, for example, what questions they raise to stimulate and optimise the 

students’ higher thinking order. Such knowledge helps the teachers to decide what questions 

to ask to best achieve learning objectives. In addition, their content knowledge likely guided 

these teachers to arrange their question wording suitably, as well as gauge sequence, timing 

and what cognitive levels of their questions best suit individual students to gain an optimum 

learning outcome (Ball et al., 2008; Pham & Hamid, 2013).  

The teachers challenging the students to be analytical, creative and evaluative through HCQ 

appeared to be knowledgeable about their pupils as well. Such superior knowledge allowed 

the teachers to consider how the questions help maximise their students’ learning process and 

outcome as well as identify their possible misconceptions (Carlsen, 1987; Dillon, 1985; Jiang, 

2014). This knowledge also enabled the teachers to provide many opportunities for the pupils 

to construct complex texts in terms of syntax or ideas. In turn, the students could go beyond 

the scope of the materials written in the student books.  

Teachers’ pedagogical knowledge impacts how they ask questions to arouse their students’ 

higher-cognitive thinking as well. For example, their pedagogical repertoire would guide them 

to sequence logically and to scaffold the questions depending on each student’s competence. 

In addition, this knowledge would help the teachers in terms of how they invite all students to 
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participate or how they respond to students’ replies and ask follow-up questions to encourage 

them to clarify and expand their responses (e.g. Hussin, 2006; Wilen, 1991).  

On the whole, the qualitatively analysed data regarding the question cognitive levels indicated 

that most teacher participants typically asked a significant number of questions operating at 

lower cognitive levels; thus, such a practice was deemed to indicate limited knowledge of 

curriculum, content, students and pedagogy. A few teachers exhibited their awareness of 

employing application and analysis questions, and this signals their sound PCK. Finally, only 

one teacher was seen in the observations to demonstrate her superior knowledge by asking 

synthesis-level questions that allowed the scope for the students to create something new 

based on their creative thinking.  

6.2.2 Discussion of Quantitative Data 

This section is aimed at discussing the frequency and percentage of teachers’ questions and 

their cognitive levels, based on the individual teachers’ two videoed lessons. The procedures 

for the quantitative analysis were: firstly, the videoed lessons were transcribed verbatim; 

secondly, the data related to the teachers’ questions were identified, selected, coded and 

classified into one of the six types of cognitive levels reflecting Bloom’s taxonomy; and 

thirdly, the frequency of each type of cognitive level was tallied.  

The tables and paragraphs below present an overview of the results of frequency and 

percentage calculations of the teacher questioning.  

Table 6.1 Individual Teachers' Distribution of Questions' Cognitive Level in the Elaboration Stage of Each Observed Lesson 

Individual Teachers' Distribution of Questions' Cognitive Level in the Elaboration Stage of 

Each Observed Lesson 
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LCQ HCQ 

N % N % N % N % N % N % % % 

C10 39 69.6 3 5.4 8 14.3 6 10.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 56 75.0 25.0 

C21 22 37.3 0 0.0 37 62.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 59 37.3 62.7 

C23 73 70.9 15 14.6 11 10.7 4 3.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 103 85.4 14.6 
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Classroom observation 1 

LCQ HCQ 
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Average 
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LCQ HCQ 

N % N % N % N % N % N % % % 

C29 17 51.5 1 3.0 12 36.4 3 9.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 33 54.5 45.5 

C31 47 61.8 15 19.7 14 18.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 76 81.6 18.4 

C40 4 19.0 0 0.0 6 28.6 11 52.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 21 19.0 81.0 

C44 10 71.4 2 14.3 2 14.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 14 85.7 14.3 

NC01 28 90.3 3 9.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 31 100.0 0.0 

NC02 72 74.2 9 9.3 16 16.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 97 83.5 16.5 

NC04 11 44.0 10 40.0 2 8.0 2 8.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 25 84.0 16.0 

NC05 38 56.7 25 37.3 4 6.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 67 94.0 6.0 

NC07 34 85.0 3 7.5 3 7.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 40 92.5 7.5 

NC08 17 60.7 1 3.6 10 35.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 28 64.3 35.7 

NC14 16 53.3 14 46.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 30 100.0 0.0 

NC15 40 56.3 16 22.5 13 18.3 2 2.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 71 78.9 21.1 

Ave 

(%) 
 60.2  15.6  18.5  5.8  0  0  75.7 24.3 

T 

Classroom observation 2 
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LCQ HCQ 

N % N % N % N % N % N % % % 

C10 36 78.3 3 6.5 1 2.2 6 13.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 46 84.8 15.2 

C21 12 36.4 18 54.5 3 9.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 33 90.9 9.1 

C23 32 64.0 12 24.0 0 0.0 6 12.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 50 88.0 12.0 

C29 10 47.6 3 14.3 8 38.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 21 61.9 38.1 

C31 2 11.1 1 5.6 11 61.1 4 22.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 18 16.7 83.3 

C40 5 12.8 32 82.1 2 5.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 39 94.9 5.1 

C44 10 55.6 4 22.2 0 0.0 4 22.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 18 77.8 22.2 

NC01 31 93.9 0 0.0 2 6.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 33 93.9 6.1 

NC02 20 83.3 3 12.5 1 4.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 24 95.8 4.2 

NC04 10 50.0 7 35.0 1 5.0 2 10.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 20 85.0 15.0 

NC05 19 90.5 1 4.8 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 21 95.2 4.8 

NC07 48 50.5 3 3.2 23 24.2 6 6.3 15 15.8 0 0.0 95 53.7 46.3 

NC08 13 41.9 3 9.7 12 38.7 3 9.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 31 51.6 48.4 

NC14 10 76.9 2 15.4 0 0.0 1 7.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 13 92.3 7.7 

NC15 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 0 

Ave 

(%) 
 52.6  19.3  13.2  6.9  1.1  0  72.2 21.2 
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With reference to Table 6.1, three primary characteristics emerged from the analyses of the 

distributions. Firstly, in the elaboration stages of each observed lesson, LCQ calling for 

students to recall and concentrate on factual information were asked more frequently than 

questions requiring the students to provide higher-level responses incorporating application, 

analysis, synthesis and evaluation. Table 6.1 shows that the average percentage of LCQ was 

75.7 per cent in the first observed lesson and 72.2 per cent in the second observed lesson. 

Thus, the dominance of LCQ is evident. This pattern recurred throughout the observations.  

The predominance of LCQ encompassing knowledge and comprehension questions could be 

seen from each teacher’s average percentages in the two observed lessons. As Table 6.1 

shows, most teacher participants demonstrated persistence in asking LCQ. For instance, 94 

per cent and 95.2 per cent of the questions NC05 posed in the first and second observed 

lessons, respectively, were at this level. Despite slightly lower percentages of LCQ, C44 also 

asked lower-level questions intended to establish her students’ knowledge and 

comprehension, accounting for 85.7 per cent and 77.8 per cent. 

In addition to the pattern described above, an inclining and declining LCQ use emerged. C21 

and C40 appeared to increase her use of LCQ sharply in Observation 2, compared to 

Observation 1. Based on the table, the LCQ percentages of C21 were 37.3 per cent, and 90.9  

per cent and those of C40 were 19.0 per cent and 94.9 per cent respectively in Observations 1 

and 2. A significant decline in LCQ percentages, conversely, was found in C31’s two observed 

lessons, from 81.6 per cent in Observation 1 to 16.75  per cent in Observation 2. While not as 

steep as that of C31, NC07’s LCQ percentages also dropped, making up 92.5 per cent and 

53.7 per cent respectively in Observations 1 and 2.  

Within the LCQ types, however, there were differences. As Table 6.1 shows, LCQ which the 

teachers directed at their students predominantly concerned knowledge. For example, 70.9 per 

cent and 64.9 per cent respectively of C23’s questions in the observed lessons dealt with 

retrieving information or eliciting factual answers. Nearly all NC02’s questions in the two 

videotaped sessions were at the level of knowledge, constituting 90.3 per cent and 93.9 per 

cent, the highest percentages of any of the teachers in the study.  

Table 6.1 also demonstrates that application questions were the lowest level of HCQ. These 

questions expect the students to place and use information or materials they learn into new 

and concrete situations, and they were found to be dominant in some teachers’ lessons. For 

instance, in the first observed lesson, the percentages of C21’s questions at this level made up 
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62.7 per cent compared to 37.3 per cent that demanded a knowledge-level response. In the 

second observed lesson, with a percentage over five times higher than the knowledge level 

(11.1%), 61.1 per cent of C31’s questions involved an answer requiring applying information.  

It was noted that questions, especially in the second observed lessons, emphasised 

comprehension (19.3%), and this question level was, on average, the second major category 

of all questions the teachers asked. Table 6.1 indicates that C21’s questions were at this level, 

constituting 54.5 per cent of total questions asked in the second observed lesson. Another 

teacher, C40, posed 32 comprehension questions, and this number accounted for 82.1 per cent 

of all questions. 

The second feature was a marked increase in question cognitive level in the second classroom 

observations. However, each individual teachers’ moves varied. Some teachers made a slight 

change from a lower- to higher-cognitive level. As can be seen from Table 6.1, C31, for 

instance, raised four (22.2%) analysis-type questions, which was not demonstrated in the first 

lesson. NC07’s questions were at synthesis level, accounting for 15.8 per cent, making her the 

only teacher showing evidence of the ability to pose questions at this level. Other teachers 

showed a converse pattern to those indicating a move from a lower- to higher-cognitive level. 

For example, C29 raised all LCQ dominated by knowledge level in the second observed 

lesson. 

The third feature was that most teachers asked questions that ranged from the lower level to 

analysis. As Table 6.1 demonstrates, C10 and NC04, for example, were consistent with this 

range in the two observed lessons. NC07 was the only teacher who employed questions 

ranging from lower to synthesis levels.  

Table 6.1 presents the percentage of each cognitive level of individual teachers’ questions in 

the elaboration stages. The principal pattern shown is that, overall, the majority of the 

teachers’ questions in the two observed lessons operated at the knowledge level, making up 

60.2% and 56.6%, respectively. Conversely, evaluation questions were absent in each 

teacher’s instruction. The following table and paragraphs describe the percentage for each 

question cognitive level, in turn, across teacher qualification groups.  
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Table 6.2 Average Percentages of Questions' Cognitive Levels from the Elaboration Stages of Two Observed Lessons by Qualification Group 

Average Percentages of Questions' Cognitive Levels from the Elaboration Stages of Two 

Observed Lessons by Qualification Group 

Teacher Knowledge Comprehension Application Analysis Synthesis Evaluation 

CT 49.1% 19.0% 21.5% 10.4% 0.0% 0.0% 

NCT 67.2% 17.1% 11.7% 3.0% 1.1% 0.0% 

 

Based on Table 6.2, on the whole, the teachers from the two qualification groups posed 

knowledge questions most and raised analysis questions least. It was also noted that the 

individual teachers’ questions indicated different distributions in terms of the cognitive levels. 

As portrayed in the table, a continuum emerged to describe the range of the question levels 

demonstrated by the NCTs during the observed lessons: lower order → apply → analyse → 

synthesis. On the other hand, the CTs’ highest cognitive level was analysis.  

Table 6.2 also demonstrates that the CTs had lower percentages of knowledge and synthesis 

questions than the NCTs. However, the CTs asked questions calling for the students not only 

to grasp the meaning of the materials and to use specific information in new and concrete 

situations, but also to draw conclusions not directly stated or taught by the teachers. In doing 

this, the CTs presumably were helping their students to engage in autonomous thinking, to 

solve problems as well as to analyse and evaluate information. Therefore, the CTs 

demonstrated better knowledge of content and pedagogy through their provision of higher-

level cognitive questions. As indicated by the literature, teachers’ content and pedagogical 

knowledge affects when, what and how teachers raise questions. In other words, such 

knowledge helps the teachers to appropriately word, sequence, time and determine the 

cognitive levels of their questions (e.g. Ball et al., 2008; Pham & Hamid, 2013).   

Overall, within the dimension of teacher questioning, some salient features demonstrating 

similarities and differences across the teacher qualification groups emerged from the 

qualitative and quantitative analyses. The qualitative analysis regarding the cognitive levels 

of teacher questioning permits an inference that few teacher participants from the two 

qualification groups engaged their students to participate in activities requiring higher-

thinking orders such as application, analysis and synthesis. Those who did were deemed to 

demonstrate their superiority in their knowledge. The quantitative analysis showed that the 

CTs posed more questions demanding the students not only put their knowledge into practice 
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but also analyse information. The NCTs, on the other hand, typically asked a considerable 

number of questions intended to recall or retrieve their students’ prior knowledge. 

6.3. Summary 

This chapter presented qualitative and quantitative analyses of the observations and associated 

discussions, focusing on interaction and cognitive levels of teacher questioning in the 

elaboration stages. The qualitative analyses suggested the following. First of all, some of the 

teachers indicated a gap in and limited knowledge of curriculum, content, students and 

pedagogy and of relevant literature when teaching a specific text type. In particular, they 

tended to: (a) link their assertions regarding certain text elements, namely, communicative 

purpose, language features and generic structure to the national examination; (b) typically 

teach grammar explicitly in isolation rather than in a communication context and integrated 

manner; (c) be unaware of the nature of text audience, along with its effects to the whole text; 

and (d) utilise micro feedback emphasising surface structures and direct feedback approach.  

Secondly, the data suggest that many teacher participants needed to develop a greater 

understanding of the principles and strategies of teaching writing, which include but are not 

limited to how to teach a text’s elements in a communicative context, model a text 

collaboratively with their students, maintain optimum interaction and transaction among 

students, and supply appropriate and timely feedback encompassing such macro aspects as 

content, styles, word choices, organisation and coherence. Thirdly, an inference regarding 

knowledge of students suggests that the NCT group seemed to know and understand their 

students more comprehensively than the CT group.  

The quantitative data showed that most teacher participants from the two qualification groups 

demonstrated limited knowledge of curriculum, content, students and pedagogy, as reflected 

in their dominant use of lower-cognitive questions in the videoed lessons. 

 

  



 

170 

Chapter 7. General Discussion, Contributions, Implications, and 

Conclusions 

 

This study aimed to address the research questions “What is the current state of  certified and 

non-certified English teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) of writing?” and “What 

are the similarities and differences between the teachers from the two qualification groups in 

terms of their knowledge and practice of writing instruction?” The key findings of the study 

suggest that, first, the certified (CTs) and non-certified (NCTs) English teachers’ PCK – 

knowledge of curriculum, content, and pedagogy regarding texts and writing instruction, and 

knowledge of their students – were considered, generally, to be at a low level. Secondly, 

contrary to expectations, there was no significant evidence that the CTs had a more in-depth 

PCK articulation and a better PCK enactment in writing instruction than did the NCTs. In fact, 

there appeared a sense in which the NCTs were more knowledgeable about their students, 

compared to their certified counterparts.  

This chapter brings together the findings of the analysed data of semi-structured interviews, 

classroom observations, and stimulated recalls regarding the teaching of writing to students 

of junior secondary schools (SMP) in the context of the 2006 School-based Curriculum (2006 

SBC). It will start by revisiting, by way of summary, the key findings. What follows is the 

elaboration of factors that (a) may have contributed to the low level of teachers’ PCK 

articulation and enactment in writing instruction; and (b) may explain the NCTs’ more in-

depth knowledge of their students than the CTs. The chapter will elaborate on the 

contributions of the study to the literature of PCK in the Indonesian context. The implications 

of the research in terms of pre-service teacher education and the in-service certification 

programmes will be discussed. In addition, the chapter will discuss some limitations of the 

study and the next directions for future research.  

7.1. Summary of the Key Findings 

In this study, PCK regarding writing instruction refers to knowledge of curriculum, content, 

students, and pedagogy. The key findings in terms of PCK articulation of the teachers from 

the two qualification groups, as presented in Chapter 5, were as follows. Regarding their 

knowledge of curriculum, just over a half of the teacher participants simply referred literally 
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to word-for-word statements regarding the primary objectives of learning English writing. In 

addition, they barely offered their criticisms regarding the seemingly limited objectives of 

learning to write at the SMP levels, that is, to enable the SMP students to convey their 

messages and respond to those of others in their closest environment (schools and homes). 

These teachers articulated inaccurate responses concerning the required knowledge about 

texts, including how each element of a text works to achieve its communicative intent, as 

contained in the 2006 SBC’s documents (BSNP, 2006a). Regarding knowledge of the 

students, the majority of the teachers typically asserted a generalised perception regarding 

their students’ characteristics and learning preferences. They also tended to refer to wide-

ranging learning difficulties that their students may encounter and described one-size-fits-all 

strategies to respond to and handle their students’ problems. These teachers’ understanding of 

the theoretical underpinnings and strategies of writing instruction as a part of pedagogical 

knowledge appeared to require much improvement, mainly concerning enhancing active 

interaction and transaction among students, providing quality feedback, and administering 

appropriate writing assessments.  

In terms of their PCK enactment, the findings presented in Chapter 6 suggest that the majority 

of the teachers from the two qualification groups had gaps in their knowledge about texts and 

writing instruction as contained in the 2006 SBC’s documents (BSNP, 2006a, 2007; MoNE, 

2003a) and suggested as necessary by the research literature regarding English language 

teaching. In their observed lessons and responses offered during stimulated recalls, most of 

these teachers demonstrated a reflection of a traditional teacher-directed perspective, rather 

than a communicative-oriented view. These teachers offered limited opportunity for their 

students to use their acquired knowledge of the target language in making and sustaining of 

the communication acts. Writing instruction in isolation from actual communicative settings, 

together with the provision of accuracy-oriented feedback, remained prevalent. 

The findings of this present study that the teacher participants demonstrated an unexpected 

lack of quality of the knowledge of curriculum, content and pedagogy required to teach 

writing, and knowledge of their students are in agreement with earlier research. Regarding 

knowledge of the curriculum, Sibarani (2009) concluded that teachers had gaps in this 

knowledge in that they misunderstood the curriculum’s principles in terms of transferring 

standards of competence into basic competencies. This study also accords with previous work, 

which indicated that CTs and NCTs tend to demonstrate an unexpected, relatively low 

standard of content knowledge. Based on the results of the objective tests assessing subject 
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knowledge and general English language knowledge as the primary domain of content 

knowledge, Human Development East Asia and Pacific Region (2010) and Sumarsono (2016) 

both suggested that secondary school English teacher participants’ level of content knowledge 

was below the standard set by the government.  

The results of this study also suggest that both the pedagogical knowledge and the competence 

in terms of their practice of the teachers from the two qualification groups required much 

improvement; this inference thus accords with those of other scholars. Adnan (2018), Astuti 

and Lammers (2017), Hadisantosa (2010), and the present study share one observation in 

common, namely, that teacher-centred learning processes still dominate teachers’ lessons. 

However, the curriculum emphasises active interaction and transaction among students to 

enhance their learning outcomes. The finding regarding the participants’ articulation and 

demonstration of the actions associated with a traditional teaching paradigm supports previous 

studies conducted by Indonesian scholars, including Lestari (2015), Nugroho (2011) and 

Suryati (2017). 

However, there appears a sense in which the NCTs were more knowledgeable about their 

students, compared to CTs, as observed in the four instructional practices. Firstly, just over 

half of the NCTs, compared to two CTs, used their knowledge about their students’ prior 

language knowledge to help prioritise a specific topic to be re-explained or remedied, and to 

select relevant materials and strategies. For example, NC04 had another round of discussion 

about present tense as most of her students made a mistake on this aspect in their written 

descriptive texts. According to Bukova-Guuml (2010) and Fernández-Balboa and Stiehl 

(1995), considering their students’ prior knowledge as a basis to help improve their learning 

indicates an in-depth knowledge about students.   

Secondly, four NCTs demonstrated their awareness regarding potential difficulties that their 

students might encounter in instruction, conducted a relevant examination, and utilised 

appropriate strategies in this respect. As an illustration, NC02 knew that her students’ 

vocabulary mastery was at a low level, due to limited English exposure. With their limited 

extent of vocabulary, she anticipated that they would not write a recount text coherently. To 

cope with this problem, she made necessary adaptations and modifications to texts she took 

from other books. She asserted that her students needed to know the simplest word forms, 

understand their meanings, and use them in their recount text. Carlsen (1987), Dillon (1985), 

and Jiang (2014) consider that teachers who made necessary adaptation and modification to 
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the materials that best fit their students’ proficiency levels have a sound knowledge about their 

students’ prior language knowledge and competence.   

Thirdly, four NCTs were knowledgeable about their students. They understood that most of 

their students typically had relatively low levels of learning motivation, and further applied 

appropriate strategies to deal with this issue. In addition, they explained possible factors that 

may have contributed to their students’ motivation. For example, NC01 involved her students 

in an enjoyable, yet meaningful game – the Coconut game – in a warming-up session in the 

first observed lesson. In a follow-up discussion, she asserted that the game was fun as it 

required the students to move their bodies, following their teacher’s instruction and a song’s 

rhythm. What made the game meaningful was that it was closely related to the lesson they 

learned on that day – a procedure text. This way was able to boost her students’ motivation 

and enthusiasm to study English text better, she claimed. NC01 associated their students’ 

motivational level with the school administration and explained how the school administration 

may have contributed to this issue. 

Fourthly, half of the NCTs demonstrated a sound knowledge of their individual students’ 

language proficiency and unique characteristics through employing a mixed ability grouping 

strategy. To illustrate, NC07 assigned high-achieving students to collaborate with their low-

achieving fellow students to write their first drafts of descriptive texts. Having the students 

work in such groupings would benefit both parties, NC07 claimed during a follow-up 

discussion. According to her, helping the low achiever to understand the nature of the 

descriptive text would eventually improve the high achievers’ writing competencies. NC07 

added that her students would learn how to respect each other while working with peers having 

different writing proficiency. The mixed-ability grouping strategy that these teachers applied 

suggested that they were concerned with improving their students’ social attitude (e.g. 

Hounhanou, 2017; Zamani, 2016) and with taking their students’ prior language proficiency 

into account (Carpenter et al., 1988; Cochran et al., 1993).  

This section has presented the key findings of this present study. The following section will 

elaborate on potential factors that may have contributed to teacher participants’ PCK.  

7.2. Factors That Contribute to Certified and Non-Certified Teachers’ PCK 

This section specifically presents a general discussion regarding this study’s key findings. The 

findings suggest that the teachers from the two qualification groups did not articulate and enact 
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their PCK about texts and writing instruction at the level that the present study expected and 

the government has set (BSNP, 2006a, 2007; MoNE, 2007a). Possible explanations relate (a) 

to an imbalance between knowledge of English language and knowledge of the content 

specifically related to writing instruction in English as a foreign language pre-service teacher 

education (EFLPTE), and (b) ineffective in-service teacher development programmes. The 

following sections will successively elaborate on each of the explanations, together with 

relevant evidence.   

7.2.1 An imbalance between Knowledge of English Language and Knowledge of the 

Content Related to Writing Instruction 

The present study acknowledges that there are limited data concerning English language 

knowledge and knowledge about the texts and experience of content related to writing 

instruction that the teacher participants may have studied in their pre-service teacher 

education. The present study further analysed the typical curriculum framework of EFLPTE 

and its content courses to address this issue. The analysis identified that the curriculum 

framework generally has many strengths, including the teaching of wide-ranging language 

knowledge areas and research in language teaching, as presented in the following paragraphs.  

Section 2.1.2 has elaborated that teacher candidates need to take a minimum of 148 Sistem 

Kredit Semester or credit points with relevant subjects to be awarded a Bachelor’s degree in 

teaching (MoNE, 2000, 2010). Section 2.1.2 has also presented the guidelines of the teacher 

education curriculum (MoEC, 1995) and the Indonesian Qualification Framework (MoNE, 

2000, 2010) which serve as the bases for EFLPTEs to design their curriculum frameworks 

(see Table 2.1). EFLPTEs also refer to these bases to develop subjects and their courses within 

each of the five categories - generic competencies, general pedagogy, occupational skills, 

knowledge application, and managerial abilities.  

Further analysis of the EFLPTE’s curriculum framework, however, suggests three 

shortcomings - insufficient EFL pedagogically-related content; lack of information regarding 

writing-related pedagogy, and inadequate provision of hands-on dimensions of writing 

instruction. It should be acknowledged, however, that EFLPTEs indeed provide teacher 

candidates with necessary courses to improve their English language knowledge base (Day & 

Conklin, 1992; Richards, 2010) and proficiency (Agustien, 2006a; Bartels, 1999), as would 

be required to teach English. Elaborated in the following sections are discussions of each of 

the shortcomings, along with relevant evidence identified in the data.   
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Insufficient EFL Pedagogically-related Content. Seeing the EFLPTE curriculum 

framework, this study considers that EFL teaching methodology has less emphasis than 

English language base and proficiency. This consideration is based on how the framework 

typically designs its pedagogically-related content. As seen in Table 2.2, a specific subject 

regarding EFL teaching methodology accounts for 16 credit points. Furthermore, a particular 

course dealing with the teaching of EFL constitutes only four credit points, or 2.7 per cent of 

all 148 credit points to be conferred with a Bachelor’s degree in English education. Having 

only four credit points, this course should be able to equip teacher candidates with sufficient 

pedagogical knowledge and competence (Djiwando, 1999; English Education Department, 

2014; Karea, 2016). The course of EFL teaching is also intended to improve the candidates’ 

abilities in (a) designing student-centred learning processes and utilising relevant learning 

materials and ICT, (b) conducting effective, creative, contextual, student-centred teaching and 

learning activities, and (c) evaluating teaching and learning processes. Hence, it seems 

reasonable to say that there appears a lack of balance between courses of general English 

language knowledge and English language teaching pedagogy. This study’s proposition 

accords with those of Astuti (2009), Hadi (2019) and Zein (2015), who have voiced their 

concerns with the imbalanced nature of the EFLPTE curriculum framework. 

The literature on English language teaching, however, suggests EFLPTEs should place a 

considerable emphasis on the EFL pedagogical subjects required by English teachers, for 

several reasons. The pedagogical subjects will primarily enrich teachers’ knowledge and 

theories (Gatbonton, 2008) and the instructional strategies (Gudmundsdottir, 1991) required 

to manage teaching activities and learning processes effectively. Being equipped with 

sufficient pedagogical knowledge and competence, the teachers would be able to utilise 

appropriate teaching strategies that best fit their students’ prior knowledge and cope with the 

students’ learning difficulties (e.g. Grossman, 1988; Jang et al., 2009). Relevant and adequate 

pedagogical knowledge will enable teachers to utilise various ranges of activities suitably, 

incorporating both macro- and micro-skills into, for example, reading tasks (Irvine‐Niakaris 

& Kiely, 2015). In particular, a range of sufficient instructional subjects taken during teacher 

training can help teachers to devise suitable teaching techniques and strategies to teach any 

grammar points that their students consider to be difficult (Sanchez & Borg, 2014). Hence,  

courses related to pedagogy play a critical role in helping teachers to transfer the specific 

subject matter to their students appropriately and effectively (Al-Jaro et al., 2017; 

Gudmundsdottir & Shulman, 1987).  
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The present study suggests that placing significantly more emphasis in EFLPTEs on general 

language knowledge subjects, as opposed to those of pedagogy, may have impacted teacher 

participants’ PCK articulation and enactment based on evidence identified in the transcribed 

data. Firstly, seven of the 15 teachers from the two qualification groups had a gap in their 

knowledge of texts and writing instruction, for example, the teaching of a specific aspect of a 

text’s language features. As an illustration, C23 was observed to drill her students in how to 

pronounce certain vocabulary required to write a report text. Furthermore, C23 acknowledged 

that she allocated some time specifically designed for the pronunciation sessions. This practice 

may indicate that she did not understand one of the principles of teaching pronunciation. The 

literature suggests that pronunciation activities would be meaningful when they can engage 

students in a communication act, rather than activities to attain articulatory goals (Levis & 

Grant, 2003; Murphy, 1991).  

Secondly, the present study considered that just over a half of the teachers from the two groups 

(n=8) possessed and demonstrated limited knowledge of pedagogy when dealing with and 

responding to their students’ learning difficulties. As observed, these teachers relied on their 

students’ facial expressions to cope with this issue, regardless of their students’ prior language 

knowledge and competence. For example, C10 based her responses to diagnose learning 

difficulties her students encountered on their facial expressions. Likewise, through her 

students’ expressions, C31 could predict who had learning gaps and lacked knowledge or 

understanding. Indeed, the literature acknowledges that students’ facial looks could serve as 

a basis to assess their comprehension, motivational levels and learning difficulties (Fernández-

Balboa & Stiehl, 1995; Macaro, 2001). In the Indonesian context, relying on students’ looks 

could be misleading due to the particular characteristics of students at the secondary-school 

level (Exley, 2005; Marwan, 2016) and their Javanese cultural identity and background 

(Exley, 2005; Fauziati, 2014). 

Thirdly, nine of the 15 teachers typically utilised one-size-fits-all strategies when dealing with 

their students’ learning deficiencies. For example, C31 stated that when finding grammatical 

mistakes her students made in their texts, she simply pointed out the mistakes. Then, she 

copied the sentence with grammatical problems on the whiteboard and had a discussion with 

her students to correct the sentences. Utilising this kind of strategy may indicate that these 

nine teachers were not aware of their students’ individual academic competencies and learning 

preferences. The literature acknowledges that this awareness would help students to cope with 
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their anxiety and learning difficulties so they would study and gain learning outcomes 

optimally (Marwan, 2016; Onwuegbuzie et al., 1999). 

Lack of Information Regarding Writing-related Pedagogy. Section 2.3.2 presented 

three primary characteristics of the 2006 SBC – communicative-competence orientation and 

genre-based pedagogy, and character education (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2008a, 2011). As the 

first two characteristics are closely related to the present study, they will be the main focus in 

this section. The 2006 SBC highlights communicative-competence orientation to help SMP 

students to convey their messages and respond to those of others. Accordingly, in their writing 

instruction, teachers should place considerable emphasis on communicative practices (e.g. 

Hyland, 2003; Nation, 2009; Suherdi, 2008). The practices include (a) activities where the 

students can discuss, negotiate and resolve any issues in communication acts (Gass & Mackey, 

2006), (b) provision of task scaffolding for the students to experience writing activities 

gradually (Hyland, 2003; Nation, 2009), and (c) a focus on fluency over accuracy (BSNP, 

2006a). In terms of writing instruction, the 2006 SBC underpins its instructional principles in 

genre-based pedagogy and communicative language teaching. Hence, the teacher should 

appropriately (a) organise spoken and written stages and four-learning cycles (BSNP, 2006a; 

MoNE, 2003a), (b) provide graded writing tasks (Hyland, 2003; Nation, 2009), (c) supply 

comprehensive feedback (BSNP, 2006a, 2007; MoNE, 2007e), and (d) apply a student-centred 

learning process  (Brown, 1994; BSNP, 2007; Richards, 2009) (see section 2.3.3).   

Further analysis of the writing-related content, however, indicated that EFLPTE curriculum 

frameworks seem not to provide teacher candidates with an in-depth knowledge of writing 

pedagogy. As seen in Table 2.2, an EFLPTE curriculum framework typically allocates two 

credit points to each of the pedagogically-related courses, including ELT methodology, 

teaching English to young students, and micro-teaching. Having only two credit points, which 

equals 110 minutes, and at least 14 in-class sessions each semester, each pedagogically-related 

course should be able to cover not only the wide-ranging materials of writing pedagogy and 

written texts, but also those of other skills and domains of language knowledge. Djiwando 

(1999), Sulistiyo (2015) and Yulia (2014) have also commented on a lack of courses 

specifically designed to deal with instruction of particular language skills in pre-teacher 

training programmes.   

Provided with subjects that emphasise general language pedagogy, the candidates would 

likely not learn multifaceted dimensions of writing pedagogy and written texts 
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comprehensively. Accordingly, knowledge about writing pedagogy and written texts the 

candidates learn tends to be generic (Zein, 2015, 2016).  For example, when dealing with 

writing for functional purposes, the candidates learn the nature of narrative, recount, 

procedure, exposition, and descriptive texts, along with each of the texts’ communicative 

purpose, generic structure, language features, and potential audience. With seemingly limited 

time, the candidates may be explained each text’s characteristics in general, but they may not 

sufficiently learn how each element of a text works to achieve its communicative intent. They 

may not have a detailed explanation of how the potential audience of a text may affect the 

content, tense, organisation, and a writers’ choice of words and style. There could also be a 

limited explanation about differences between two texts within the same genre for the 

candidates.  

This study suggests that insufficient provision of in-depth knowledge about writing pedagogy 

and written texts may have impacted on teacher participants’ PCK articulation and enactment, 

based on the following conclusions from the data. Firstly, most teachers’ explanations 

regarding a text’s communicative purpose were of a limited nature. They typically taught their 

students a general definition of this text element and did not make any comparison between 

two similar texts within the same genre, for example, recount and narrative texts. They 

accorded little or no attention to the role of a communicative purpose in giving a written text 

a specific shape, structure and content, and in influencing a writer’s selection of words and 

style (Askehave, 1999; Swales, 1990). For example, C29 read out the definition of a recount 

text’s communicative purpose displayed on the slide and emphasised the chronological nature 

of this text in the observed lesson 1. Another inference is that 14 out of 15 teachers from the 

two qualification groups tended to be unaware of how a text’s audience plays a role in the 

whole text and the composing process. The literature, however, argues that a careful awareness 

of potential audience would help an author to use vocabulary appropriately (Khatibi, 2017), 

and to select pertinent rhetorical moves and an organisation that best fit a particular audience 

likely to read her text (Cheung, 2016).  

Secondly, EFLPTEs may not offer sufficient opportunity for teacher candidates to study how 

to design fluency-focused writing tasks adequately, as would be required in teaching writing 

for communicative purposes. This may explain why 13 teachers from the two groups supplied 

writing tasks that mainly emphasised accuracy without linking those tasks to the targeted 

communicative skill, that is to convey and respond to messages. As an illustration, NC02 

assigned her students to transform present to past verb forms and translate sentences from 
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Bahasa Indonesia to English. Provision of accuracy-focused tasks, however, isolated students 

from their actual writing efforts and the context of writing for communication intents 

(Agustien, 2016; Widodo, 2006). Other teachers assigned their students to complete sentence 

and paragraph rearrangements, or imitation tasks where students wrote their texts based on 

the model provided. Completing these tasks, the students would likely have little time to use 

their language knowledge intensively (Aliakbari & Tarlani‐Aliabadi, 2017) or be engaged in 

constructing a text actively (Gadd & Parr, 2016). Indeed, the students would improve their 

language mastery and writing competence if the tasks were given in a communication context 

(e.g. Hunt, 2015; Watson, 2015) and highlighted fluent meaning rather than accuracy (Hadley 

& Reiken, 1993; Weaver, 1996). 

Thirdly, teacher candidates may not sufficiently study how to offer feedback at a macro level 

of text, incorporating content, coherence, style, and organisation in their initial pre-service 

teacher education. The evidence from this study shows that 10 out of 15 teachers typically 

highlighted micro-feedback focusing on linguistic features and accurate sentence 

construction. For example, NC04 placed considerable emphasis on the verb ‘to be’ and 

specific verbs that her students used to describe an object. She argued that it is essential for 

her students to know correct verb forms in the simple present tense. Her micro-feedback 

provision might be able to help her students to write grammatically accurate sentences 

(Ashwell, 2000; Purnawarman, 2011) and error-free texts (Ellis, 1998; Lightbown, 1998). 

However, the 2006 SBC (BSNP, 2006a, 2007; MoNE, 2007b) requires SMP teachers to 

supply comprehensive feedback incorporating not only grammatical accuracy but also the 

idea, content development and coherence.  

Insufficient Provision of Hands-on Dimensions of Writing Instruction. Table 2.2 

shows that four credit points, which together total 220 minutes, are allocated to cover wide-

ranging EFL teaching areas. Due to time constraints and extensive material coverage, 

however, EFLPTEs may provide insufficient hands-on dimensions of writing instruction to 

their teacher candidates, or such dimensions may be too generic, impractical or theoretical 

(Hadi, 2019; Zein, 2016). In addition, the EFLPTEs may not offer practical components that 

equip the teacher candidates with hands-on experience to enrich and improve the pedagogical 

competence required to apply the communicative approach and the genre-based approach in 

writing instruction as elaborated in the following sections.  
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 Insufficient Hands-on Experience to Apply the Communicative Approach. Analysing 

the content of the EFL teaching subjects included in the EFLPTE curriculum framework leads 

to a presumption that English teacher candidates will not sufficiently study how to conduct 

their writing instruction based on the principles of the communicative approach, for several 

reasons. The EFLPTE places insufficient attention to providing the teacher candidates with 

practical pedagogical knowledge and competence to orchestrate their writing instruction in 

the communication context and an integrated and implicit manner. The teacher candidates are 

not provided with the hands-on components of teaching to support their roles as facilitators in 

real-life, student-centred instructional writing activities. The teacher candidates may learn 

little about how to arrange pair or group work and apply various grouping strategies that best 

fit students’ learning preferences and language knowledge within large classes. This study’s 

propositions that these features of EFPTE may explain the limited understanding and use of a 

communicative approach in teaching writing are in line with those of other scholars. Due to 

lack of practical materials offered in their initial teacher education, teacher participants in 

studies by Zein (2015) and Sulistiyo (2015) found difficulties in maintaining student-centred 

learning processes in their instruction; thus, traditional teaching practices where teacher 

dominate instruction remained apparent.  

One possibility why the present study classified the majority of the certified and non-certified 

teachers’ PCK at a low level is that they were not equipped with sufficient practical 

pedagogical knowledge and competence to teach writing skill in a communicative context. 

This study suggests two main inferences - the practice of isolating writing instruction from an 

actual communication setting, and a reflection of a teacher- rather than student-centred 

learning process. The following paragraphs will elaborate on each of the dimensions and 

teachers’ typical practices drawn from the analysed data.  

Firstly, rather than implicitly introducing grammar in the context of communicating a 

message, nearly half of the teachers from the two groups (n=7) described and managed their 

grammar instruction in an isolated manner from actual communication activities. To illustrate, 

C29 spent some specific time verbally drilling in transforming present to past verb forms. 

Hence, these teachers prioritised their students’ grammatical knowledge, as opposed to 

building coherent written texts. Furthermore, teaching grammar in isolation, rather than in the 

context of communicating a message, would not enable students to develop their fluency and 

raise their conscious awareness of specific structures of grammar used in their texts.  



 

181 

Secondly, teacher-centredness remained observable in the teachers’ articulations and 

demonstrations of writing instruction. The majority of the teacher participants typically 

illustrated their pivotal role in the work of the class and their significant control over the 

instruction. They directed students to do tasks and decided who could talk, when and about 

what. Rather than facilitating their students to construct their knowledge collaboratively with 

their peers, they predominantly transferred and transmitted the materials to the students in a 

didactic fashion. At other times, they directed their students to complete writing tasks 

operating at sentence levels. They offered limited opportunity for their students to use the 

knowledge to convey their messages to their peers for actual communicative purposes.   

The notion of teacher-centredness was also observable in the ways most of these teachers 

maintained classroom interaction. As noted, these teachers primarily followed initiate-

respond-evaluate/feedback (IRE/F) patterns. When interacting with their students, they 

characteristically led the talk, where they initiated dialogue with their students or groups of 

students, responded to and evaluated their replies. In such teacher-initiated dialogues, literal 

questions requiring correct answers from students characterised most of the conversations 

between teachers and students. Whenever necessary, they gave feedback encompassing 

correction to indicate that an error has been made. Their corrective feedback also included the 

provision of correct forms of the target language or the supplying of a type of metalinguistic 

information about the nature of the error. They offered their positive and specific comments 

to assist the students to improve their learning or to acknowledge their achievements. In this 

typical interaction, the students had limited opportunity to acquire and practice the act of 

conveying their messages to their peers for actual communicative purposes.   

Insufficient Hands-on Experience to Apply the Genre-based Approach. In line with 

the EFLPTE’s subjects with respect to occupational skills, as shown in Table 2.2, the 

curriculum framework appears not to include particular subjects and allocate credit points 

specifically designed to equip English teacher candidates with sufficient knowledge of the 

genre-based approach required to teach writing. Instead, the approach is embedded within 

lessons closely related to writing skill (English Education Department, 2014; Sulistiyo, 2015; 

Zein, 2015). Accordingly, teacher candidates are unlikely to learn comprehensively the 

principal nature and practical dimensions of this approach’s learning stages – building 

knowledge of the field, text modelling, joint and independent text construction. Teacher 

candidates may not be sufficiently equipped with knowledge regarding the selection of 

appropriate texts to be given to students at a particular grade level. Learning how to use 
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various techniques and strategies applicable for each stage seems to be limited as well, for 

example, modelling strategies.  

It could be that the teacher participants in this present study may have experienced those 

abovementioned conditions, based on the following evidence. Firstly, nearly all the 

participants seemed to perceive the stages of the genre-based approach as prescriptive, where 

they should follow each of the stages consecutively. In addition, these teachers might consider 

that the approach is linearly sequenced in which the first step is to explain the nature and 

characteristics of a specific text type as representations of building-knowledge-of-the-field 

and text-modelling stages. The nature of the genre, however, is circular (e.g. Derewianka, 

2015; Sukyadi, 2015); therefore, the teachers might start from or focus on any point, 

depending on their students’ readiness, needs and ability. The notion of prescriptiveness has 

been noted by Kay and Dudley-Evans (1998) who assert that teachers may consider the genre 

approach as prescribed steps rather than as a scaffold to help students to convey their written 

messages. 

Secondly, the teacher participants may not have had sufficient knowledge regarding practical 

applications of the genre-based approach. In their instructional writing activities, some 

participants tended to reflect a traditional presentation-practice-production (PPP) approach. 

Typically, they displayed samples of a particular text on PowerPoint slides and explained the 

text’s elements in the presentation stage. Common writing tasks given for the practice stage 

included tasks to transform present to past verb forms or fill in the gaps with the correct forms 

of verbs, nouns, or adjectives. Other tasks involved imitation of given text models. For the 

production stage, these teachers characteristically assigned students to write error-free texts 

by following a fixed pattern or imitating readily examples.  

Thirdly, the teacher participants might not have learned various but relevant techniques and 

strategies applicable to the modelling stage. The findings indicated that more than half of the 

teachers characteristically showed text samples, discussed their elements, and drew their 

students’ attention to particular lexical features. These teachers seem not to have studied 

collaborative modelling, that is a kind of collaboration between teachers and students to 

deconstruct a text, contribute and negotiate ideas, and construct a text sample. The literature 

of the English as a second or foreign language writing courses (Tahmasebi & 

Khodabakhshzadeh, 2017; Wette, 2015) suggests the use of collaborative modelling in that it 

assists the students to emphasise the writing process and product.  
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7.2.2 Ineffective In-service Teacher Professional Development Programme 

The government has offered various kinds of teacher professional development programmes 

to improve the teaching quality of teachers, including a teacher certification programme 

(PLPG) (see section 2.1.3). The certified teachers involved in the present study earned their 

educator certificates through different pathways. Four out of seven certified teachers earned 

their educator certificates through a portfolio pathway, while the remaining teachers attended 

PLPG.  

It was anticipated that the certification programme may have significantly contributed to its 

in-service teacher participants, particularly, those involved in the present study. However, that 

was not generally the case. The findings of this study suggest that the CTs were deemed to 

articulate and demonstrate a low level of PCK regarding texts and writing instruction. The 

CTs did not have a better knowledge of curriculum, content and pedagogy about writing than 

the NCTs. The CTs appeared to be less knowledgeable about their students, compared to the 

NCTs. Ineffectiveness of Portfolio assessment and the PLPG’s time-related constraints may 

help explain the findings of this study.  

Ineffective Portfolio Pathway. Generally, the certification programme in the 

Indonesian context has primarily related to improving teachers’ performance and students’ 

learning outcomes (MoNE, 2007d, 2008b, 2009c). In particular, the term ‘teachers’ 

performance’ in the portfolio pathway concerned measurable and observable outputs of a 

process regarding three primary assessed dimensions – academic qualification, instructional 

ability, and professional development. Ideally, the programme should have assessed the 

measurability and observability of these dimensions proportionally to meet the primary 

objectives of the certification programme itself (Amarullah & Supriyadi, 2019; Fahmi et al., 

2011; Hastuti et al., 2009; Utami, 2015).  

The Portfolio pathway (MoNE, 2007d, 2009c) indicated that it placed considerable emphasis 

on measurability. Presumably, it was because MoNE (2007f, 2009c) provided standardised 

rubrics so assessors could objectively assess each of the dimensions. For example, regarding 

the dimension of academic qualification (MoNE, 2009c, pp. 51-53), the score of a Bachelor’s 

certificate relevant to the school subject that a teacher taught was 150. A score of 145 would 

be given when a teacher’s teaching experience spanned 23 to 25 years. In relation to 

documents of professional documents, an article published in an accredited national journal 

was scored 30 (p. 59). MoNE (2009c) also considered that five sets of lesson plans designed 
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by in-service teachers were sufficient to illustrate and portray their instructional competence 

and relevant academic quality. For instance, the score of learning objectives pertinent to 

particular standards of competence and basic competence was 5 (p. 54).  

This study considers that the absence of teacher participants’ actual instructional practices 

may have contributed to the ineffectiveness of the Portfolio pathway. This actual practice 

could have been observed and measured to assess in-service teachers’ competence in realising 

their duties as professional educators, and to provide feedback to improve their learning 

process and to enhance their students’ learning outcomes. In their actual teaching activities, 

how systematically and appropriately the teacher participants implemented multi-faceted 

aspects of their lesson plans as prescribed in the curriculum (BSNP, 2006a; MoNE, 2006a) 

could have been measured and observed. For example, the teachers’ understanding of task 

provision in a writing class could have been seen from how they systematically organised each 

writing task and when they assigned it to their students in a suitable and timely fashion. In 

addition, the teachers’ actual practice could have demonstrated whether or not they provided 

comprehensive oral or written feedback incorporating not only linguistic issues but also 

content coherence and idea development. 

The outcome of the observations from this study supports the notion that the absence of 

teachers’ actual and observable instruction was one central issue leading to the ineffectiveness 

of the portfolio pathway to certification. This study’s assertion supports evidence from other 

scholars’ previous observations. Amarullah and Supriyadi (2019) argue that such an absence 

indicated a lack of compliance with the primary nature of the certification programme. As 

contained in its documents (MoNE, 2007d, 2008b, 2009c), this programme mainly intends to 

improve teachers’ personal, social, professional, and pedagogical competencies. Hence, 

measurable and observable competence reflected in actual instructional practices should have 

been the issue emphasised, rather than a collection of documents. Likewise, Fahmi et al. 

(2011) and Hastuti et al. (2009) claim that it was difficult to see how much the in-service 

teachers improved their competencies without looking at their performance in actual teaching 

and learning processes.   

Other Indonesian scholars and this study are in agreement that the ineffectiveness of the 

portfolio pathway potentially stems from its emphasis on assessing the documents, rather than 

teachers’ actual instruction. Gustiani (2016) asserts that the portfolio pathway failed to equip 

teachers with sufficient pedagogical competence required for effective instruction. As seen in 



 

185 

her teacher participants’ actual instruction, monotonous and conventional instruction where 

they had the central roles in controlling learning processes remained evident. Likewise, 

Syahril (2016) suggests that this pathway did not offer opportunities for teachers to improve 

their pedagogical competence; therefore, the teachers were unable to demonstrate well-

designed and systematic instruction to improve their students’ learning outcomes. Moreover, 

Chang et al. (2014) argue that neither did the portfolio improve teachers’ professional 

competencies like English language knowledge, nor did it strengthen their pedagogical 

competencies. 

PLPG Pathway. Section 2.1.3 has elaborated on the principal characteristics of the 

PLPG pathway, including its management and implementation. This pathway (MoEC, 2012; 

MoNE, 2007d) was principally a 10-day professional training to enrich and improve in-service 

teachers’ social, personal, professional, and pedagogical knowledge and competence. During 

its training, PLPG offered a rigorous 90-academic-hour training programme, comprising a 30-

academic-hour course and a 60-academic-hour teaching practicum, in which one academic 

hour equalled 50 minutes (see Table 2.4 in section 2.1.3). The assessment in this pathway 

incorporated actual knowledge and observable teaching performance, in contrast to the 

portfolio’s assessment of document collections. The Director of Secondary School Teacher of 

MoEC (Wibowo, 2018) claimed that the PLPG pathway was able to improve the in-service 

teachers’ four overarching competencies and their social welfare because of its strengths, 

namely, comprehensive nature of the courses, workshops, and assessment.   

In this regard, two time-related constraints may have contributed to the ineffectiveness of the 

PLPG pathway - insufficient time to cover multi-faceted aspects of the particular content 

course, and exhausting schedules. Regarding the former, 90 academic hours seemed to be 

unrealistic to cover all extensive courses and a teaching practicum. The pathway offered a 

maximum of 10 academic hours to teach one particular component of a course, for example, 

theories on pedagogy, theories on language instructional design, theories on CAR, and a 

workshop. Specifically, the course on the teaching of writing skill was given 8 academic 

hours, in which the writing course and the workshop each had 4 hours (MoEC, 2012; MoNE, 

2007d). It could be that in-service teacher participants would not comprehensively learn 

writing materials, like principles of the genre-based pedagogy or knowledge of short 

functional texts and short essays. Other important writing aspects, including the ‘know what’ 

and ‘know how’ of writing tasks and feedback provisions would likely be taught in a general 

fashion as well.  
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This study’s proposition that the provision of a limited amount of time, notably for 

professional development in writing, may have contributed to the ineffectiveness of the PLPG 

pathway, is in line with what other scholars have noted. Syahril (2016) claimed that the time 

allotted for a particular content course was unrealistic to help improve in-service teacher 

participants’ content knowledge and teaching skills. He based his claim on teaching and 

learning activities observed in PLPG courses and workshops, and the interviews with the 

PLPG instructors. The observations and interviews confirmed a sense of impossibility to gain 

optimum results within a short period of training time. Abdullah (2015) and Gustiani (2016) 

stated that insufficient time availability was one of the most considerable barriers for the PLPG 

participants to gain optimum instructional knowledge and competence.  

The second time-related constraint leading to the ineffectiveness of the PLPG pathway was 

exhausting schedules. As mentioned above, PLPG was a 90-academic-hour training 

programme organised across 10 days, requiring in-service teachers to spend at least 9 hours a 

day in their classrooms to follow all the training activities. PLPG organisers arranged rigorous 

timetables to include content courses like theories on foreign language teaching and learning 

and the nature of the current curriculum. Tight schedules were also designed for workshop 

sessions where in-service teacher participants had to write lesson plans and perform two-round 

peer teaching, along with designing a classroom action research project. In addition, 

assignments such as designing instructional media or writing essays had to be submitted in 

the following days. It could be that the participants were very tired from following all the 

courses or workshops. Therefore, they learned little from the PLPG and demonstrated only a 

slight improvement in their pedagogical knowledge and competence, particularly regarding 

texts and writing instruction.  

It is speculated that an exhausting training schedule is associated with the ineffectiveness of 

the PLPG pathway. This speculation seems to be consistent with previous research. In 

Abdullah’s (2015) study, his teacher participants criticised the PLPG’s tight schedules in that 

they had inadequate time to learn the materials, plan appropriate topics for discussions, or 

complete any assignments. Accordingly, they felt dissatisfied with the assignments they 

submitted and the teaching practicum they performed. Utami (2015) noted that due to dense 

materials but a limited amount of time, some of the PLPG participants became so ill that they 

were unable to attend the remaining courses and workshop. In the worst cases, some senior or 

elderly teachers passed away as their physical condition could not cope with tiring and 

demanding PLPG activities and requirements. A study by Hastuti et al. (2009) reported that 
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in 2007, 181 out of 12,097 (1.5 per cent) PLPG participants from three different provinces 

either got sick or passed away during the programme. 

This section has discussed the imbalance between language knowledge and pedagogical-

related subjects and an ineffective in-service teacher certification programme that may have 

contributed to the teacher participants’ limited PCK articulation and enactment. In the 

following section, factors associated with NCT’s in-depth knowledge of their students will be 

elaborated. 

7.2.3 Factors That Explained Non-Certified Teachers’ In-depth Knowledge of Their 

Students 

A key finding suggests that the majority of the NCTs demonstrated a more in-depth knowledge 

of their students than did the CTs. In their articulation and demonstration, these NCTs were 

conversant with their individual students’ prior language knowledge and competence, 

potential learning difficulties and levels of motivation. These teachers used their 

understanding to select appropriate strategies and remedies to help their students to study and 

attain optimal learning outcomes. See section 7.1 for evidence that supports this finding.  

One possible explanation that stood out is associated with how the non-certified teachers 

responded to their students’ typical profiles in the observed lessons, for two reasons. Firstly, 

students bring with them into their classrooms a dynamic combination of behaviour, 

characteristics, motivation and individual needs (Eraut, 1994; Scribner, 2003). Accordingly, 

in classroom instruction, teachers are required to take appropriate actions immediately without 

spending some time reflecting on their memory or past knowledge to respond to their students’ 

dynamic combination that may change at any time. Secondly, EFLPTE seems not to provide 

teacher candidates with sufficient theoretical and practical dimensions of how to identify and 

handle their students’ characteristics and potential learning deficiencies, particularly required 

in writing instruction (see section 7.2.1). The following paragraphs will elaborate on 

explanations regarding the significant contribution of the student as context to NCT’s 

knowledge of their students, together with relevant evidence.  

Table 4.4 in Chapter 4, in the section on Selection Procedure, described that SMP students 

whose teachers were interviewed and observed were mostly studying in schools in rural 

settings and under private administrations. The SMP students in these schools have been 

characterised in the literature as having and demonstrating the following typical features. 
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Generally, these students come from a family with a low-socioeconomic background and a 

relatively low parental educational level, and are commonly low in motivation (Lamb, 2012; 

Yulia, 2013). Some of these students tend to show inappropriate social behaviours such as 

verbal or non-verbal bullying, leading to fighting, even in the classroom (Khodarahmi & Nia, 

2014; Rahmi & Diem, 2014). Some other students, particularly at a faith-based school 

administration, incline to be inactive yet obedient (Exley, 2005; Stern & Smith, 2016). These 

students have also been deemed to demonstrate less-than-sufficient English language 

knowledge and competence (Fitri & Al-Hafizh, 2013; Lengkanawati, 2011).  

It could be that these multi-layered and inter-related conditions – school settings, school 

administration and students’ typical profiles – may have shaped how the NCTs dealt with their 

students’ language knowledge and proficiency in their instruction. Accordingly, these 

conditions may help explain why most of the NCTs were deemed as having and demonstrating 

a more profound knowledge of their students, compared to the CTs, for several reasons. 

Firstly, most NCTs adapted and modified their instructional materials based on their students’ 

typical prior language knowledge and proficiency in order to help their students learn and gain 

learning outcomes optimally. For example, NC02 who was teaching at a private school in a 

rural area modified and adapted specific vocabulary used in a text to help her students to 

understand the text better. In turn, they would be able to use the vocabulary for their recount 

texts. NC02 showed her awareness of her students’ knowledge of vocabulary and conducted 

appropriate anticipation in this respect (Carlsen, 1987; Dillon, 1985; Jiang, 2014). This finding 

that students’ typical profiles may have contributed to teachers’ understanding of their 

students accords with those of other studies. Puspitasari and Pelawi (2018) found that all 

teacher participants working for private schools relied on their students’ potential learning 

difficulties to select relevant teaching materials. Teachers in the study of Scribner (2003) 

acknowledged that the students’ changing needs and different subject-matter level placed a 

considerable influence on what kind of learning materials they used in their classroom 

practices. Furthermore, whenever necessary, these teachers in Scribner’s study would modify 

their plans to adapt to their students’ ability levels and needs. 

Secondly, most NCTs selected their particular instructional strategies by considering students’ 

typical language proficiency and unique characteristics. For example, NC07 who was teaching 

at a private school in a rural area devised a mixed-ability grouping strategy as she knew that 

only very few students in a class were proficient. She argued that working in this mixed-ability 

group would benefit all students regardless of their proficiency levels. The proficient, she 
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asserted, would understand a specific content area better when they should help their low-

achieving peers in dealing with the learning materials. She perceived that this strategy would 

help improve her students’ understanding in that they were able to obtain considerable 

learning outcomes. In addition, she considered that working with peers with different abilities, 

her students would learn how to show appropriate attitude, for example, by respecting each 

other. Utilising the mixed-ability grouping strategy shows that these NCTs were aware of how 

their students’ levels of language knowledge and proficiency could be used to optimise 

students’ learning outcomes and foster a positive attitude (e.g. Hounhanou, 2017; Zamani, 

2016). In this respect, NC07’s assertion and perception are in line with those of other scholars. 

Private school teachers involved in the study of Stern and Smith (2016) articulated their 

awareness of considering their students’ proficiency levels before deciding specific teaching 

strategies in order to improve students’ learning outcomes.  

Thirdly, these NCTs articulated and demonstrated their awareness of their students’ level of 

motivation and their attitude towards schooling through their utilisation of fun yet relevant 

teaching strategies. NC01 who was teaching at a private school described her students as 

poorly motivated and not very proficient. As observed, she involved her students in a fun yet 

relevant activity which could not only liven up her classroom but also boost her students’ 

motivation level and improve their academic achievement, through writing procedure texts 

coherently. The literature (Faucette, 2001; Maulana & Opdenakker, 2014) acknowledges that 

the use of such activity shows that there is a good interpersonal relationship between NC01 

and her students. This finding that students’ motivation level may influence teachers’ use of 

teaching strategy is in agreement with those of Yulia (2013) and Scribner (2003). In Yulia’s 

study (2013), teachers working in rural areas considered their students’ level of motivation 

before applying specific teaching strategies. According to these teachers, an application of 

appropriate strategy would help their students to learn better. Likewise, Scribner’s finding 

(2003) found that teacher participants reported negotiating their approaches to deal with their 

students. These teachers in Scribner’s study argued that this negotiation had a two-fold 

advantage - establishing a good rapport their students and boosting students’ motivation. In 

turn, their students would achieve the most optimum learning outcome.  

In this section, factors that may have contributed to the teacher participants’ PCK and NCTs’ 

in-depth knowledge of their students were elaborated. The following sections will discuss the 

contributions of the present study.  
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7.3. Contributions of the Study 

The present study makes a contribution to the existing literature of PCK in the Indonesian 

context in three ways. First, this study contributes to the evaluation of the certification 

programme conducted by the Indonesian government. The findings of the present study 

suggest that the CTs demonstrated an unexpected, relatively low standard of PCK and did not 

have a more in-depth PCK in writing instruction than the NCTs. Several factors that may have 

contributed to the CTs’ PCK were associated with EFLPTE and in-service teacher 

certification programmes. As the literature in the Indonesian context indicates, the EFLPTE 

curriculum framework lacks EFL pedagogically-related content (Astuti, 2009; Hadi, 2019; 

Zein, 2015), information regarding writing-related pedagogy (Djiwando, 1999; Sulistiyo, 

2015; Yulia, 2014), and provision of practical dimension of writing instruction (Hadi, 2019; 

Zein, 2016). Regarding the in-service teacher certification programme, time-related 

constraints, namely, ineffective document-based assessment system used in the portfolio 

pathway (Amarullah & Supriyadi, 2019; Hastuti et al., 2009) and insufficient time and 

exhausting schedules in PLPG pathway (Abdullah, 2015; Syahril, 2016), may have given a 

significant contribution to these CTs’ PCK.  

Second, this study investigates four domains of PCK – knowledge of curriculum, content, 

students, and pedagogy – required to teach writing to SMP students in the context of the 2006 

SBC. There is a lack of research in the Indonesian context that looks into all these four 

components. Thus far, research has primarily focused on investigating teachers’ knowledge 

of content, for example, English language knowledge Setiadi and Musthafa (2013) or 

feedback provision (e.g. Halimi, 2008; Zacharias, 2007). Other studies have analysed certified 

teachers’ knowledge of pedagogy (e.g. Abdullah, 2015; Sitinjak, 2014). The findings of this 

present study suggest that the student as context, rather than academic and school contexts, 

may have contributed more significantly to NCT’s knowledge of their students. It could be 

implied that there should be a stronger focus given to courses regarding students offered by 

EFLPTEs or any professional development programmes, so that teachers could learn how to 

deal with their students’ unique and dynamic characteristics, learning preferences and prior 

language knowledge and competence.  

Third, this study focused on certified and non-certified SMP teachers’ PCK regarding written 

texts and writing instruction, while a previous study investigated experienced and 

inexperienced SMP teachers’ PCK in reading instruction (Triastuti, 2017). The findings of the 
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present study contribute to the literature not only by investigating one of the under-researched 

English skills but also by adding typical instructional writing activities exhibited by the 

teacher participants. Based on the findings, improvement in writing-related content and 

pedagogy still needs to be addressed. However, the present study acknowledges that 

notwithstanding the typical instruction the participants demonstrated, each teacher from the 

two groups still showed her or his more capable teaching areas and stronger qualities in their 

observed lessons. It is expected that specific quality instruction demonstrated by these 

participants would be beneficial for teachers who teach writing at the secondary school level.  

7.4. Implications for Policy and Practice 

The findings of this present study suggest some of the following theoretical and practical 

implications for the attention of the policymakers and curriculum developers in EFLPTE and 

the certification programme.  

7.4.1 Reform of EFLPTE Curriculum Framework 

The findings of the study suggest that there is a need to revisit and redesign the EFLPTE 

curriculum framework to provide English teacher candidates with sufficient language 

knowledge and proficiency and English teaching skills. Revisiting and redesigning the 

curriculum frameworks in terms of its content have also been suggested by other Indonesian 

scholars, including Hadi (2019), Djiwando (1999), Lengkanawati (2011), Sulistiyo (2015), 

and Zein (2015). These scholars were primarily concerned with the general nature of the 

courses and the lack of balance between language-knowledge and pedagogically-related 

content that EFPTEs typically offer.  

Based on the findings of the study, recommended areas to be revisited and redesigned include 

balancing courses of general theories on English language knowledge and EFL teaching and 

giving a stronger focus on content and hands-on dimensions related to writing instruction. Due 

to the imbalanced nature of the offered courses, the EFLPTE curriculum framework needs to 

be reformed. As elaborated in section 2.1.2 (Chapter 2), the current framework typically 

provides courses primarily emphasising general subject matter knowledge and English 

language proficiency. On the other hand, the framework places little attention on 

pedagogically-related content courses, or such courses are embedded within lessons related to 

English language skills – listening, speaking, reading, and writing.  As Table 2.2 in Chapter 2 

described, a course specifically designed for EFL teaching comprises only four credit points. 
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Hence, allocating more credit points to this course could be one way to provide teacher 

candidates with sufficient knowledge of and skills in teaching English. Another way is 

organising classes with a small number of students, particularly to courses requiring the 

practice of English skills and teaching skills.  

A stronger focus needs to be given to writing-related content and hands-on dimensions of 

writing instruction specifically corresponding to the genre-based and communicative 

language teaching approaches (see sections 2.3.3 and 3.2.2). It is unrealistic to cover all the 

‘know what’ and the ‘know how’ of these approaches, as the current EFLPTE curriculum 

framework only allocates 12 credit points to courses of writing-related content (see Table 2.2 

in Chapter 2). In this regard, the EFLPTE should consider integrating additional courses not 

closely related to English language knowledge, skills and English teaching. For example, the 

integration could be made to courses like the Indonesian education system and education 

management. Another way is to offer compulsory writing workshops where teacher 

candidates specifically learn how to design and implement instructional writing activities 

based on the genre-based and communicative language teaching. For example, a workshop is 

focused on teaching a particular text type and its elements for communicative intent. In this 

regard, the EFLPTE provides their candidates with a practical dimension of instruction.  

In particular, the findings suggest that NCTs were more knowledgeable about their students 

compared to the CTs. One of the explanations indicated that NCTs modified, adapted and 

selected their instructional materials and strategies based on their students’ typical profiles, 

while these teachers did not specifically study how to deal with the students in their pre-service 

teacher education. Hence, it seems reasonable that EFLPTE must include courses regarding 

language students. More importantly, the courses must focus not only on the general 

dimensions of students’ psychology, characteristics or preferences. The course must also 

provide practical approaches and strategies sufficiently in order to identify and respond 

appropriately to their learning difficulties (Karea, 2016; Sulistiyo, 2015; Zein, 2015).  

Upon its completion, this study considers that the EFLPTE curriculum framework still needs 

to be carefully reformed for the following reasons. Firstly, the government has not made any 

substantial changes to the current higher education curriculum, including that for ELFPTE. 

Secondly, the current EFLPTE curriculum framework continues to emphasise general 

language knowledge (for instance, grammar and vocabulary), English skills, and writing-

related knowledge, including writing conventions, for communicative and academic purposes. 
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Thirdly, writing-related pedagogy and practical dimensions of writing instruction appear to 

have been given little focus. Given these conditions, an EFLPTE graduate may become a 

fluent English writer who possesses and shows an appropriate level writing skill to make and 

sustain communicative acts (Djiwando, 1999; Susilo, 2015). However, this may not enable 

her/him to function as a writing teacher who is able to teach writing lessons to students 

effectively (Adnan, 2018).  

7.4.2 Sustainability of Certified Teachers’ Quality 

The findings suggest that the certified teachers’ PCK articulation and enactment in teaching 

writing did not reach the expectation of this research, given the close analysis of the 

curriculum that operated. Hence, there was a question regarding the effectiveness of the 

Portfolio and PLPG pathways attended by the teacher participants. Currently, the government 

has amended these pathways and introduced Pendidikan Profesi Guru (Teacher Profession 

Education Programme or PPG) in 2005 (MoEC, 2015; MoRTHE, 2017) (see Table 2.3 in 

section 2.1.3).  

The current certification programme, PPG, differs from the Portfolio and PLPG pathways in 

two key aspects, namely, activities and assessment. Compared to Portfolio’s document 

submission and PLPG’s 90-hour professional development, PPG frames its activities in 

workshops and field experience (PPL or Praktik Pengalaman Lapangan) in an extensive two-

semester training programme. These activities represent “an activity- or experience-based 

rather than subject-matter curriculum” (MoRTHE, 2017, p. 13) underpinning the PPG’s 

curriculum framework. Constituting 60 per cent of the framework, the workshops given in the 

first semester intend to improve the participants’ content knowledge and pedagogical 

competence through various activities. Such activities include, but are not limited to, 

developing instructional materials and performing rounds of peer- and micro-teaching 

relevant to specific learning objectives. In the second semester, PPL, comprising 40 per cent 

of the framework, offers opportunities for PPG’s participants to experience and learn from 

teaching and learning processes at designated schools. Mentored by schoolteachers and PPG 

lecturers, the participants implement and reflect on the implementation of their instruction in 

the actual classrooms.  

The second key difference among the pathways is the assessment method. In PPG pathway 

(MoEC, 2015; MoRTHE, 2017), the participants’ eligibility to be awarded educator 

certificates is based on the assessment of the four phases, written competence test, and 



 

194 

teaching performances during PPL and at actual classroom levels (see Table 2.3 in section 

2.1.3). Furthermore, schoolteachers at designated schools, together with PPG assessors, assess 

the participants’ instructional activities. Hence, PPG assesses its participants’ measurable and 

observable outputs proportionally. In comparison, Portfolio pathway primarily emphasised 

measurability by assessing documents representing teachers’ academic qualification, 

instructional performance and professional development (MoNE, 2007d). The PLPG’s 

assessment (MoEC, 2012) included observed performance during training, peer- and micro-

teaching, and final competence test. In this regard, PLPG assessors primarily assessed the first 

two assessment aspects, representing measurable and observable outputs.   

With reference to the paragraphs above, it appears that PPG forms an effective certification 

programme and has addressed and gone beyond this study’s recommendations.  Firstly, PPG 

has extended its duration from a 10-day to a two-semester training programme. Secondly, 

PPG’s curriculum framework intends to strengthen both the participants’ content and 

pedagogical knowledge. Thirdly, PPG’s field experience programme enhances the 

participants’ pedagogical competencies. During PPL, they could learn from their peers and 

schoolteachers and apply practical dimensions of English instruction, particularly, those of 

genre-based and communicative approaches in teaching writing. Finally, the assessment 

applied in PPG involves schoolteachers and PPG lecturers and incorporates both measurability 

and observability outputs; thus, the result would be more objective than that of the previous 

pathways.  

Indeed, the government has made significant improvements to the certification programme to 

enhance teachers’ four overarching competencies – professional, pedagogical, social and 

personal. However, the findings of this study point to the need to sustain the certified teachers’ 

quality; this still requires addressing through on-going content- and pedagogically-related 

development programmes and evaluation systems. The government should offer on-going and 

advanced professional development programmes that help certified teachers to sustain and 

improve their knowledge and teaching skills. As indicated by the findings of this study, the 

quality of the certified teachers, all with more than 10 years of teaching experience, is below 

the expected standards. Other studies also reported considerable variation in terms of the 

certified teachers’ quality of subject-matter knowledge (e.g. Human Development East Asia 

and Pacific Region, 2010; Sumarsono, 2016), and pedagogical competence (e.g. Abdullah, 

2015; Sitinjak, 2014). Hence, the literature on teacher professional development has suggested 

that one of the ways to improve certified teachers’ quality is ongoing and extensive content- 
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and pedagogically-related professional courses, approximately 50 hours per year (Stanford 

Center for Opportunity Policy in Education, 2010, as cited in Abdullah, 2015).    

For the sustainability and improvement of certified teacher’s quality, it is necessary to institute 

an on-going evaluation programme. Thus far, the government has awarded educator 

certificates to teachers who attend the certification programme and meet the requirements (see 

Table 2.3 in Chapter 2). The certificate, however, seems to be a life-time certification for the 

certified teachers. These teachers are not required to take part in further professional 

development programmes. Furthermore, there is not any system to evaluate their subject-

matter knowledge and pedagogical competence. As the literature regarding the Indonesian 

certification programme suggests (Kusumawardhani, 2017; Utami, 2015), the government 

should set an expiry time for the certificate. Prior to expiry, certificate holders should be 

evaluated and tested. If they fail, they should re-attend the certification programme. Those 

who pass could attend a more extensive professional development programme, as described 

in the previous paragraph.  

7.5. Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

As any other research work, the present study had a number of limitations regarding scope, 

scale and methodology, and the extent of the collected and analysed data. The limitations of 

the study included the followings: 

1. The investigation of the PCK components emphasised knowledge of curriculum, 

writing-related content, students, and pedagogy. Other PCK components, as 

suggested by scholars of language teaching (e.g. Day, 1993; Mullock, 2006; 

Richards, 1991), or ESL (Fernández-Balboa & Stiehl, 1995; Gudmundsdottir, 1991), 

were not covered in this present study. 

2. This study was a small-scale project, with a sample of only seven certified and eight 

non-certified English teachers of junior secondary schools. More participants would 

have added further depth and breadth to the findings from the semi-structured 

interviews, classroom observations, and stimulated recalls. 

3. This study focused on participants’ English writing instruction at the junior 

secondary school level in the context of the 2006 SBC and took place in the city 

districts of Banyumas Regency. Generalising the findings of this study to other 

contexts is unlikely. Accordingly, the findings may or may not be applicable to other 
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similar contexts in Indonesia. It is expected, however, that other studies may use the 

findings and the methodology in their contexts.  

4. There was a possibility that the teacher participants may not have articulated and 

enacted everything they actually knew and understood, because of the presence of 

the researcher in their classrooms during the observed lessons, and the nature of the 

interviews, classroom observations and stimulated recalls, which were not designed 

as a formal assessment of teachers’ knowledge.  

5. This study utilised the SOLO taxonomy to assess and measure teachers’ PCK 

articulations offered in semi-structured interviews. To do so, this study developed a 

rubric describing levels of the achievements of each of the PCK components. Due to 

its reliability issue, this rubric needs further amendment and improvement.  

As described above, limitations are inevitable. However, these limitations could serve as a 

basis to do further research. This study highlights teacher participants’ articulation and 

enactment of PCK components – knowledge of curriculum, content, students and pedagogy – 

required in teaching writing to SMP students. These components are only part of what 

constitutes PCK in the teaching of language and ESL. Accordingly, further research could be 

undertaken by incorporating other relevant PCK components, such as knowledge of teaching 

orientation or knowledge of educational context.  

Further research might investigate how teachers demonstrate their PCK in teaching reading, 

listening or speaking skill. In addition, certified and non-certified teachers were the attention 

of the investigation in this study. This study did not involve other people, including teacher 

trainers or students, or related activities like professional development programmes, that might 

have given insights into how teachers articulate and enact their PCK. Furthermore, the 

Portfolio and PLPG pathways did not offer any substantial effects on the CTs’ PCK as the 

findings of this study suggest that CTs did not significantly differ from the NCTs in terms of 

their articulated and enacted PCK in teaching writing. For future directions, there could, 

therefore, be projects designed to look into whether the current certification programme – PPG 

– (a) enables its teacher participants to have and demonstrate a high level of  PCK; (b) is 

essentially and actually able to differentiate CTs’ and NCTs’ PCK in EFL instruction. It would 

also be challenging to investigate potential factors that make PPG effective or ineffective in 

terms of enhancing teachers’ PCK.   
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7.6. Conclusion of the Study 

Teaching English as a foreign language to junior secondary school students in the Indonesian 

context of the 2006 SBC requires English teachers with a sound knowledge of curriculum, 

content, their students, and pedagogy, all of which are labelled pedagogical content 

knowledge. This set of knowledge is essential for the English teachers, given their roles as a 

source of language input and appropriate models for their students in how to use English for 

communicative purposes.  

The present study aimed to examines the current state of certified and non-certified English 

teachers’ PCK articulation and enactment and explore potential similarities and differences 

between the two groups in terms of their knowledge and practice of writing instruction. The 

findings suggest that, firstly, teacher participants’ PCK in writing instruction was, generally, 

to be at a low level, and secondly, the certified teachers were deemed not to demonstrate a 

more in-depth PCK than the non-certified teachers. Possible explanations to explain these 

findings were associated with the general nature of the curriculum framework offered in 

EFLPTEs where these the teachers from the two qualification groups were conferred with a 

Bachelor’s degree in English education. This study considered that the EFLPTE’s curriculum 

framework generally lacked content related to English pedagogy, provided insufficient 

writing-related pedagogy, and supplied inadequate practical dimensions of writing instruction.  

Regarding the certified teachers’ PCK, the findings suggest that an ineffective portfolio 

assessment method and inefficient PLPG time management may have contributed to their 

relatively low PCK. It seems understandable that four certified teachers gained little 

improvement from the assessment of their document collections, rather than their actual and 

observable teaching performance, applied in the portfolio certification pathway. When taking 

part in the PLPG pathway, the three certified teachers may have found insufficient time 

allotment to study wide-ranging dimensions of content courses and workshop, and 

experienced rigorous and tiring schedules. Accordingly, these three teachers may not have had 

sufficient time to learn content courses, complete assignments or prepare for a two-round 

practicum and final competence tests.  

One unanticipated finding was that the NCT group was deemed to be more knowledgeable 

about their students than was the CT group. A possible explanation was that the student as 

context, rather than academic and school contexts, may have contributed more significantly 

to the knowledge of their students. The context ‘students’ seemed to have helped these NCTs 
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to learn about and respond appropriately to their students’ unique and dynamic characteristics 

and behaviours, prior language knowledge and proficiency, and learning preference. 

On the basis of the seemingly unexpected findings, this study has proposed recommendations 

for improving the quality of the EFLPTE curriculum framework and in-service teacher 

certification programme. Improving EFLPTE quality could be enhanced via a balanced 

provision between language-knowledge and pedagogically-related content and an adequate 

supply of practical dimensions of instruction. These approaches would provide pre-service 

teachers with opportunities to improve not only their language knowledge but also their 

teaching skills. In particular, hands-on practice to deal with students’ learning difficulties, 

characteristics and learning preferences would help to see what actual classrooms are like and 

further link what they have learned in EFLPTE to actual instructional activities in schools. To 

sustain and improve certified teachers’ professional knowledge and pedagogical competence, 

the government should offer an on-going and advanced professional development programme 

and institute continuing evaluation programmes. It is anticipated that these recommended 

ways would help both certified and non-certified teachers to be professionally and 

pedagogically competent teachers, so that they not only achieve the standards but also teach 

effectively, as set by the laws regarding teacher quality (GoI, 2005b, 2008; MoNE, 2007c).  
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Appendix I: Interview Guide 

Categories Curriculum Subject matter Pedagogy Students 

Audience 

& purpose 

1. What does the 

curriculum say 

about the 

audience and 

purpose of this 

text? 

2. Tell the 

reasons the 

curriculum 

says about 

this. 

1. Tell me about 

what types of 

text students 

should study. 

2. Tell me some 

important 

things to teach 

such text. 

1. How would you 

introduce the 

purpose of the 

text to your 

students? 

2. Tell me some 

recommended 

ways of 

teaching such a 

text. 

1. Tell me what 

your students 

need to know 

about the 

audience & 

purpose of this 

text 

2. Tell me what 

problem your 

students have 

when they deal 

with the 

audience and 

purpose? 

Language 

features 

1. According to 

the 

curriculum, 

what language 

features 

should you 

teach to your 

students? 

2. Does the 

curriculum 

clearly 

mention the 

language 

features 

needed to 

write a 

particular type 

of text? 

1. Tell me about 

the kinds of 

language that 

should be used 

in a good 

description. 

2. Tell me the 

most important 

thing when 

you teach the 

language 

features, for 

example, 

adjective. 

1. What is the best 

way to teach 

this? 

2. How would you 

utilise your 

students to learn 

this language 

features? 

3. How would you 

teach, e.g. 

adjectives to 

your students?  

1. What problems 

do your 

students have 

when learning 

language 

features? 

2. How would you 

overcome that? 

3. How would you 

assess the 

language 

features and 

give feedback 

about this? 

Structure 

1. Does the 

curriculum 

inform you 

much about 

the structure 

of a text? 

Please clarify. 

2. Does the 

curriculum 

require you to 

master the 

structure of a 

text? Please 

clarify your 

response.  

1. Tell me about 

the main 

structural 

features of, e.g. 

a descriptive 

text. 

2. Do you 

provide a 

particular 

exercise for 

your students 

to understand 

the structure? 

Please clarify. 

 

1. How would you 

teach the 

structure of the 

text? 

2. What would 

you do to make 

the teaching of 

this part 

interesting? 

 

1. What difficulty 

do your 

students usually 

find when 

learning its 

structure? 

2. How would you 

assess your 

students’ 

structural 

exercises and 

provide 

feedback about 

this? 
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Categories Curriculum Subject matter Pedagogy Students 

Ideas Does the 

curriculum 

mention particular 

sequencing and 

linking ideas? 

Please clarify. 

1. Tell me what 

you know 

about 

sequencing and 

linking ideas? 

2. Tell me what 

content or ideas 

should be in a 

good text. 

 

1. How would 

you lead your 

students to 

develop ideas? 

2. What are the 

best ways to 

teach about 

developing 

ideas in this 

text? 

1. What would 

you do to help 

students 

develop ideas? 

2. Please describe 

how your 

students 

usually 

generate ideas. 

3. What problems 

do your 

students have 

when 

sequencing and 

linking ideas? 

4. How would 

you assess and 

give feedback 

to your 

students’ ideas 

development? 
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Appendix J: Rubric and Indicators of PCK Components 

Appendix J.1: Knowledge of Curriculum 

Level Score Indicators 

Basic 1 

Teachers judged to have a basic knowledge of curriculum tended to  

- show literally what is written in the curriculum by simply listing 

- provide generalised, non-specific responses 

- show gaps in their knowledge 

- show inaccuracies or misunderstanding in their responses  

- appear to frame the curriculum goals and principles into the lower 

level, discrete writing tasks or the specific requirements of 

assessment tasks 

- provide responses not supported by examples or rationale or such 

examples are of a limited nature 

Intermediate 2 

Teachers judged to have an intermediate curriculum knowledge 

tended to 

- show a detailed and accurate familiarity with the curriculum 

- provide a range of suitable examples and explain their ideas in 

some detail 

- make appropriate links to the classroom contexts 

- provide a range of suitable examples and can explain their ideas in 

some detail 

- seldom provide comments extending beyond the curriculum or 

classroom context 

- provide little evidence of critique or discussion of synthesised or 

theoretical underpinning 

Advanced 3 

Teachers judged to have an advanced curriculum knowledge tended 

to 

- show evidence of a rich familiarity with the curriculum and of 

having interpreted the curriculum, linking it to their practice and to 

wider contexts, 

- characterise their response by an ability to identify precisely the 

stated learning goals for writing and text types in addition to 

associated pedagogical practices, 

- support their responses by convincing and appropriate 

elaborations, extending and applying the curriculum, 

- provide reasoned critique and comment or implementation beyond 

the immediate curriculum content, and their criticism and argument 

serve the major characteristic of an advanced knowledge 
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Appendix J.2: Knowledge of Content 

Level Score Indicators 

Basic 1 

Teachers judged to have a basic content knowledge tended to  

- list what constitutes the mandated text types 

- provide generalised, non-specific responses 

- show gaps in their knowledge 

- show inaccuracies in their responses 

- provide responses not supported by examples or such examples are 

of a limited nature 

Intermediate 2 

Teachers judged to have an intermediate content knowledge tended 

to 

- show fairly detailed familiarity with text types 

- discuss one or more related responses with limited understanding 

or interrelating them to the given context 

- provide little evidence of discussion of synthesised or theoretical 

underpinnings 

Advanced 3 

Teachers judged to have an advanced content knowledge tended to 

- show evidence of rich familiarity with the nature of the texts and 

relate it to their practices and to a wider context 

- characterise their responses by an ability to associate and extend 

the communicative purpose, audience, generic structure, language 

features and content to their practice 

- offer convincing and appropriate elaborations and examples to 

support their responses 

- integrate evidence and samples to the given contexts consistently 

and reasonably 
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Appendix J.3: Knowledge of Students 

Level Score Indicators 

Basic 1 

Teachers judged to have a basic knowledge of students tended to  

- focus on the students’ general learning difficulties 

- report their students’ learning gaps falling into language features 

such as constructing correct phrases, sentences or paragraphs 

- believe family background affect their students’ motivation and 

academic achievement, but provide very limited specifics 

- provide limited relevant reasons and examples to support their 

statements but often their reasoning was implicit 

Intermediate 2 

Teachers judged to have an intermediate knowledge of students 

tended to 

- make reference to general learning difficulties in terms of language 

features and generic structures 

- assume that the students’ personal qualities and external factors 

such as school location and family background affect the students’ 

performance and academic achievement  

- offer a possible approach to identify the students’ potential 

strengths and weaknesses with limited elaborations and examples 

Advanced 3 

Teachers judged to have an advanced knowledge of students tended 

to 

- identify and describe the students’ various learning strategies and 

preferences, difficulties and characteristics 

- explain and apply particular approaches to finding the students’ 

strengths and weaknesses 

- offer convincing and relevant elaborations and examples to justify 

and support their statements 
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Appendix J.4: Knowledge of Pedagogy 

Level Score Indicators 

Basic 1 

Teachers judged to have a basic knowledge of pedagogy tended to  

- exhibit a limited repertoire of teaching knowledge 

- report little preparation of teaching media and aids 

- scarcely make reference to the notion of facilitating interactions 

and transactions among the students 

- characterise a picture of teacher-fronted interaction 

- describe what appeared to be an unsystematic implementation of 

teaching writing principles and of such pedagogical practices as 

group, peer or individual work 

- dominate their assessment and feedback practices with their 

personal view 

Intermediate 2 

Teachers judged to have an intermediate knowledge of pedagogy 

tended to 

- indicate a good repertoire of teaching knowledge 

- report their use of some prepared teaching media and aids 

- understand the need to facilitate interactions and transactions 

among the students occasionally 

- describe the fairly systematic implementation of teaching writing 

principles 

- seldom facilitate such pedagogical strategies as group, pair or 

individual work 

- occasionally link their assessment and feedback practices to the 

curriculum 

Advanced 3 

Teachers judged to have an advanced knowledge of pedagogy tended 

to 

- display a rich repertoire of teaching knowledge 

- report how they prepared relevant teaching media and aids 

- show considerable concern with regard to facilitating interactions 

and transactions among the students 

- describe and elaborate on the systematic implementation of 

teaching writing principles and of such pedagogical strategies as 

group, pair or individual work  

- link their assessment and feedback practices to the curriculum 
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Appendix K: Assignment Code 

Certified teachers Non-certified teachers 

No. Code No. Code 

1.  C3 1 NC01 

2.  C4 2 NC02 

3.  C7 3 NC03 

4.  C8 4 NC04 

5.  C9 5 NC05 

6.  C10 6 NC06 

7.  C11 7 NC07 

8.  C12 8 NC08 

9.  C13 9 NC11 

10.  C16 10 NC12 

11.  C17 11 NC14 

12.  C18 12 NC15 

13.  C19 13 NC16 

14.  C20 14 NC18 

15.  C21  

16.  C22  

17.  C23  

18.  C24  

19.  C26  

20.  C27  

21.  C28  

22.  C29  

23.  C30  

24.  C31  

25.  C32  

26.  C34  

27.  C35  

28.  C38  

29.  C39  

30.  C40  

31.  C44  

32.  C46  

33.  C47  
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Appendix L: Research Schedule 

Teacher 

Code 

Semi- 

structured 

interview 

Teacher 

observation 

Stimulated 

recall 

Teacher 

observation 

Stimulated 

recall 

1 1 2 2 

C10 Tuesday, 18 

August 2015 

Tuesday, 25 

August 2015 

Tuesday, 1 

September 2015 

Tuesday, 8 

September 2015 

Tuesday, 

15 September 

2015 

C21 Thursday, 20 

August 2015 

Monday, 31 

August 2015 

Saturday, 5 

September 2015 

Monday, 

14 September 

2015 

Saturday, 

19 September 

2015 

C23 Friday, 21 

August 2015 

Tuesday, 

22 September 

2015 

Tuesday, 6 

October 2015 

Tuesday, 

29 September 

2015 

Saturday, 10 

October 2015 

C29 Friday, 21 

August 2015 

Tuesday, 3 

September 2015 

Monday, 7 

September 2015 

Thursday, 

17 September 

2015 

Friday, 

18 September 

2015 

C31 Friday, 16 

October 2015 

Wednesday, 21 

October 2015 

Thursday, 22 

October 2015 

Wednesday, 28 

October 2015 

Thursday, 29 

October 2015 

C40 Tuesday, 18 

August 2015 

Tuesday, 1 

September 2015 

Tuesday, 8 

September 2015 

Wednesday, 

16 September 

2015 

Tuesday, 

22 September 

2015 

C44 Wednesday, 19 

August 2015 

Friday, 28 

August 2015 

Tuesday, 8 

September 2015 

Friday, 

11 September 

2015 

Wednesday, 

16 September 

2015 

NC1 Wednesday, 19 

August 2015 

Monday, 31 

August 2015 

Wednesday, 2 

September 2015 

Thursday, 

10 September 

2015 

Friday, 

18 September 

2015 

NC2 Thursday, 20 

August 2015 

Monday, 24 

August 2015 

Friday, 28 

August 2015 

Monday, 7 

September 2015 

Friday, 

11 September 

2015 

NC4 Tuesday, 25 

August 2015 

Saturday, 

15 September 

2015 

Saturday, 

12 September 

2015 

Tuesday, 13 

October 2015 

Thursday, 15 

October 2015 

NC5 Wednesday, 26 

August 2015 

Thursday, 3 

September 2015 

Thursday, 

10 September 

2015 

Wednesday, 9 

September 2015 

Tuesday, 

15 September 

2015 

NC7 Tuesday, 18 

August 2015 

Saturday, 29 

August 2015 

Tuesday, 1 

September 2015 

Saturday, 

12 September 

2015 

Saturday, 

19 September 

2015 

NC8 Saturday, 22 

August 2015 

Thursday, 27 

August 2015 

Friday, 

4 September 

2015 

Thursday, 

10 September 

2015 

Friday, 

18 September 

2015 

NC14 Wednesday, 19 

August 2015 

Friday, 

4 September 

2015 

Saturday, 5 

September 2015 

Wednesday, 9 

September 2015 

Tuesday, 

29 September 

2015 

 NC15 Wednesday, 26 

August 2015 

Monday, 31 

August 2015 

Monday, 21 

September 

2015 

Tuesday, 6 

October 2015 

Monday, 19 

October 2015 
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Appendix M: Lists of Codes Applied to the Analyses of the Interview Data 

Appendix M.1: General Coding Procedures   

Codes Sample Excerpts 

K
n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

cu
rr

ic
u
lu

m
: 

G
o
al

s 

C21 

 

K
n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

cu
rr

ic
u
lu

m
: 

S
y
ll

ab
i 

C23 
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K
n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

co
n
te

n
t:

 

C
o
m

m
u
n
ic

at
iv

e 
p
u
rp

o
se

 

NC05 

 

K
n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

co
n
te

n
t:

 

L
an

g
u
ag

e 
fe

at
u
re

s 

NC02 

 

K
n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

co
n
te

n
t:

 G
en

er
ic

 

st
ru

ct
u
re

 

C10 
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K
n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

co
n
te

n
t:

 A
u
d
ie

n
ce

 C31 

 
 

K
n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

st
u
d
en

ts
 

NC07 

 

K
n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

p
ed

ag
o
g
y
: 

P
ri

n
ci

p
le

s 
o
f 

w
ri

ti
n
g
 

in
st

ru
ct

io
n

 

C44 
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K
n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

p
ed

ag
o
g
y
: 

In
te

ra
ct

io
n
 NC15 

 

K
n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

p
ed

ag
o
g
y
: 

W
ri

ti
n
g
 A

ss
es

sm
en

t 
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Appendix M.2: Codes used in the Assessment of Levels of Knowledge of Curriculum 

Codes Samples 
C

u
rr

ic
u
lu

m
 g

o
al

s:
  

B
as

ic
 l

ev
el

 
NC07 

 

C
u
rr

ic
u
lu

m
 g

o
al

s:
 

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

 l
ev

el
 

NC04 
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C
u
rr

ic
u
lu

m
 g

o
al

s:
  

A
d
v
an

ce
d
 l

ev
el

 

C23 

 

C
u
rr

ic
u
lu

m
 s

y
ll

ab
u
s:

 

B
as

ic
 l

ev
el

 

NC01 

 
 

C
u
rr

ic
u
lu

m
 s

y
ll

ab
u
s:

 

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

 l
ev

el
 

NC15 
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C
u
rr

ic
u
lu

m
 s

y
ll

ab
u
s:

  

A
d
v
an

ce
d
 l

ev
el

 

C23 
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Appendix M.3: Codes used in the Assessment of Levels of Knowledge of Content 

Codes Samples 
C

o
m

m
u
n
ic

at
iv

e 
p
u
rp

o
se

: 
 

B
as

ic
 l

ev
el

 
NC08 

 
 

C
o
m

m
u
n
ic

at
iv

e 

p
u
rp

o
se

: 

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

 l
ev

el
 NC01 

 

C
o
m

m
u
n
ic

at
iv

e 
p
u
rp

o
se

: 

A
d
v
an

ce
d
 l

ev
el

 

NC15 
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G
en

er
ic

 s
tr

u
ct

u
re

: 
 

B
as

ic
 l

ev
el

 

C29 

 

G
en

er
ic

 s
tr

u
ct

u
re

: 
 

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

 l
ev

el
 

C10 
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G
en

er
ic

 s
tr

u
ct

u
re

: 
 

A
d
v
an

ce
d
 l

ev
el

 

NC15 

 

L
an

g
u
ag

e 
fe

at
u
re

s:
  

B
as

ic
 l

ev
el

 

C44 
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L
an

g
u

ag
e 

fe
at

u
re

s:
 

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

 l
ev

el
 

C31 

 

L
an

g
u
ag

e 
fe

at
u
re

s:
  

A
d
v
an

ce
d
 l

ev
el

 

C23 

 

A
u
d
ie

n
ce

: 
 

B
as

ic
 l

ev
el

 C40 
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A
u
d
ie

n
ce

: 
 

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

 l
ev

el
 

NC01 

 

A
u
d
ie

n
ce

: 
 

A
d
v
an

ce
d
 l

ev
el

 

C31 
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Appendix M.4: Codes used in the Assessment of Levels of Knowledge of Student 

Codes Sample Excerpts 
B

as
ic

 l
ev

el
 

C21 

 

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

 

NC02 

 

A
d
v
an

ce
d
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Appendix M.5: Codes used in the Assessment of Levels of Knowledge of Pedagogy 

Codes Samples 

P
ri

n
ci

p
le

s 
o
f 

w
ri

ti
n
g
 

in
st

ru
ct

io
n
: 

 

B
as

ic
 l

ev
el

 
C21 

 

P
ri

n
ci

p
le

s 
o
f 

w
ri

ti
n
g
 

in
st

ru
ct

io
n
: 

 

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

 l
ev

el
 

NC04 

 

P
ri

n
ci

p
le

s 
o
f 

w
ri

ti
n
g
 

in
st

ru
ct

io
n
: 

 

A
d
v
an

ce
d
 l

ev
el

 

NC07 
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In
te

ra
ct

io
n
: 

B
as

ic
 l

ev
el

 

C21 

 

In
te

ra
ct

io
n
: 

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

 l
ev

el
 

NC01 
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In
te

ra
ct

io
n
: 

A
d
v
an

ce
d
 l

ev
el

 

C23 

 

W
ri

ti
n
g
 A

ss
es

sm
en

t:
  

B
as

ic
 l

ev
el

 

NC02 
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W
ri

ti
n
g
 A

ss
es

sm
en

t:
  

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

 l
ev

el
 

C29 

 

W
ri

ti
n
g
 A

ss
es

sm
en

t:
  

A
d
v
an

ce
d
 l

ev
el

 

C23 
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Appendix M.6: Codes used in the Typological Analysis 

Typology Themes 

Knowledge of curriculum: 

Goal (Basic) 

Literal recalls of the goal 

Misunderstanding of the goals of writing instruction 

Association with the national examination 

Knowledge of curriculum: 

Goal (Intermediate) 

Fair reference to the curriculum 

Description of awareness with the goals 

Little evidence of critique  

Knowledge of curriculum: 

Goal (Advanced) 

Description of a rich familiarity with the goals and a 

relevant association with the practice 

Knowledge of curriculum: 

Syllabi (Basic) 

Recalls of text types 

Inaccurate comprehension regarding the notion of material 

progression 

Knowledge of curriculum: 

Syllabi (Intermediate) 

Recalls of specific text types for particular grade levels 

Inaccurate comprehension of the nature of grammar 

instruction in a communication context 

Inaccurate comprehension of the notion of material 

progression 

Knowledge of curriculum: 

Syllabi (Advanced) 

Accurate comprehension of the learning progression in 

EFL (from listening and speaking to reading and writing) 

Relevant critique regarding the focus on listening and 

reading skills  

Knowledge of content: 

Communicative purpose 

(Basic) 

Inaccurate responses  

Non-specific responses 

Knowledge of content: 

Communicative purpose 

(Intermediate) 

Recall of a range of purposes, accompanied by relevant 

examples and differentiation of a text from others 

Little evidence of relevant discussion to support their 

statements 

Knowledge of content: 

Communicative purpose 

(Advanced) 

Evidence of familiarity with the differences between two 

texts of the same genre 

Knowledge of content: 

Language features (Basic) 

Recalls of language features without further elaboration 

Inaccurate responses about the use of specific tense 

Knowledge of content: 

Language features 

(Intermediate) 

Provision of relevant examples 

Limited elaboration on the importance of language 

features 

Knowledge of content: 

Language features 

(Advanced) 

Ability to elaborate on the importance of language 

features 

Knowledge of content: 

Generic structure (Basic) 

Provisions of generalised and non-specific responses 

Knowledge of content: 

Generic structure 

(Intermediate) 

Recalls of elements of a text’s generic structure 

Knowledge of content: 

Generic structure (Advanced) 

Ability to relate the importance of generic structures to 

practice 

Provision of relevant explanation and examples 
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Knowledge of content: 

Audience (Basic) 

Inability to recall other readers 

Knowledge of content: 

Audience (Intermediate) 

Limited explanation concerning the importance of 

audience 

Recall of potential audience 

Knowledge of content: 

Audience (Advanced) 

Ability to explain the importance of audience 

Knowledge of students 

(Basic) 

Association of external factors to students’ learning 

difficulties 

Knowledge of students 

(Intermediate) 

Inability to draw a connection between Bahasa and 

English  

Generalised perception of students’ difficulties 

Limited explanation about strategies to deal with students 

Knowledge of students 

(Advanced) 

Comprehensive explanation about students’ learning 

difficulties 

Ability to link students’ learning difficulties to the nature 

of Bahasa 

Elaboration of relevant approaches to dealing with 

students 

Knowledge of pedagogy: 

Principles of writing 

instruction (Basic) 

Description of unsystematic writing instruction 

Little preparation of use of pertinent instructional media 

Knowledge of pedagogy: 

Principles of writing 

instruction (Intermediate) 

Description of systematic writing instruction 

Utilisation of relevant material and instructional strategies 

Knowledge of pedagogy: 

Principles of writing 

instruction (Advanced) 

Systematic implementation of speaking and writing tasks 

in writing instruction 

Description of the use of relevant writing material and 

instructional strategies 

Knowledge of pedagogy: 

Interaction (Basic) 

Domination of teacher centredness 

Knowledge of pedagogy: 

Interaction (Intermediate) 

Fair familiarity with the notion of interaction 

Knowledge of pedagogy: 

Interaction (Advanced) 

Sound understanding of the importance of interaction  

Knowledge of pedagogy: 

Assessment (Basic) 

Exclusion of required assessment aspect and inclusion of 

irrelevant aspects 

Focus on grammar 

Limited feedback provision 

Knowledge of pedagogy: 

Assessment (Intermediate) 

Inconsistent incorporation of a range of assessment 

elements contained in the curriculum documents 

Knowledge of pedagogy: 

Assessment (Advanced) 

Incorporation of all aspects required in writing assessment 

Provision of comprehensive feedback 
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Appendix N: Lists of Codes Applied to the Analyses of the Observation and Stimulated-recall Data 

Appendix N.1: General Coding Procedure 

PCK Codes Sample Excerpts from COa and SRb 

K
n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

cu
rr

ic
u
lu

m
 

L
ea

rn
in

g
 o

b
je

ct
iv

es
 

C23 (1st CO) 

 
 

C23 (1st SR) 

 
Note: a CO (Classroom observation), b SR (Stimulated recall)  
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PCK Codes Sample Excerpts from CO and SR 
K

n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

C
o
n
te

n
t 

C
o
m

m
u
n
ic

at
iv

e 
p
u
rp

o
se

 
C23 (1st CO) 

 
 

C23 (1st SR) 
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PCK Codes  Sample Excerpts from CO and SR 
K

n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

C
o
n
te

n
t 

L
an

g
u
ag

e 
fe

at
u
re

s 
C10 (2nd CO) 

 
C10 (2nd SR) 
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PCK Codes Sample Excerpts from CO and SR 
K

n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

C
o
n
te

n
t 

G
en

er
ic

 s
tr

u
ct

u
re

s 
C29 (1st CO) 

 
C29 (1st SR) 
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PCK Codes Sample Excerpts from CO and SR 
K

n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

C
o
n
te

n
t 

A
u
d
ie

n
ce

 

NC15 (1st CO) 

 
NC15 (1st SR) 
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PCK Codes Sample Excerpts from CO and SR 
K

n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

S
tu

d
en

t 

K
n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

st
u
d
en

t 
C31 (1st CO) 

 
C31 (1st SR) 
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PCK Codes Sample Excerpts from CO and SR 
K

n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

P
ed

ag
o
g
y
 

P
ri

n
ci

p
le

s 
o
f 

w
ri

ti
n
g
 i

n
st

ru
ct

io
n
 

C31 (1st CO): Collaborative modelling 
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PCK Codes Sample Excerpts from CO and SR 
K

n
o
w

le
d
g
e 

o
f 

P
ed

ag
o
g
y
 

In
te

ra
ct

io
n

 

NC07 (2nd CO) 

 
NC07 (2nd SR) 
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PCK Codes Sample Excerpts from CO and SR 

 

F
ee

d
b
ac

k
 p

ro
v
is

io
n

 

C40 (1st CO) 

 
C40 (1st SR) 
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Appendix N.2: Typological Analysis 

Typology Theme or Pattern Generalised statement 

Teacher-fronted 

Interaction 

Gaps 

General definitions of a text’s elements 

Focus on a particular aspect of a text’s language feature: grammar 

Teaching-to-the-test pedagogical orientation 

Specific engagement 

Convincing explanation of a text’s element 

Fluency over accuracy 

Effect of the audience to a text’s creation 

Teacher-student 

Interaction 

Modelling strategy 
Collaborative modelling strategy 

Utilisation of relevant text samples and discussions 

Feedback provision 
Micro-level feedback 

Macro-level feedback 

Approaches to dealing 

with students 

Utilisation of generalised approaches 

Selections of relevant strategies based on students’ learning difficulties, motivation level, 

specific characters/Students’ learning difficulties as the bases to select and use relevant 

strategies 

Student-student 

Interaction 

Gaps in teachers’ 

knowledge of content 

Accuracy over fluency in writing tasks 

- Focus on sentence-level tasks for accuracy in isolation from actual writing activities 

- Provision of rearrangement and imitation tasks 

Specific engagements 

Fluency over accuracy in writing tasks 

- Provision of language, rhetoric and fluency tasks 

- Appropriate provision of graded writing practices  
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Appendix N.3: Question Cognitive Levels Based on Bloom’s Taxonomy of Cognitive Domains 

Cognitive Level Description Sample Excerpts Remark 

Knowledge Recalling or recognising factual 

information from previously 

learned materials 

C10: “Anita Wijaya. How old is Anita?” 

(CO-1, 25 August 2015) 

Referring to the reading text, T started this 

question to explore what is stated in the text. 

Comprehension Explaining, summarising or 

interpreting materials, and also 

grasping meaning and predicting 

consequences 

C23: “If we talk about animal, like fish, 

fish are animals that live in water, is that 

general or specific?” (CO-1, 22 

September 2015) 

This question required students to 

comprehend a specific matter based on the 

given illustrations or samples. 

Application Putting theoretical concepts, 

ideas or methods into practice or 

actual/concrete situations 

NC07: “Kalau sabjeknya it, pakainya 

have atau has” [If the subject of this 

sentence is ‘it’, is the verb ‘has’ or 

‘have’]? (CO-2, 12 September 2015) 

This question required students to apply 

what they had previously learned: Use of a 

correct verb form based on a specific form of 

a sentence’s subject. 

Analysis Separating material into its 

elements, drawing conclusions 

and inferences 

C31: “Please, pay attention to your 

friends’ answers…. Let's check together. 

How do you think of number 1? Is it 

correct?”  (CO-2, 28 October 2015) 

The question required students to analyse 

their friends’ written answers. To be able to 

answer whether or not the sentences were 

correct, the students needed to analyse how 

the sentences were grammatically 

constructed.  

Synthesis Integrating various parts to 

create a new concept 

NC07: “Cat food (makanan kucing). 

Kira-kira kalau kalimatnya makanan 

kucing [It is up to you. How are you 

going to write your sentences using ‘cat 

food’]? 

The question required students to synthesise 

their knowledge about sentence construction 

when they were to construct their sentences 

based on the given clue – cat food.  

Evaluation Assessing information, judging 

materials or providing reasons 

None of the teachers from the two 

qualification groups posed questions at 

the evaluation level.  

- 
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