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ABSTRACT
This study examined teachers’ perspectives and professional development experiences
about the teaching of English as an International language (TEIL) in relation to World Englishes
(WE) at junior high school levels in Indonesia. Considering the growth of the number of English
speakers around the world, it has been argued that WE-based TEIL is more realistic and relevant
(Kachru & Nelson, 2006; Kirkpatrick, 2007; Matsuda, 2002, 2018). Accordingly, efforts have
been done to challenge the standard English hegemony such as through teacher education
programs. However, previous research focused primarily on pre-service teachers through teacher
preparation programs at higher education levels. There were limited studies investigating inservice teachers’ professional development experiences, especially in relation to World
Englishes and at junior high school levels in Indonesia. Meanwhile, professional development
has been deemed important for in-service teachers as the content in pre-service education is
usually limited and there are educational as well as pedagogical changes that in-service teachers
need to constantly respond over time (Richards & Farrell, 2005). Considering how relevant and
significant WE-based TEIL is, it is also crucial to update in-service teachers with such
knowledge. Hence, this study was aimed at exploring and understanding teachers’ views on WEbased TEIL including their professional development experiences and use of social media in its
implementation at Indonesian junior high schools. A mixed methods research design, in which
both quantitative and qualitative data were collected in two phases of study (Creswell & Plano
Clark, 2017), was used to answer three research questions: 1) What are teachers’ perspectives on
incorporating World Englishes into the teaching of English as an international language at the
junior high school level in Indonesia?, 2) How have teachers used social media as potential
resources to incorporate World Englishes into the teaching of English as an international
language at the junior high school level in Indonesia?, and 3) How have teachers experienced
professional development in relation to English teaching in general and the incorporation of
World Englishes in particular? 64 teachers joining a local English teacher forum participated in
the online survey in the first phase, and 6 focal teachers were selected for the second phase, in
which observations, focus group discussion, and interviews were used to collect the data. The
quantitative data from the survey were analyzed using both descriptive and inferential statistics.
The qualitative data from the survey, observations, focus group discussion, and interviews were
triangulated and coded to identify themes and patterns in the data. The findings show that
English language teaching at Indonesian junior high school levels was quite complex. While
teachers acknowledged the importance of WE-based TEIL, they did not find it urgent to
prioritize because they did not feel knowledgeable enough about WE and also because they were
facing other problems as English teachers. In addition, even though teachers benefitted from
using social media especially in locating WE materials, they could not really maximize it due to
the insufficient institutional and technological support. Furthermore, the professional
development that they have experienced has never focused on World Englishes. In fact, teachers’
professional development experiences did not address some of their problems and challenges in
English teaching in general. Hence, the findings of this study generate some pedagogical
implications and suggestions for future research in hopes to improve teacher professional
development experiences about English teaching in general and in relation to WE in particular as
well as to understand the issues in a broader scope in Indonesian contexts.
Keywords: World Englishes, teaching English as an international language, teachers’
perspectives, junior high school, social media, professional development
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

“Their English is bad; don’t speak like them.”
That was more or less what one of my teachers said when I was a student learning
English. Back then I did not think much of it. All I knew was that I did not want people to think
that my English was bad. I did not want people to judge me for my bad English. I wanted to
speak English “correctly.” I wanted people to think that my English was good. Time passed; I
became an English teacher myself. I do not remember having ever told my students that this
English was good or that English was bad. All I wanted was for my students to learn English and
practice it confidently and use it intelligibly with other English speakers from all over the world.
Then I came to study in the United States and one of my classes talked about World Englishes. It
did not seem like a new concept to me even though it might have been the first time I learned
about it. I just thought that this whole notion of World Englishes made sense. It brought back the
memory of what my teacher told me.
Nevertheless, reflecting on my personal experience when I was an English learner and
after I became an English teacher and then pursued my study in the states, I could not help
wondering about other English teachers in Indonesia. Had I not come to study in the States,
would I have known about World Englishes? What about the in-service teachers who had no
chance to study in the States? Did they know about World Englishes? What would they think
about it? Were there still teachers like my teacher? Such questions led me to conduct this study;
I wanted to look into teachers’ perspectives on teaching English as an international language in
relation to World Englishes in Indonesia.
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This introductory chapter is organized to give an overview of this dissertation. I begin
by briefly explaining the background of the study and giving the specific context and settings of
the study to describe how English was positioned, used, and taught in Indonesia at the time of the
study. I then state the research questions that I addressed by conducting this study. Afterwards, I
describe the aims and the scopes of the study in more detail. I explain the significance of
conducting this study to convey why this study was important and needed to be done. At the end,
I present an overview of how this dissertation is written and organized by summarizing what is
written in each of the chapters.

1.1 Background of Study
Ever since the idea of World Englishes (WE) was introduced, scholars such as Bautista
and Gonzalez (2006), Kachru and Nelson (2006), Kirkpatrick, (2007), and Matsuda (2002; 2018)
have suggested that World Englishes should be incorporated into the teaching of English as an
international language. They argue that teaching English variants based on inner-circle variants
only, those often thought as standards, is no longer relevant since the communication has become
more global and there are more “non-native speakers” of English than English “native speakers”
in the inner-circle countries such as United States, Canada, England, Australia, and New
Zealand. Previous research on the incorporation of WE into the teaching of English as an
international language (TEIL) also showed positive results, in which WE helped empower not
only students but also teachers (e.g. Bayyurt & Altinmakas, 2012; Kasztalska, 2015).
I was curious about the relevance and significance of the scholarly discussions on
World Englishes in the Indonesian context. Similar to English in other expanding-circle
countries, i.e. countries in which English was not the mother tongue of most of the people and
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often seen as a foreign language, English was not widely used in Indonesia either. Nevertheless,
despite not being the official language in governmental institutions, education systems, and other
areas in the country, English was the most prioritized and important foreign language in the
country (Simatupang in Lauder, 2008; Smith, 1991). In fact, English was the only foreign
language made compulsory as a school subject in the national curriculum. Nababan (1991) stated
that the government established “only English as a compulsory subject in junior and senior
secondary schools” (p. 119). Meanwhile, Mukminin et al. (2019) affirmed that the Indonesian
Ministry of the National Education introduced English “as the first foreign language course
taught in the Indonesian educational system” (p. 58). This was particularly because English was
believed to be the language needed to help the growth of the country in aspects such as economy,
science, and technology in the globalization era (Lauder, 2008; Zacharias, 2003), confirming the
view of English as the language of development and modernization as portrayed in Pennycook
(1994) and Mahboob (2011). The English curricula along with the suggested methods have also
changed several times in attempts to achieve success for ELT in Indonesia (Lie, 2007;
Marcellino, 2008; Zein et al., 2020).
Zein et al. (2020) stated that English became a compulsory subject in junior high
schools through Presidential Decree in 1990. Accordingly, various methods have been
implemented such as the Grammar Translation Method, Oral Approach, Structural Approach,
Communicative Approach and so forth. The focus of English teaching has also changed
following the changes in the general national education curriculum. For example, when the
government implemented Kurikulum Berbasis Kompetensi (KBK), i.e. Competence-based
Curriculum, in 2004 and Kurikulum Tingkat Satuan Pendidikan (KTSP), i.e. School-based
Curriculum or “Local Education Unit Curriculum” (Zein et al., 2020), in 2006, the approach to
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English teaching shifted from Communicative Language Teaching to a Systemic Functional
Linguistics and Genre-based Approach. Indeed, these changes also affected the teaching of
English in elementary school levels. As a local content subject, which was usually optional
depending on the availability of an English teacher and the school’s capability in its
implementation, English in elementary schools was quite popular especially after the 2006’s
Ministerial Decree that allowed elementary schools to teach English to students below Grade 4.
However, after the establishment of Kurikulum 2013, some elementary schools stopped offering
English as one of their subjects as they focused more on students’ acquisition of the local
language or their mother tongue before they learned a foreign language such as English. This
was resented by teachers and parents and other stakeholders who supported the teaching of
English at elementary school levels (Zein, 2017). Indeed, regarding the changes in the
curriculum, Zein et al. (2020) stated, “The ministry did not conduct a study to support and
rationalize the curriculum” (p. 495).
Meanwhile, based on the current curriculum, which is the revised Kurikulum 2013, the
teaching of English was made compulsory starting at junior high school levels and was included
as one of the subjects to be tested in the (then) national exam, the final exam of high schools, that
was once used to determine students’ graduation. English classes at junior high schools were
approximately 2 hours and 40 minutes per week, usually 2 meetings a week, with each meeting
lasting for 1 hour and 20 minutes (Indonesian Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013). Similar
to the previous two curriculums, the central government used core and basic competencies to
guide the teaching of each subject, including English, at schools. The core and basic
competencies listed in the curriculum did not specifically require or prohibit certain English
varieties to be taught in classrooms. In other words, teachers were not particularly expected or
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required to use English varieties from the inner circle countries only, i.e. they were free to use
any English varieties in their teaching. The curriculum only demanded that, while aiming to
develop students’ communicative competence, the teaching should emphasize on students’
character building and development (Zein et al., 2020).
In addition, the government provided electronic textbooks for both teachers and
students, which could be accessed or downloaded from the official website of The Indonesian
Ministry of Education and Culture. While the use of these books was made mandatory by the
government (Hanifa, 2018), there did not seem to be any measure to enforce their use in
classrooms; for instance, there was no control mechanism regarding whether teachers used these
textbooksand there was no penalty or consequences for not using them. Meanwhile, all of these
books were written by Indonesians and purposefully written in accordance with the goals of the
curriculum. Some analyses on these books showed that local or Indonesian cultures, such as
ethnicities and religions, highlighting the diversity of Indonesia, were emphasized more than the
cultures of target language or international cultures (Erlina et al., 2018; Masyita et al., 2018;
Qodriani, 2014; Santosa, 2015). Qodriani (2014) even stated that no knowledge about the native
English cultures was presented in the books. However, there did not seem to be any concerns
over pronunciation and grammar, which implied that the teaching of English might not lean
towards “standard” English hegemony as it focused more on communicative competence and
intelligibility.
Therefore, I thought it was intriguing to do a research on the topic of WE-based TEIL in
Indonesia. Having been an English teacher in Indonesia and a graduate student in the United
States, I found the term World Englishes, to some extent, quite new. While I might be mistaken,
when I was teaching in Indonesia, I was not expected to focus on the English varieties, but
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rather, on the availability of resources and teaching materials. While it was true that many of
these resources were from white native speakers of English, I did not think of it as negative
compared to other English variants; that is, I just thought that it was because that was what was
available. However, I remember as an English learner, one of my teachers said that the English
spoken in a certain country was bad and that we should not speak English like them. Hence,
when I first learned about World Englishes and their relevance and significance, I was struck
since I had never thought of English that way before. This was probably caused by my lack of
knowledge on the topic since I did not learn about World Englishes prior to studying in the US
and neither were these issues widely discussed in Indonesia. Reflecting on my experience and
reading the literature on views of English within Indonesian English Language Teaching (ELT),
however, made me think about the significance of purposefully exposing students to different
English varieties in the beginning stage and seeing them as “equal” and just as a variety, not
more or less prestigious than another variety.
Furthermore, with the development of technology such as social media, I think it has
been easier to find materials to teach different varieties of English. In order to encourage English
learners to be more confident with their language abilities or to help them understand that they
do not have to speak like “native speakers,” English teachers can show students that English is
spoken and developed differently all around the world. Hence, I wonder if teachers have actually
been implementing World Englishes albeit not knowing the term. As I personally did not get a
chance to receive professional education or workshops to update and improve my knowledge on
ELT or to follow the issues on World Englishes when teaching at high school levels and prior to
studying in the United States, I wonder if and how in-service teachers have engaged in any
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professional development on the importance and relevance of WE-based TEIL in today’s
contexts.
In addition to only small amount of research on WE-based TEIL in Indonesia, there
does not seem to be much research on teachers’ professional development focusing on WE-based
TEIL, which is important to update teachers on the issue. Indeed, while previous research shows
ambivalent views on English varieties, in which some state that American and British Englishes
are preferred (Kramadibrata, 2016; Siregar, 2010; Smith, 1991; Zacharias, 2003), not much of
the current research discusses how World Englishes is actually implemented in Indonesian
English classrooms, especially considering how much technology in general and social media in
particular have developed. Moreover, the previous research on English teacher professional
development mostly focuses on either the elementary school level, where it is not compulsory
subject, or on higher education, in which pre-service teachers are prepared to teach after
graduation. There is hardly any research that focuses on in-service teacher professional
development to help teachers incorporate World Englishes into their teaching of English as an
international language particularly on the junior high school levels. Hence, this study was
designed to answer these research questions:
1. What are teachers’ perspectives on incorporating World Englishes into the teaching of English
as an international language at the junior high school level in Indonesia?
2. How have teachers used social media as potential resources to incorporate World Englishes
into the teaching of English as an international language at the junior high school level in
Indonesia?
3. How have teachers experienced professional development in relation to English teaching in
general and the incorporation of World Englishes in particular?
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1.2 Aims and Scope
This study examined Indonesian teachers who have been teaching English at junior high
school levels and have joined the local English teacher forum, known as MGMP (Musyawarah
Guru Mata Pelajaran), in Lumajang, a small city in Indonesia. As these teachers had never been
involved in a research before, it was important to investigate and explore their experiences, not
only to contribute to the literature but also to evaluate the effectiveness of the professional
development they received and to determine how to better support these teachers and other
teachers in similar settings or contexts. By doing this study on teachers particularly at the junior
high school level, I hoped to give those teachers a chance to voice their opinions and share their
experiences on the topics being explored. This was also an opportunity to raise awareness about
the importance of World Englishes in the teaching of English as an international language,
improve teacher professional development, and thus contribute to the development of English
education in my country. In short, using a mixed-methods design, incorporating survey,
observation, focus group discussion, and interview with the focal teachers, this study is aimed at
exploring in-service teachers’ perspectives and implementation of World Englishes in the
teaching of English as an international language along with the professional development they
experienced, including the use of social media as the potential resources for WE-based TEIL
implementation at the junior high school levels in Indonesia.
Accordingly, this study is focused on World Englishes as the main topic and discussed
in relation to teachers’ language ideology, social media, and professional development, the
scholarly literature of which is discussed further in Chapter 2. I believe that the implementation
of World Englishes, as the main theoretical framework, in the teaching of English as an
international language is strongly related to teachers’ language ideology, the existence and the
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use of social media, and the professional development that teachers experience. In the following
subsections, I briefly explain why they are correlated especially in Indonesian contexts.

1.2.1 Language Ideology
World Englishes (WE) is intertwined with language ideology because the ideologies
teachers hold affect the choices of English variants used and taught in English classes.
McGroarty (2010) defined language ideology as “the understandings, beliefs and expectations
that influence all choices made by language users even when implicit” (p. 3). In other words, one
can decide to use or not to use a certain language depending on the ideology they have about the
languages they speak. In an English language teaching context, this means that teachers can
decide which English variety or varieties to use and teach in the classroom based on the beliefs –
and knowledge – that they have surrounding English teaching including which English is
acceptable and unacceptable positive or negative or how they are positive or negative for the
students and so forth (e.g. Menard-Warwick, 2013).
However, in a multilingual context like Indonesia, where people usually speak more
than one language, teachers’ preference towards English varieties and hence their attitude
towards World Englishes might be different from those in a monolingual context, in which only
one language is present or spoken. In Indonesia, people are encouraged to love the local
language, use the national language, as well as study foreign language (Kongres Bahasa
Indonesia, 2018; Zentz, 2015, 2017), and so teachers might be familiar with varieties of the same
language developed and affected by various local Indonesian cultures. For example, as they are
used to dealing with different variants of Indonesian or Bahasa Indonesia, the national language,
spoken by Indonesians across the nations, supposedly they could be more accepting towards
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different variants of English, also known as World Englishes. Nevertheless, as the previous
research (e.g. Kramadibrata, 2016; Zacharias, 2003) showed that the views on English variants
were still ambivalent, it was intriguing to investigate English teachers’ language ideologies
especially at the junior high school levels, in which English was first made obligatory. In short,
this study was aimed to explore teachers’ language ideologies as it is helpful in understanding
their attitudes towards World Englishes.

1.2.2 Social Media
The discussion of World Englishes should not be detached from social media. As social
media have been reported to affect language learning whether used informally or formally in
second and foreign language teaching and learning (L2TL) (Gikas & Grant, 2013; Reinhardt,
2019), the existence and the use of social media could also affect the teaching and learning of
English as a second or foreign language in various ways. For example, social media could allow
teachers not only to share materials, interact, and collaborate with other English teachers, but
also to engage students in similar interactions with other English learners, not only with those
from the same country but also those from other countries beyond the inner-circle countries. In
the context of WE-based TEIL, this means that teachers do have the option to choose any
English varieties, spoken by any English speakers with any cultural backgrounds, to be
implemented in the classroom with the help of social media. While this use of social media
might look ordinary, it is worth investigating since previously teachers might not have had the
luxury to do so as they could get only certain materials provided to them, which were often of
“native varieties” spoken by “native speakers” only. Hence, as social media has the potential to
help learners learn about other cultures and develop certain literacy, identity, autonomy, as well
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as awareness of the audience either through situated and simulated learning via SNSs,
collaboration via wikis, or reflective learning via blogs (Reinhardt, 2019), English teachers could
expand the possibility of having students exposed to, interact with, and learn about World
Englishes, not only about the linguistic varieties but also the speakers and the cultures.
Nonetheless, even though social media makes it possible to teach and learn English
beyond the standard English hegemony, it might not guarantee the implementation of World
Englishes in the teaching and learning of English as an international language. First, it was
possible that teachers and students in this study or in particular settings did not have access to
social media. This could affect not only their opportunity for knowledge about World Englishes
but also their chance to obtain World Englishes materials and so forth. Secondly, even if they did
have access to social media, either to interact with other English teachers and learners or to
locate materials supporting the implementation of World Englishes, it was possible that teachers
still leaned towards a certain English variety depending on the beliefs they had in regard to
English language teaching and learning. In this case, the existence of social media might not
positively affect the implementation of World Englishes in the teaching and learning of English
as an international language. On the contrary, it might perpetuate the hegemony of standard
English or a certain English variety as the preferred, and thought to be more prestigious, variety
of English. For example, on social media teachers could purposefully encourage and teach
students to interact with “native speakers of English” only, tell them that other English varieties
are “bad”, or use only a certain English variety as the right or correct English. Hence, this study
aimed at investigating how teachers have used social media in English teaching in general and in
relation to WE-based TEIL in particular.
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1.2.3 Professional Development
While the topic of World Englishes is not new and seems to have been incorporated in
pre-service teacher education in some universities in Indonesia, the topic might still be
unfamiliar to some in-service teachers, especially if they were not updated about the topic.
Hence, when discussing World Englishes, I think it is important to also look into professional
development for in-service teachers, especially focusing on English teachers at junior high
school levels as they were at the frontlines of English education in the country. It is necessary to
investigate whether the professional development they received and experienced mandated the
use of a certain English variety while prohibiting or discouraging the use of other varieties or if
they encouraged the implementation of World Englishes. It is also necessary to examine whether
teachers in this study and teachers in Indonesia in general received the professional development
they needed, not only in relation to WE-based TEIL but also in relation to English teaching in
general. Hence, this study aimed to explore teachers’ professional development experiences
along with their related perspectives.
In summary, it is important to discuss World Englishes in relation to language ideology,
social media, and professional development because they are intertwined and connected to one
another. Teachers’ language ideology could affect their English teaching including the
implementation of World Englishes (WE) in the teaching of English as an international language
(TEIL). If they have positive attitudes toward WE-based TEIL, they could make efforts to use
various resources including social media to support their teaching. Similarly, the existence and
the use of social media might affect teachers’ language ideology as it enables both teachers and
students to interact with English varieties, speakers, and cultures not only of those in the innercircle countries but also those in the outer and expanding circles. Hence, social media could
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facilitate the implementation of WE-based TEIL in their classes. Similarly, professional
development could affect teachers’ language ideologies and their attitudes towards WE-based
TEIL especially if they are given guidance on how to implement World Englishes in their classes
including how to use social media for English teaching and also their professional development.

1.3 Significance of the Study
As stated earlier, the discussion of World Englishes rarely focused on English teaching
at lower level of educations such as in the beginning stage or early grades in junior and senior
high schools. Most discussions revolved around higher education levels, especially for preservice teachers. Hardly any studies looked into the implementation of World Englishes at
primary education levels. Thus, as the junior high school English teachers in this study indicated
that they had never been involved in any previous research, doing this study could examine the
relevance of WE-based TEIL in this particular setting in relation to English language teaching in
Indonesia.
Furthermore, even though teacher professional development is believed to be important,
there are only few studies focusing on teacher professional development for English teachers,
especially at junior high school levels and particularly in relation to WE-based TEIL. Previous
research focused primarily on either teacher professional development in general or on English
teacher professional development but at the primary education level (elementary school levels).
Hardly any research discusses how in-service teachers at junior high school levels deal with or
are updated with the issue of WE-based TEIL. This is contradictory to the discussion on the
relevance and significance of WE in TEIL. If English Language Teaching (ELT) should be
reformed and WE-based TEIL should be implemented, then in-service teachers should be taught
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about it otherwise there will be no significant changes in the way students learn English. Hence,
this study could reveal how English teachers have experienced professional development in
general and in relation to WE-based TEIL in particular. It could also show the relevance and
significance of WE-based TEIL in this particular setting in comparison to the discussion in the
current scholarly literature.
Indeed, as this study also focuses on social media, this study reveals how much, if any,
social media contributes to English teaching in general and in relation to WE-based TEIL in
particular. This study also shows how much social media helps teachers with their professional
development including the challenges they face in utilizing social media for English teaching and
their own learning. In short, by doing a study with English teachers at junior high school levels
with foci on World Englishes, language ideology, social media, and professional development,
the study can inform educators on what actions to take next in regard to English education at
junior high school levels, improving the quality of English teaching, and providing teachers with
the professional development they want and need, not only in relation to WE-based TEIL in
particular but also English teaching in general. Accordingly, it also contributes to the literature
discussing World Englishes (WE) and the teaching of English as an international language
(TEIL) especially how they are intertwined with the discussion of language ideology, social
media, and professional development in the particular setting of the study.
To sum up, the findings of this study offer pedagogical implications to raise awareness
of the importance of World Englishes and to improve WE-based TEIL at the junior high school
level in Lumajang in particular and in Indonesia in general. It is also expected to shed some light
on how to improve professional development, especially related to World Englishes experienced
by teachers both through formal professional development (PD) programs and the use of social
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media. The challenges faced in general English teaching and WE implementation as well as the
strategies for improvement can then be described and used to inform the stakeholders responsible
for teachers’ professional development programs and everyone involved in the implementation
of English teaching and learning at junior high schools in Lumajang and in Indonesia to ensure
more effective implementation of WE and general English teaching in the future. Such
information can then be given through professional development either to enhance the
understanding of WE significance or to help teachers find materials and techniques, especially by
using social media, to expose students to WE and learn English better through various class
activities. Indeed, the findings of this study can add to the discussion of WE-based TEIL from
the perspectives of in-service junior high school English teachers in the expanding circle in
relation to their use of social media and professional development they have experienced.

1.4 Overview
This dissertation is organized and presented to provide a clear background for the study
as well as aims and scopes and the significance of the study, which is the focus of this chapter.
The next chapter discusses the theoretical and critical frameworks as well as reviews scholarly
literature on the topics being explored to provide guidance and viewpoints in interpreting and
analyzing the collected data. Chapter 2 discusses World Englishes, language ideology, social
media, and professional development in more detail. Then, Chapter 3 explains the methodology
used to conduct this study. It is then followed by the findings chapters that are divided and
discussed in three separate chapters. Chapter 4 focuses on the findings and discussion on World
Englishes in relation to language ideology. Chapter 5 focuses on the findings and discussion on
the use of social media by teachers in relation to English teaching in general and World
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Englishes in particular. Chapter 6 focuses on the findings and discussion on teachers’
professional development. Accordingly, the last chapter provides conclusions and pedagogical
implementations for English teaching in Indonesia in general and more specifically in relation to
WE-based TEIL at junior high school levels. Chapter 7 also provides suggestions and directions
for future research.
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CHAPTER 2
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS AND LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter discusses the theoretical and critical frameworks that are used in this study.
Reviews of literature are also presented to provide guidance and viewpoints in interpreting and
analyzing the collected data about the topics being explored. The chapter begins with a
discussion on World Englishes as the main theoretical framework. It is then followed by other
critical frameworks in more detail, such as language ideology, social media, and professional
development. Each section includes a literature review on previous research conducted globally
and also specifically in Indonesia.

2.1 World Englishes and The Teaching of English as an International Language
In this section, I discuss World Englishes (henceforth used interchangeably with WE) as
the main theoretical framework on which the teaching of English as an international language
(TEIL) is based and that forms the main inquiry in this study. I begin by establishing an
understanding of WE and defining the teaching of English as an international language based on
World Englishes. I then review major issues that are present in the teaching of English as an
international language within the area of World Englishes, such as native speaker fallacy,
choosing English varieties, and language assessment, and relate these issues to the English
language teaching context in Indonesia.
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2.1.1 World Englishes
The term “World Englishes” has been understood and interpreted in various ways
(Bolton, 2006; 2020). Depending on the underlying philosophy of the paradigm, approaches to
World Englishes can be quite different. Bolton (2006) summed up the explanation of World
Englishes in three senses:
In the first sense, perhaps, the term functions as an umbrella label referring to a wide
range of differing approaches to the description and analysis of English(es)
worldwide… In a second, narrower sense, the term is used to specifically refer to the
“new Englishes” found in the Caribbean and in West African and East African
societies… In a third sense, world Englishes refers to the wide-ranging approach to the
study of the English language worldwide particularly associated with Braj B. Kachru
and other scholars working in a “world Englishes paradigm.” (p. 240)
Using both the narrower and wider application of the term, Bolton (2020) then listed some
approaches to research in the field of World Englishes, which are: English studies, English
corpus linguistics, “Features‐based” approaches, The sociology of language, Kachruvian studies,
Pidgin and creole studies, Applied linguistics, Lexicography, Popularizers, Critical linguistics,
Linguistic futurology, English as an international language (EIL), English as a lingua
franca (EFL), and Cultural linguistics. In general, however, World Englishes “has increasingly
become the standard term to refer to varieties of English worldwide” (Bolton, 2020, p. 743).
World Englishes can be described as a concept that challenges the hegemony of
standard English ideology, “a bias toward an abstracted, idealized, non-varying spoken
language” (Lippi-Green, 2004, p. 293), which usually refers to American English (AE) and
British English (BE). World Englishes acknowledges that English varieties exist, and they all
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hold prestige as they were developed and incorporated into the local cultures in which they are
used. The idea of World Englishes was explained in Kachru’s (1988; 2014) Concentric Circle
model, in which he distinguishes the uses of English and their users in the world and categorizes
the spread of English into three groups: inner circle, outer circle, and expanding circle. The inner
circle includes countries such as the USA, the UK, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand, all of
which are “the traditional bases of English” (Kachru, 2014, p. 3) and use English as a “mother
tongue” (p. 3). Hence, the English speakers from these countries are often considered “native
English speakers.” On the other hand, the outer circle includes countries that have a history with
English either through colonization or occupation by the inner circle countries. The countries in
this circle include India, Malaysia, Philippines, Sri Lanka, Singapore, Bangladesh, Ghana,
Kenya, Nigeria, Tanzania, and Zambia. It is argued that these countries developed their own
English varieties by nativizing the English varieties from the inner circle and accommodating
their local contexts and cultures and use it mostly for intranational communication (e.g., as a
second language spoken in official institutions). Meanwhile, the expanding circle comprises the
remaining countries that do not share such historical relationships with the inner circle. Countries
such as Indonesia, Japan, Korea, and Saudi Arabia fall into this category. It is argued that their
English varieties depend on the norms of English in the inner circle countries and, in these
countries, English is mostly regarded as a foreign or an additional language.
Meanwhile, the teaching English as an international language (TEIL) is an English
Language Teaching (ELT) model that aims to teach English as it is used in the global world by
the international community (Marlina, 2017; Matsuda, 2002, 2018). Different from previous
ELT paradigms, TEIL does not exclusively prepare students to use English only with native
speakers. Instead, with the massive spread of English and the number of English speakers in the
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world, TEIL aims to accommodate English communication with not only native speakers but
also non-native speakers of English. TEIL itself does not seek to establish a uniform linguistic
norm for English (Matsuda, 2018); rather, it acknowledges that there is no single standard
English variety. In other words, TEIL is pedagogically based on a World Englishes concept, i.e.
it attempts to incorporate different varieties of English developing and developed in different
parts of the world and it does not limit English varieties to those existing only in the inner circle
countries or what was then considered standard. In this study, however, while used
interchangeably with TEIL, the term WE-based TEIL is used to understand and emphasize the
connection between World Englishes (WE) and the teaching of English as an international
language (TEIL). This is because while people might be familiar with English as an international
language, they might still not be familiar with the term World Englishes and thus understand it
differently.
Furthermore, given that English communication in international contexts does not
happen only with those in the inner circle countries, exposing students to World Englishes (i.e.
different varieties of English spoken by various users with various cultural backgrounds) in ELT
contexts is argued to be more relevant to avoid confusion and to achieve international
understanding (Bautista & Gonzalez, 2006; Jenkins, 2006; Kachru & Nelson, 2006;
Kirkpatrick, 2007; Marlina, 2017; Matsuda, 2002, 2018). Using American English (AE) and
British English (BE) only as a standard, for example, might not help students to communicate
with and understand people speaking English of other varieties. That is because students’
knowledge would be limited to the cultures accommodated in AE/BE only. Matsuda (2002), for
instance, states, “If students are exposed only to a limited section of the world, their awareness
and understanding of the world may also become limited, too” (p. 438). Hence, exposing
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students to WE will also help to change their perspectives towards the different varieties, i.e.
instead of seeing varieties other than AE/BE as something negative such as interlanguage and
fossilization, students can accept these as stable and unique varieties that accommodate and
appreciate other (local) cultures. Hence, students can be taught to focus on the strategies to
communicate well with and understand the English spoken by different speakers as they are
getting more familiar with different Englishes.
In addition, Kasztalska (2015) argued that World Englishes is in line with Hymes’s
(1966) notion of Communicative Competence. This is because to communicate in a language,
one needs more than just linguistic competence or “the knowledge of language” (Kachru &
Nelson, 2006, p. 51). Canale and Swain (1980) viewed Communicative Competence as “a
synthesis of knowledge of basic grammatical principles, knowledge of how language is used in
social contexts to perform communicative functions, and knowledge of how utterances and
communicative functions can be combined according to the principles of discourse” (p. 20),
which were classified as four components of communicative competence, namely: grammatical
competence or linguistic competence, sociolinguistic competence, discourse competence, and
strategic competence. Meanwhile, Kachru and Nelson (2016) argued that the components of
language competence could be discussed under “linguistic competence, pragmatic competence,
and sociocultural competence” (p.51). In other words, to successfully communicate in a
language, it is not enough to know just the grammatical structures, vocabulary, and other
linguistic knowledge. To have a successful communication, one has to know, among other
things, how and when to use the language appropriately based on the contexts and the
participants or the interlocutors involved. In the context of second language teaching, especially
English, exposing students to only English variants and speakers in the inner circle would not
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help them to achieve successful communication with English speakers in the non-inner circle
countries. Accordingly, the teaching of English as an international language based on World
Englishes makes more sense and is more realistic as it allows both teachers and students to learn
about various uses and users of English and thus enables them to communicate appropriately and
successfully with various English speakers in the world.
Consequently, while WE-based TEIL does not dismiss the importance of linguistic
competence in language learning, it places a great importance on intelligibility. Smith and
Nelson (1985) explained three components of international intelligibility of English, which are
intelligibility, comprehensibility, interpretability. They argued that to understand different
varieties of English, one needs to not only recognize the words or utterance, but also understand
the “meaning (locutionary force)” and the “meaning behind word/utterance (illocutionary force)”
(p. 334). In the context of World Englishes, it means that intelligibility depends on the speakers
and listeners that use English. As they pointed out, as interactions happen not only between
English speakers from the inner circle countries and English speakers from non-inner circle
countries, but also between English speakers in the non-inner circle countries, English speakers
from the inner-circle countries might not always be more intelligible than English speakers from
non-inner circle countries. This, again, shows the significance of WE-based TEIL as it teaches
students to be intelligible not only for when they are interacting with native speakers from the
inner-circle countries but also native speakers of other English varieties.
However, teaching English as an international language (TEIL) within the field of
World Englishes (WE) is not without challenges. Matsuda (2018), for instance, mentions that
TEIL is often misinterpreted as being politically correct, i.e. incorporating different English
varieties “for the sake of being inclusive” (p. 29) when in reality it is just being practical and
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realistically responding to the English pragmatics as they exist in today’s world. Hence, some
issues are constantly present and discussed in TEIL within the field of WE, including native
speaker fallacy, choosing English varieties, and language assessment.

2.1.2 Native Speaker Fallacy
One pervasive issue that WE-based TEIL tries to tackle is native-speakerism or native
speaker fallacy. Holliday (2006) viewed native-speakerism as “a pervasive ideology within ELT,
characterized by the belief that ‘native-speaker’ teachers represent a ‘Western culture’ from
which spring the ideals both of the English language and of English language teaching
methodology” (p. 385). Butcher (2005) argued that this view of native-speakerism excludes other
speakers and depicts the “superiority complex” (p. 13) of native English speakers. This is
contradictory to what WE-based TEIL is trying to achieve.
Many WE scholars have argued against the old ELT paradigm that favors native
speakers and native English speaker teachers as it is exclusive in referring native speakers to
those from only the inner circle countries as if they were the only ones who could claim
ownership of English. Widdowson (1994), for instance, stated that everyone can be a native
speaker of an English variety and thus can claim ownership of English now that English has
spread and developed its own variety in the other parts of the world. Further, Kachru and Nelson
(2006) claimed that WE is more inclusive as it gives the same privilege to any English varieties
in any circle countries. In other words, while Americans are native speakers of American English
and British of British English, Indians are also native speakers of Indian English, Singaporeans
of Singaporean English, etc. (Kachru & Nelson, 2006). Limiting the concept of native speakers
only to those in the inner circle countries thus does injustice to other English varieties and their
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speakers. Besides, the concept of native speakers itself is also considered “racist” and
discriminatory, in which native speakers are often associated with being White (Brutt-Griffler &
Samimy, 2001; Motha, 2006) and, when becoming teachers, often preferred despite lacking
pedagogical skills in English teaching (Floris, 2014). As Canagarajah (1999) stated, this native
speaker fallacy puts non-native English speaker teachers at a disadvantage since institutions tend
to favor “native English speakers” even though the “non-native English speaker” teachers have
the qualifications and perhaps better education.
Hence, WE-based TEIL attempts to change this belief about native speakers in ELT.
While ELT in the past was falsely aimed to accommodate English communication with native
speakers from the inner circle countries (Matsuda, 2018; Rajagopalan, 2004), TEIL seeks to
prepare students to communicate with various speakers of English, i.e. native speakers of
different varieties and other English learners or non-native speakers. While the old ELT
paradigms expect students to learn English so that native speakers can understand them, on the
contrary, TEIL paradigm suggests that native speakers also need to improve their receptive skills
so that they can understand English speakers of other varieties. Hence, preference towards native
English speaker teachers (NESTs) is considered irrelevant, not only because the number of nonnative English speaker teachers (NNESTs) exceeds the number of NESTs (Bolton, 2005) but
also because native speakers, especially monolingual NESTs, are considered at disadvantage for
lacking the skills to deal with bilingual or multilingual English speakers (Rajagopalan, 2004).
Indeed, as Butcher (2005) indicated, speakers are different from communicators, emphasizing
that communication “is usually much more than speaking” (p. 22). This implies that non-native
English speakers/teachers can also be good English communicators given that they have richer
linguistic repertoires due to their nature as a bilingual or even a multilingual speaker.
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In Indonesia, the preference towards native speakers seems to be ambivalent. Some
research still shows preference towards NESTs in the teaching practice even though it
contradicts teachers’ and students’ belief in native-speakerism (Kramadibrata, 2016; Zacharias,
2003). For instance, even though they believe that English teachers do not have to always be
native speakers or that local cultures should also be incorporated in English teaching, when given
the choice between native speakers and non-native speakers or American/British English and
other varieties, teachers and students tend to prefer native speakers of American/British English
as the primary model and thus the standard or the ideal objective. On the other hand, other
research shows that the view of native-speakerism has expanded to include NESTs of other
varieties. Lie (2017), for example, mentions that some schools “hire native-speakers of English
and other international speakers of English from the Philippines and India as teachers” (p. 76) to
compensate for the unavailability of proficient local teachers. Whether these teachers speak local
varieties such as Indian English and Philippine English or are required to speak “Standard
English” such as American English or British English, this shows that Indonesia is leaning away
from the idea of native speakers being White, which is a good start to abandoning the
monocentric approach that centers around native varieties and native speakers from the inner
circle as a standard. This, however, also shows that such an approach has not been implemented
widely since only few schools can afford to hire such international speakers.

2.1.3 Choosing English Varieties
Another prominent issue in WE-based TEIL is choosing language varieties for
classroom instruction (Kilickaya, 2009; Matsuda, 2018; Tollefson, 2007). McKay (2002) stated
that the teaching of English as international language has more options to choose as the target
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models now that other English varieties than those of the inner-circle countries have emerged
and are acknowledged in the field of World Englishes. While it might be hard to expose students
to all of the existing English varieties and have them interact with them, it is agreed that
The greater the active involvement (not just exposure) a listener has with an individual
or with a variety of English, the greater the likelihood that he/she will find that person
or variety intelligible. The greater the familiarity a speaker has with a variety of English,
the more likely it is that he/she will be intelligible to members of that speech
community. (Smith & Nelson, 1985, p. 333)
This implies that teachers should think about the English varieties and their users that students
are more likely to use English with in deciding what English varieties to use or to expose and
engage students to in the classroom. This is because, as Smith and Nelson (1985) pointed out, “it
is unnecessary for every speaker of English to be intelligible to every other speaker of English.
Our speech/writing in English needs to be intelligible only to those with whom we are likely to
communicate in English” (p. 333).
Moreover, Tollefson (2007) argues that, from pedagogical perspectives, the varieties
chosen should serve students’ learning needs, i.e. helping students learning the language better.
Nonetheless, he affirms that there tends to be a mismatch between policies and research findings
regarding the use of language varieties in English classrooms. In other words, even though the
research shows that the use of first language and home or local variety can help students to learn
and acquire the target language better, the policies and Western pedagogical methods often tend
to prohibit the use of first language or local variety and lean more towards the standard variety
such as American or British English (Baumgardner, 2006).
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In Indonesia, however, while the government does not specify which language variety
must be used as the target language or the medium of instruction in English classrooms, some
research still shows preference towards a monocentric approach, in which English varieties from
the inner-circle countries are favored (Kramadibrata, 2016; Siregar, 2010; Smith, 1991;
Zacharias, 2003). American and British Englishes especially are thought to be more prestigious
compared to other varieties such as Malaysian English or Singaporean English and even more
favorable than Australian English, which is also in the inner-circle and geographically closer to
the country (Smith, 1991). This preference is perhaps caused by the continuous exposure to
English varieties in the inner-circle while disregarding other English varieties, which might be
related to and have been caused by the “strong support from Britain and America” (Smith, 1991,
p. 42) in regard to ELT in Indonesia shortly after its independence. When there is no or limited
exposure to other varieties, it is difficult for teachers and students to become familiar with them.
They may even “dislike” them due to the difficulties they find in understanding such varieties
(Siregar, 2010).
This is unfortunate considering that the idea of TEIL is to expose students to many
English varieties in addition to the varieties in the inner circle (Jenkins, 2006; Marlina, 2017;
Matsuda, 2002, 2018). In an Indonesian context, especially, Kirkpatrick (2006) argues that the
use of native variety models is not always relevant. He suggests that nativized varieties such as
Malaysian English or Singaporean English could be used as the more appropriate model for ELT
in Indonesia. This is especially due to the fact that they share some similarities in terms of
linguistics, cultures, as well as regional membership (ASEAN). He argues that such varieties
could better serve the local needs as they conform to the local values. Indeed, the chances to
encounter and use English with English speakers of local varieties in ASEAN countries are
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undoubtedly higher than the opportunities to use English with those from inner-circle countries
especially due to the ASEAN Economic Community started in the early 2016, which enables
free trade and thus provides more opportunities to work and interact with people from its
member countries (Association of Southeast Asian Nations, 2015). Therefore, since English is
chosen as the lingua franca for ASEAN countries (Kirkpatrick, 2012), providing local varieties
from ASEAN countries in Indonesian ELT classrooms is believed to prepare students better to be
resourceful speakers when communicating with other English speakers from both Kachru’s
(1988) outer-circle and expanding-circle countries.
Furthermore, exposing students to different varieties can also help students to gradually
respect other English varieties and even develop their own local variety. Even though some
research shows that local varieties are still disfavored by their own speakers (e.g. Matsuda, 2003;
Teixeira & Pozzi, 2014; Wang, 2015), other research reveals that incorporating WE in TEIL
helps to change students’ perspectives towards local varieties and make them more confident of
their own English variety (e.g. Bayyurt & Altinmakas, 2012; D’Angelo, 2012; Lee; 2012).
Nevertheless, since English is still considered a foreign language and local variety has not been
officially recognized or established in Indonesia (Kachru, 1988; 2014), it might be difficult for
Indonesia to develop its own single English variety considering that it is a multilingual country,
in which even the national language (Indonesian) has its own varieties in the country.
However, it is not impossible to distinguish Indonesian English from other English
varieties. Similar to how English varieties in other countries differ and develop in terms of
functions, uses, and linguistic features, English in Indonesia is also affected by the local norms in
terms of phonological, lexical, and grammatical features as well as discourse in relation to the
sociolinguistic backgrounds in the country (Bautista & Gonzalez, 2006). Hence, Indonesian
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English can be proposed as a variety in the expanding-circle country the same way Model of
Japanese English (MJE) is proposed by Hino (2012), for instance, to illustrate how it differs from
other English varieties.

2.1.4 Language Assessment
Language assessment is also something that has to be dealt with in TEIL within the field
of WE. While ELT has exclusively included only WE’s inner-circle native varieties, language
assessment has also been conducted in favor of native speakers’ ability to understand, which
usually focuses more on competence such as accuracy in grammar in the form of item-discrete
tests (Canagarajah, 2006; Davidson, 2006; Matsuda, 2003). Especially with standardized tests
such as TOEFL and IELTS that mostly conform to native norms such as American English and
British English, teachers might hesitate exposing students to different varieties of English in fear
of not preparing students enough for this kind of tests (Jenkins, 2006). These kinds of tests,
however, are considered irrelevant in TEIL contexts. Not only is it because such tests usually
accommodate only academic needs especially in the inner circle countries (Canagarajah, 2006),
but also because they do not prepare or measure students’ ability to communicate in other social
settings in the international contexts especially with those outside the inner-circle countries.
Therefore, the concept of language assessment in TEIL within WE paradigm suggests a
focus on communicative effectiveness instead of native-speaker correctness (Canagarajah, 2006;
Matsuda, 2003). In other words, language assessment can include but must go beyond
grammatical accuracy. The emphasis should be on intelligibility and students’ strategies of
negotiation in conveying their meaning as well as understanding the English spoken to them
considering their situated performances, communicative repertoires, and language awareness.
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The test can also be given in various forms such as monologues, dialogues with another learner,
dialogues with the teacher, and conversations between the three (Canagarajah, 2006).
In the Indonesian context, the use of WE in teaching and assessing oral communication
skills has been recommended (e.g. Mukminatien, 2012). In fact, a local test is said to have been
developed but criticized for incorporating local features that have not been codified
(Canagarajah, 2006). Mukminatien (2012), however, argues that such standard assessment that
conforms to codified or native norms should be applied only in IELTS or TOEFL preparation
classes, but not in regular English classes, which aim to foster good communication with more
global communities. She further suggests the necessity for rubrics that emphasize intelligibilities
among speakers of different varieties instead of focusing on native-like proficiency. Particularly
in Indonesia, considering the aforementioned situation with the ASEAN community, it might
also be a good idea to develop a local English test that incorporates local varieties from ASEAN
countries to ensure the understanding and intelligibility among them. Indeed, the test can be
established as a local standardized test by cooperating with the respective countries.
To sum up, the teaching of English as an international language (TEIL) aims to prepare
students for more realistic use of English in international contexts. Hence, exposing students to
World Englishes (WE) is considered significant not only to fight the native speaker fallacy but
also to raise awareness of other English varieties. In Indonesia, even though the views on WE
seem ambivalent, the awareness of the needs to include more English varieties is emerging as
well as developing. This can be seen from the attempts to develop suitable language assessment
framework. However, there is still a need to support and better implement WE-based TEIL. In
other words, while WE should be pedagogically implemented based on the official curriculum
and accompanied with professional development for teachers through a more structured
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institutionalization, support from public or mass media is also needed to educate the general
public about the legitimacy of other English varieties and the importance of their exposure.

2.2 Language Ideology
In this section, I discuss language ideology as one of the critical frameworks used in this
study. I begin by presenting the definition of language ideologies and illustrate how language
ideologies are defined based on how language and ideology is defined. I then focus my
discussion on language ideologies in second language, especially English, teaching and learning,
and discuss studies that investigate language ideologies in second language education. A
discussion on language ideology in Indonesia is also presented, especially related to English
language teaching.

2.2.1 Language and Ideology
The definition of language ideologies can be traced back to how ideology and language
is defined. While originally intended as a “science of ideas” (Silverstein, 1998, p. 123), the term
of ideology has been discussed differently under four common strands, in which the
understanding of ideology is seen as abstract, experiential, power-related, and distorted
(Woolard, 1998). While these understandings of ideology seem different, each conceptualization
is intertwined but puts a different emphasis on the term. The abstract conception of ideology, for
instance, draws on the concept of “mental phenomena; ideology has to do with consciousness,
subjective representations, beliefs, ideas” (Woolard, 1998, p. 5). The experiential understanding
of ideology puts emphasis on how ideology reflects one’s experience in the society, which
depends on several aspects in their life. The power-related strand, however, emphasizes how
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ideology relates to power relations, in which it can be used to maintain or even control for power
for social, political, and economic gains. Finally, the conception of ideology as distortion relates
to the previous understanding, but points out more to the intellectual characteristics, taking in the
perceptive and cognitive limitations of people.
Hence, the definition of ideology often comprises these conceptions altogether. Palmer
(2011), for instance, defines ideologies as beliefs that people see as the truth, which happens
almost instinctively as integrated into their social position. In addition, in the context of linguistic
anthropology, Seargeant (2009) defines ideology as “a system of entrenched beliefs about
aspects of the lived experience which structure one’s relationship to that experience” (p. 27).
Furthermore, van Dijk in Mirhosseini (2018) states that ideology is “shared fundamental belief
systems of a social collectivity” (p. 20), which affect other beliefs shared in the society. From
these definitions, it can be concluded that ideology is not exclusively individual but socially and
collectively shared in the community. Indeed, as one’s experience might differ from another, the
understanding of ideology in one community might also differ from that in other communities,
not to mention that it can also change over time as it shapes and is shaped by the lived
experiences of people, especially when they come in contact with those from other communities.
Nevertheless, despite the different definitions and emphases in understanding ideology,
the discussion of ideology can be centrally divided between its critical and neutral notions
(Bloomaert, 2006; Seargeant, 2009; Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994; Woolard, 1998). The critical
view of ideology draws on the Marxist theory, in which ideology is conceptualized as “false
consciousness” (Woolard, 1998, p. 7). This conceptualization often sees ideology as something
negative, a “bad belief” (Mirhosseini, 2018, p. 19) that can distort the truth in one’s experience
or reality. Focusing only on certain aspects that particularly highlight social characteristics such
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as origins and functions, the Marxian understanding of ideology is also believed to relate to one’s
class position, in which it is possible for ideology to be hegemonic and imposed on others,
serving the interests of those in power.
On the contrary, a neutral vision of ideology attempts to counteract the negative or
critical values of ideologies in Marxian concept and is mostly based on the theory of the
sociology of knowledge. In “Mannheimian ideological analysis” (Woolard, 1998, p. 8) and
“Durkheimian tradition of sociology” (Bloomaert, 2006, p. 510), for instance, ideology is seen as
neutral, i.e. it does not have negative or evaluative connotations in the society as it believes that
all knowledge is ideological. Often referred as the total conception of ideology, this concept
implies that every individual in the community accepts, embraces, and shares the representation
of the complete cultural aspects, which are situated socially and historically. This concept of
ideology is criticized for disregarding power relations (Thompson in Woolard, 1998) but is
argued to be the “paradigm that feeds into the field of study that is constituted by language
ideologies theory” (Seargeant, 2009, p. 27).
In the discussion of language ideology, these understandings of ideology inevitably
affect how language is defined. The process of defining language hence becomes complex as not
only does it depend on who gets to define language and for what purpose, but it also relates to
the definition and the understanding of the language users as human and social beings
(Seargeant, 2009; Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994). In addition, since “language practice is social
practice” (Seargeant, 2008, p. 218), it is hardly possible to separate language from the
sociocultural aspects around which it is used. Blommaert (2006), drawing on the works of
Bakhtin and Voloshinov as well as Peircean Semiotics and Silverstein, states that “language
embodies and articulates the experience of social struggle, transition, and contest, and
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consequently the linguistic sign is seen as deeply ideological” (p. 511). He further argues that the
“metapragmatic, indexical layer of semiotic systems such as language is not neutral; it is
evaluative, relational, socially positioned, invested with interests, and subject to contestation and
dominance” (p. 511). Such understandings of language cause the definition and discussion of
language ideology to be more than just around the linguistic forms. Indeed, many scholars
believe that language ideologies are important due to their connection to power, politics,
economics, and such in social practice (Blommaert, 2006; Chand, 2009; MacSwan, 2018;
Mirhosseini, 2018; Wassink & Curzan, 2004). Often used interchangeably with linguistic
ideology (Woolard, 1998; Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994), language ideologies are often
scrutinized to seek a deeper understanding about how they are imbued, enacted, and preserved or
even perpetuated.
Thus, similar to how the definitions of ideology are similar but have different emphasis
and values as well as affect the definitions of language, the definitions of language ideology also
vary correspondingly. While broadly defined as “shared bodies of commonsense notions about
the nature of language in the world” (Rumsey, 1990, p. 346 as cited in Woolard, 1998, p. 4), the
definition of language ideology is focused more on either the linguistic features and structures or
on the sociocultural aspects and collective orders. Using language ideology interchangeably with
linguistic ideology, Woolard and Schieffelin (1994) and Woolard (1998) further describe how
the definitions and the terminologies can be exemplified in three bodies of work: 1) linguistic
structures as language in use, originating in linguistic anthropological theories; 2) contact
between languages and language varieties, generating the idea of “language ideology”, “purist
ideology”, and “standard ideology” among sociologists, educators, linguists and anthropologists,
and; 3) the historiography of linguistics and public discourses such as scientific ideologies. In
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general, however, Woolard (1998) refers to language ideology as “representations, whether
explicit or implicit, that construe the intersection of language and human beings in a social
world” (p. 3). This kind of belief systems affects speakers’ choices and understandings – albeit
sometimes implicitly – in their social communication and interactions (McGroarty, 2010). In
brief, language ideology is accentuated as “a mediating link between social structures and forms
of talk” (Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994, p. 55), which in my understanding can be interpreted as
an underlying force that drives people to use or not use a language in a way that they see as
proper or improper for certain purposes and reasons.

2.2.2 Language Ideologies in Second Language Teaching
The discussion of language ideologies has become crucial when it comes to second
language teaching and learning as the discussion is intertwined around not only the target
language but also other languages existing around the contexts, which come into contact with the
language being taught. In other words, language ideologies cannot be separated from second
language teaching and learning. That is because language ideologies can determine what
language to teach and learn, how to best teach and learn, and to what extent it should be taught,
learned, and used. Indeed, while the effect of language ideologies on the practice of language use
itself is not always visible, it is believed to be one of the major factors in determining the
language policy (McGroarty, 2010). One fine example might be the decision to teach and use
Bahasa Indonesia (Indonesian) as the national or state language in Indonesia. Amidst the
existence of local languages spoken mostly as the first language, Bahasa Indonesia is “created”
and brings the ideologies of nationalism, modernism, and development including the ideology to
fight against and differ from colonialism, for which reason the people are required and
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encouraged to learn (Errington, 1998; Zentz, 2017). This might be similar to how English is
imposed on the people in the USA; i.e. people are obliged to learn and speak English to enforce
and reinforce the idea of nationalism and identity as an American (Menard-Warwick, 2013).
Furthermore, language ideologies could also underlie the orientation in language
planning such as whether a language is seen as a problem, a right, or a resource (Ruiz, 1984).
This kind of orientation will further affect how the teaching and learning of a language is
implemented in the practice. If a language is seen as a problem, for instance, its use might be
prohibited in the classroom. However, if it is seen as a resource, its use can be allowed and even
encouraged to help students learn in the classroom. These kinds of language ideologies are often
known as additive ideology and subtractive ideology (McGroarty, 2010). Additive ideology
refers to a belief in seeing the learning of a second language as additional or supplementary to
the first languages. On the contrary, subtractive ideology refers to a belief in seeing the learning
of a second language as an attempt to abandon the first language. This kind of subtractive
ideology thus believes that only one language should develop and that first and second languages
cannot be developing together. Furthermore, when subtractive ideology is present, students will
tend to be considered “voiceless” when unable to speak in the school or target language even
though they do speak their home or first language (Gkaintartzi & Tsokalidou, 2011).
Other language ideologies existing in second language education, especially in the
context of United States, are pro-monolingualism, pro-multilingualism, multiple languages as a
problem, English as a tool, and language as an intelligence standard (Fitzsimmons-Doolan,
2014). These language ideologies might represent what Seargeant (2008) calls monocentric and
pluricentric view of languages. The understanding of monocentric and pluricentric language
ideologies itself varies, and can focus on the language or only on the variety. Monocentric
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language ideology, for instance, can be understood as advocating for only one language in
contrast to two or more languages. At the same time, it can also be interpreted as accepting only
one variety of language instead of many varieties of the same language. Similarly, a pluricentric
view of language can be interpreted differently as well. It can refer to the various languages or
just the varieties of one language. In other words, pluricentric view of language, while seemingly
understood as supporting multiple languages, can also be interpreted as monocentric language
ideologies when it advocates only for the varieties of one language.
Nevertheless, such language ideologies in second language education are considered
political, creating hierarchy, whether among the varieties or among the languages (Blommaert,
2006; MacSwan, 2018; Seargeant, 2008; Xiong & Qian, 2012; Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994).
One obvious impact might be the emergence of standard language ideology, in which one variety
or one language is considered more elite, more prestigious, and even linguistically more complex
than other varieties or languages (MacSwan, 2018). In reality, this kind of language ideology is
argued to benefit those in power or higher socio-economic (middle or upper) classes since it
conforms to the characteristics of the language or the variety that they use (Menard-Warwick,
2013; Modiano, 2001), and this can disadvantage the speakers of other languages or varieties.
For example, when this standard language ideology is imposed, it causes other languages or
other varieties to be seen as deficient, less prestigious, incorrect, etc. Hence, the speakers of
those languages or varieties inevitably have fewer not only academic but also economic
opportunities, where the standard language mastery is required.
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2.2.2.1 English Language Ideologies
The discussion on language ideologies in relation to second language teaching often
revolves around English teaching and learning compared to the teaching of other languages as a
second or foreign language. This might be because English has become an international
language, a lingua franca that connects people all over the world. The teaching of English has
also been massive, not only where it is believed to be the first or native language, but also where
it is taught as a second or foreign language. Hence, it is often believed that English brings about
and spread western ideologies to where it is taught and learned (Addison, 2011; Holliday &
Aboshiha, 2009). The depiction of language ideologies in linking language with sociopolitical,
cultural, and economic aspects is also portrayed well not only in English as a language but also
among its varieties. Its status and position in global context make English such a hegemony; i.e.
it dominates and is portrayed to have more values even where it is not spoken as the first
language (e.g. Flaitz, 1993). English is also believed to have social and economic power; i.e.
people who can speak English are more likely to be granted higher social status and have more
opportunities for better economic mobility (Menard-Warwick, 2013). The teaching of English is
then considered political as it perpetuates the hegemony and brings the ideology of the West,
where English is associated with race, social class, and socioeconomic status (Modiano, 2001).
Furthermore, the hegemony of English brings the ideology of nativeness and standard
language ideology, which is argued to privilege certain native speakers of English or those
speaking the “standard” variety. Besides being connected to the socioeconomic and social class
of the speakers, English varieties are also linked with the characters of the speakers (Chand,
2009; Wassink & Curzan, 2004). Chand (2009), for instance, portrays how speakers of Indian
English are judged as incompetent and unintelligent, while the speakers of American English are
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considered smarter and better. Similarly, Wassink and Curzan (2004) illustrates how African
American Vernacular English is associated with backwardness and depravity and that its
speakers get labeled as “young, Black, male, and in trouble with the law” (p. 181), when the
speakers of “standard English” are considered educated and intelligent. Indeed, the propensity
towards this hegemonic ideology is even institutionalized such as in English education and
company trainings. Since other varieties are considered non-standard and thus incorrect,
deficient, and less prestigious, they are often prohibited and discouraged, and English learners
are demanded and taught to speak the standard or the preferred variety even when it is not
relevant and not practiced in daily communication within their community (Chand, 2009;
Wassink & Curzan, 2004).
Meanwhile, in Indonesia, even though English is still regarded as a foreign language, it
is prioritized compared to other foreign languages and even made a compulsory subject at
schools (Nababan, 1991). Indeed, even though previous research showed preference towards
American and British English (Kramadibrata, 2016; Siregar, 2010; Smith, 1991; Zacharias,
2003), Zein et al. (2020) stated that the trend has changed towards a more pluricentric approach,
which includes more English varieties. When American and British English was used, it was
usually not because of the teachers’ beliefs but more because of the availability of teaching and
learning resources, which were often available more in American and British English (Dewi,
2017).
Nevertheless, the attitudes towards English in general seemed to vary. Some studies
show positive attitudes and some others show negative attitudes towards English. A study by
Dewi (2012), for instance, showed that the participants had a positive attitude towards English.
They did not associate English with imperialism and did not think that English had negative
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impacts to their religious beliefs or their cultural and national identity. On the other hand, a study
by Murtisari and Mali (2017) showed the opposite, i.e. the participants sometimes thought of
English as a threat to their religious, cultural, and national identities as English was often
associated with Western culture. This ambivalent view of English was also present in Manara
(2013), i.e. while some teachers belief that English was important and it was necessary to
optimize the use of English in the classrooms, they also showed some concerns in using English
as a medium of instruction as it might seem “to promote English as if it were higher than Bahasa
Indonesia” (p. 161).

2.2.2.2 Language Ideologies in Textbooks
Textbooks are inseparable from second language teaching. Hence, the presence of
language ideology in second language teaching can be examined through the textbooks. Hino
(1988), for example, documented how English textbooks in Japan changed to convey the
embraced ideologies throughout the years. Dividing the history of Japan into five periods, he
portrayed how the cultural content in the English textbooks changed from comprising a lot of
Anglo-American cultures to portray the admired models and goals to disposing and replacing it
with Japanese cultures as a form of nationalism to including cultures of other countries as an
attempt to connect to the world. Furthermore, in English as a second/foreign language teaching
context, Addison (2011) affirms that ideologies are embedded in the textbooks, marketing
western economic and political values, determined by human power relation. This is particularly
probable since the textbooks are often written by native-speakers of American and British
English who might know nothing about the contexts in which the textbooks are used.
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Accordingly, in this section, I will present two studies that look into language ideologies that are
embedded in the textbooks that are used in English language teaching.
The first study is that of Kazemi et al. (2017). Situated in Iran, they investigated four
international English textbooks namely Interchange, Four Corners, Top Notch and American
English File. These textbooks are believed to be written by native speakers and are intended for
non-native speakers. Using Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) framework, Kazemi et al. (2017)
examine the sociocultural ideologies imbued in the conversations, illustrations, as well as the
reading passages in the textbooks. The findings show that the content in these books is not
always appropriate in Islamic cultures; i.e. it imposes the living standards and cultural values of
the West. One example that Kazemi et al. (2017) illustrates, among other things, is the portrayal
of boyfriend-girlfriend relationship, which is considered inappropriate and can negatively affect
learners in Islamic settings. In their own words, they state,
It's factual that boyfriend-girlfriend relationship or dating might not be considered so
bad in the West since it has its ideological or cultural background, nevertheless, it
cannot be tolerable in Islamic countries and it informs particular values and lifestyle that
might cause brainwashing and transmutation of learners in Islamic countries. This
fact is against values and ethical standards in Islamic countries. (p. 241, emphasis
added)
Arguing that students are not supposed to be taught to act, be like, and follow the cultures of
native speakers, Kazemi et al. (2017) suggest that teachers must be made aware of such
ideologies and have some kind of intercultural competence to be able to pick which and how to
use the textbooks.
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The second study is that of Xiong and Qian (2012). Similar to Kazemi et al. (2017),
they use CDA to criticize the ideologies presented in the English textbooks used in Chinese high
schools. However, the books analyzed in this study are written in cooperation between Chinese
company and Oxford, indicating (supposedly) local needs accommodation. Nevertheless, the
findings reveal the hegemony of English ideologies. Not only is English depicted to be important
and have big power for socioeconomic mobility, but it is also portrayed – unfairly – positive by
deliberately excluding the colonial English history, i.e. the books present selective representation
of English history. The books give shallow sociolinguistic explanation, highlighting that the
variation exists only in the mainland (Britain). The explanation is also prescriptive, indicating
hierarchical preference and statuses of the favored variety or the standard, emphasizing the gap
between the “center” and the “periphery”. Xiong and Qian (2012) then conclude that materials
should be developed by considering the global and local values of various English users to
counter the false neutrality and uniformity of English.
Meanwhile in Indonesia, English textbooks did not seem to promote the hegemony of
standard English or cultures of the West only. Quite the opposite, the English textbooks that
were made mandatory to use in the English classrooms were said to focus a lot, if not too much,
on local and national cultures, through the use of names, pictures, and such, as they were trying
to teach students about Indonesian diversities, such as ethnicities and religions, with hardly any
focus on international cultures of the target language (Erlina et al., 2018; Masyita et al., 2018;
Qodriani, 2014; Santosa, 2015). Indeed, English textbooks used in Indonesia seemed to be in
contrast to Philipson’s (1992) linguistic imperialism notion, in which English teaching was
considered imperialistic as it became a kind of “business,” in which the countries in the noncircle countries depend on the inner-circle countries for teaching and learning resources such as
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teachers and textbook materials (Baumgardner, 2006; Widdowson, 2003). This is because the
English textbooks used in the classrooms were written by Indonesians to meet the demands of
the curriculum. While it was possible that some schools preferred to use textbooks written by
native speakers from inner circle countries, it could be said that in general the books used,
especially in public schools, were the ones written by Indonesians that were made mandatory by
the government (Hanifa, 2018). Indeed, it was said that these books, whose electronic versions
were made available for free download from the official website of The Indonesian Ministry of
Education and Culture, did not seem to be concerned about “native-like” grammar and
pronunciation. In brief, instead of perpetuating the hegemony of “standard” English or promoting
international speakers and cultures through World Englishes, these books focused more on
communicative competence and intelligibility while also strengthening the national identity
through the massive exposure towards the local cultures and national diversities.

2.2.2.3 Language Ideologies in Classroom Practices
Apart from textbooks in second language teaching, ideologies are also present in
classroom practices such as in teacher-student and student-student interactions. To illustrate how
ideologies are used and practiced in second language instruction, I will highlight two studies, one
by Razfar (2005) and the other by Menard-Warwick (2013). These two studies are similar in that
they examine how language ideologies are observed, contested, and negotiated in the classrooms.
The data collection methods are also similar, which are classroom observations and interviews
with the teachers, with the first study also administering student survey.
Using Conversational Analysis (CA), Razfar (2005) portrays how language ideologies
play a big role in the practice of “repair” (p. 405) in classroom discourses situated in the United
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States. For instance, language ideology mediates teacher actions and decisions such as in
determining who has the right and the authority to correct or give repairs among the students.
Accordingly, this practice indirectly portrays each student as belonging to a certain community
of language practice, and, depending on which community they belong, they can assert to correct
their friend’s “mistakes” or should accept when they are corrected by their friends and the
teacher. In other words, such exchanges in language practice reflect the cultural capital of the
participants.
Indeed, the findings show power imbalance and preference towards the standard variety
in terms of pronunciation, grammar, spelling, etc., referred as “Standard American English” or
“White English” (Razfar, 2005, p. 412). Accordingly, other varieties are considered “wrong”
and thus repair and correction are sometimes given even when it does not affect comprehension.
Razfar (2005) then argues that language ideologies indexed in the practice of repair are used to
exercise authority and power and that, while it might appear normal, it is not socially neutral.
Similarly, the study by Menard-Warwick (2013) seeks to compare and contrast how
English language ideologies are explicitly stated and enacted in practice in Chilean and
Californian classrooms. She later asserts that the two contexts are similar in which English
becomes such a hegemony with English speakers having more privilege and power for social and
economic gains. The two contexts also illustrate “otherism”, i.e. since English is a global
language, those who do not speak English are thus considered not belonging to the global
community, and hence become “others.” However, Menard-Warwick (2013) finds that the
prohibition and the restriction of first language use is stronger and stricter in California than that
in Chile.
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In Chile, even though economic success and cultural benefits are emphasized in the
teaching of English, the use of other languages (mainly Spanish) is still “allowed.” In fact,
English is often perceived as negative and considered useless for lower-class students as they
cannot see how English can be used for economic gain in their future. English is also associated
with imperialism and capitalism coming from United Kingdom and the United States so that its
teaching is rejected, and students deliberately learn “non-standard” varieties to show their anticapitalist and anti-imperialist ideologies.
Meanwhile in California, English is tied to American identity and is used to help
immigrants fit in the society. The monolingual ideology of English is dominant albeit hidden
behind the commodification of diversity. English is argued to be needed to learn about the
diverse cultures, but the use of other languages and “non-standard” varieties – which are part of
the cultures – is considered problematic, detrimental, and threatening to American identity.
Hence, students are not allowed to speak in languages other than English even when most
students share those languages. Indeed, when teachers happen to share another language with
some students, they still refuse to speak in that language even though they know it could help
students. They argue that helping a student by speaking in a language that students happen to
share with them might be unfair for other students whose first languages are not shared with the
teachers – and with other students.
Nevertheless, such classroom practices did not seem to be present in Indonesian ELT.
On the contrary, instead of prohibiting the use of first languages, teachers often overused
Indonesian in English classrooms (Hidayati, 2012). This was considered concerning as it did not
promote the use of the target language. However, it was worth noting that the use of English in
the classrooms in Indonesia was different from other settings especially those in which English
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was made the medium of instruction. In Indonesia, where Indonesian was usually the main
medium of instruction and where English was mostly not the medium of instruction, English
classrooms might be the only space for students to learn and practice English. Hence, even if
English was the only language allowed in the English classrooms, the case might be different
from that in Menard-Warwick (2013). This is because in Indonesia, students are still allowed to
use Indonesian and other local languages in other classes and the entire school areas. Indeed, it is
also worth remembering that such practices might also come from the fact that Indonesians are
encouraged to love the local language and use the national language while studying a foreign
language (Kongres Bahasa Indonesia, 2018; Zentz, 2015, 2017).
In summary, while the discussions on language ideology – or ideology in general – have
been divided between its neutral and critical notions, the discussion of language ideology in
second language contexts tends to show the critical aspects as it revolves around additive
ideology versus subtractive ideology as well as monocentric versus pluricentric view of
language. These ideologies indeed show how language and its teaching practice relate to power,
sociopolitical, and economic values in the society. Depending on the ideological values believed
and assigned to the language, its use and development can be encouraged or discouraged or even
prohibited. In the case of English in particular, hegemonic ideology surrounding language is
argued to be pervasive and, therefore, its teaching practice has been criticized for its ideological
values. The problems or dilemmas found in the discussion of language ideologies in second
language teaching, however, imply that something needs to be done to mediate ideology with
pedagogy. This is important especially if students are to benefit from the language they are
learning without losing their voice and identity. Nevertheless, while similar issues are also
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present in the Indonesian ELT, the discussion on English language ideology in Indonesia seems
unique as it does not entirely reflect what is commonly discussed in the literature.

2.3 Social Media
In this section, I discuss social media as one of the critical frameworks used in this
study. I begin by presenting the definition of social media and how social media are understood
in the literature. I then proceed to discuss the approaches used in researching social media in
relation to its use in L2TL. Some studies illustrating how social media are used in L2TL are
highlighted including some benefits and drawbacks as well as challenges. I also touch upon how
social media have been used and researched in the context of Indonesian ELT.

2.3.1 Understanding Social Media
As technology develops massively in today’s world, Prensky (2001) argues that today’s
learners, referred as digital natives, develop ways of thinking and learning styles that differ from
older generations. He then affirms that to help students learn better, teachers need to adjust and
change their teaching methods, techniques, and approaches accordingly. A lot of research has
been conducted to find how technology can be best used in education including in foreign/second
language teaching and learning (L2TL). In fact, some scholars suggest that technology be
integrated in L2TL (Doering, Beach, & O’Brien, 2007; Guikema & Williams, 2014; Shyamlee &
Phil, 2012). However, with the contradictory discourses about impacts of technology on
students’ development, language educators often find it difficult to decide whether or not to
integrate technology in their classrooms (Chun et al., 2016). While some language teachers
might be concerned with the negative impacts of technology on students’ language learning, they
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are also under pressure to bring technology into their teaching to bring the most from students’
learning potentials and to help them grow and survive in the global world that is technologically
interconnected. Thus, scholars have attempted to incorporate different kinds of technology in
L2TL, one of which is social media.
While social media seem to have an unfixed definition, in general, social media is often
referred to Web 2.0 platforms (Gikas & Grant, 2013; Greenhow, 2011; Reinhardt, 2019) and
understood as “any application or technology through which users participate in, create, and
share media resources and practices with other users by means of digital networking” (Reinhardt,
2019, p. 3). When different definitions arise, it is usually due to different highlighted features
that are considered dominant such as content, accessibility, purposes, uses and functions, etc.
Hence, as scholars have a different focus and emphasis in defining social media, they have tried
to classify social media into different categories. Greenhow (2011), for example, differentiates
social media based on their uses such as for social networking, media sharing, social
bookmarking, collaborative knowledge development, creative works, content aggregation and
organization, and content remix or mashups. Reinhardt (2019), however, groups social media
into three bigger categories: blogs, wikis, and social networking sites and services (SNSs).
Warschauer and Grimes (2007) argue that blogs, wikis, and SNSs are the most popular
types of social media. They are basically distinguished based on their main dominant features
and what they enable the users to do in each platform considering the level of personalizability,
collective accessibility, shareability, authorship, audience, etc. Blogs are mainly known for their
journal-like content, which is usually written by a single author in the forms of personal
commentary and compositions (Reinhardt, 2019). These web-based writings, however, can be
linked to other sites and shared with the community of other blog authors. Indeed, blogs are not
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always personal like online diaries; they can also be written for different purposes in the forms of
various genres containing a certain specific topic. Some examples of blogs are those hosted by,
among others, WordPress and Blogger.
Meanwhile, wikis as social media put an emphasis on collaboration. If blogs emphasize
single authorship, wikis are usually written by and allow contribution from multiple authors that
collaborate and edit the same informational documents (Warschauer & Grimes, 2007). Hence,
unlike blogs whose writers can be identified, readers or audience might find it hard to figure out
the principal author as well as other contributors and editors in wikis. Moreover, wikis usually
contain more factual information instead of personal opinion. Some examples of wikis are
Wikipedia, WowWiki, and wikiHow.
On the other hand, Boyd and Ellison (2007) define SNSs as internet-based platforms
that enable users to create personal profiles, socially connect to or network with other users, and
traverse within the listed networks. Different from blogs and wikis, SNSs foreground networking
and personal interaction as their main feature. Indeed, Warschauer and Grimes (2007) assert that
SNSs are different from other social media in terms of easiness in posting, providing location,
viewing, giving responses, and rankings as well as tagging system that they feature. Some
examples of SNSs are sites for personal networking such as MySpace, media sharing such as
YouTube, and ranking diverse online content such as Digg. In addition to vernacular SNSs such
as Facebook and Twitter, under this category, Reinhardt (2019) also includes commercial CALL
(Computer Assisted Language Learning) sites and services that are deliberately created and used
for educational purposes such as Livemocha and Busuu, which he terms “SNECSs (social
network-enhanced commercial CALL sites and services)” (p. 18).
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Nevertheless, as technology is getting more advanced and evolving, the lines that
distinguish social media from one another becomes unclear and can lead to confusion (Gikas &
Grant, 2013). This confusion happens not only in distinguishing different categories of social
media but also within SNSs platforms as users get accustomed to being more mobile. What
previously is accessed via websites only, for example, now can be accessed via apps installed in
mobile devices (Lomicka & Lord, 2016). Similarly, what previously is possible only in one
platform such as hashtagging in Twitter now is also possible to do in another platform such as
Facebook, and vice versa. Indeed, users can link their SNSs across different platforms and even
connect it to their personal blogs. To sum up, it is getting harder to draw a distinction between
social media because, as Reinhardt (2019) states,
social media applications, including structured learning applications, are increasingly
integrated into SNS interfaces or enhanced with SNS features, and vice- versa, and
often sites and services label themselves ‘social media’ for marketing purposes and to
distinguish themselves from their competitors—not because they fit a specific
definition. (p.4)

2.3.2 Social Media in L2TL
The use of social media in L2TL has been researched under four major approaches:
technological, psycholinguistic, sociocultural, and ecological (Blyth, 2008). Technological
approaches focus on the kinds of technology that are used in the classroom and how they are
perceived. Psycholinguistic approaches emphasize Interactionist and Noticing theories in SLA.
Sociocultural approaches are mainly based on socially-informed frameworks such as Vygotsky’s
sociocultural theories that foreground mediation in learning activities. Lastly, ecological
approaches consider the whole context surrounding the learning environment such as teachers,
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students, and the tools and how all parts are connected, which is usually specific and hardly
generalizable. Hence, understanding these theoretical frameworks and approaches can help to
examine how social media impact L2TL.
Social media have been reported to affect language learning whether used informally or
formally in L2TL (Gikas & Grant, 2013; Reinhardt, 2019). Particularly in its pedagogical
implementation, social media are argued to make learning more learner-centered and studentdriven (Gikas & Grant, 2013; Greenhow, 2011; Lomicka & Lord, 2016; Shyamlee & Phil, 2012)
and thus promote informal and autonomous learning beyond the classrooms. It can also help
students who might be shy and unconfident to be more active in their social-media-based forums
or activities (Derakhshan & Hasanabbasi, 2015). Various kinds of technology and social media
have also been utilized for different purposes and benefits (Garrett, 2009; Reinhardt, 2019).
Derakhshan & Hasanabbasi (2015), for example, argue that most social media are used to
enhance learners’ writing skills or comprehension of written forms of the target language (e.g.
Blyth, 2014). However, as technology is getting more advanced, social media can be utilized to
improve other learning skills such as listening and speaking through audio and video chats,
among others (Chun et al., 2016; Lomicka & Lord, 2016).
Furthermore, Shyamlee and Phil (2012) affirm that the use of social media can boost
teaching effect, enhance interaction between teacher and student, as well as provide flexibility to
course content. Gikas and Grant (2013) add that with mobile computing devices, social media
can bridge formal and informal learning opportunities as they allow constant connectivity,
collaboration, and authentic learning while being mobile. However, the most popular benefits of
using social media in L2TL might be like what Garrett (2009) illustrates in portraying the
benefits of CALL, which include affordances for giving tutorials such as linguistic drills (e.g.
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Xodabande, 2017), engaging students with authentic materials in addition to materials such as
websites that are designed for pedagogical/educational purposes (e.g. Kung & Chuo, 2002), and
facilitating communication with native speakers either to practice the language or to generate
feedback (e.g. Belz, 2003; Lomicka & Lord, 2016; Ware, 2005), things that might be difficult
and hardly possible without the existence of social media. In general, however, social media are
argued to have the potentials to help learners learn about other cultures and develop certain
literacy, identity, autonomy, as well as awareness of the audience either through situated and
simulated learning via SNSs (e.g. Reinhardt & Ryu, 20013), collaboration via wikis, or reflective
learning via blogs (Reinhardt, 2019).
However, while showing potential benefits for L2TL, the use of social media also has
its drawbacks and challenges. Some of these relate to technology accessibility (Garrett, 2009),
impacts of social media on the language itself (Chun et al., 2016), difficulties in finding the fit
between learners’ digital social media practices and formal learning objectives and research
(Lotherington & Ronda, 2014; Reinhardt, 2019), and differences between students’ cultures and
the native speakers’ (e.g. Belz, 2003; Ware, 2005). These drawbacks and challenges are usually
what cause teachers to hesitate in using social media in L2TL. It leads teachers to think of the
technological constraints instead of a way to optimize it for digital literacy (Guikema & Menke,
2014).
Furthermore, using social media in L2TL can be frustrating and even demotivating. This
can happen when the features of social media used are not carefully designed based on
corresponding SLA theories (Reinhardt, 2019). This can also happen when social-media-based
activities are not planned in accordance with learners’ technological competence. This is to say
that while some students are tech savvy and feeling comfortable in using social media for
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learning at school due to their access to technology at home, other students might not be as adept
at technology because they have limited or no access to similar technology beyond classrooms.
Hence, teachers should consider learners’ diversity in terms of digital competencies
(Lotherington & Ronda, 2014). Failing to take this factor into consideration while designing
social-media-based activities especially in a foreign language setting with limited access to
digital world might cause students to experience more difficulties; i.e. not only difficulties in
learning the language itself but also difficulties in navigating or utilizing the technology and
social media that are used in the classroom. Thus, if not dealt with carefully, instead of
improving students’ language learning, the use of social media in L2TL might, on the contrary,
become demotivating.

2.3.3 Social Media and World Englishes
It has been affirmed that one of the concerns in using social media for L2TL is the
negative impacts they have upon the language itself (Thurlow, 2006 as cited in Chun et al.,
2016). It is argued that social media change the way people communicate and thus affect their
language use (Androutsopoulos & Juffermans, 2014; Gouws et al., 2011; Graddol, 2004). While
creating multiple societies among people who speak different languages, social media
communication can lead to destandardization or ill-formedness of language, which students will
inevitably learn if they use social media. This is considered unhelpful for students’ academic
success, which usually requires the standard form of language.
However, this is contradictory to the concept of World Englishes (WE), which strives to
abandon the hegemony of “standard” English and acknowledges the development of language
especially English in respective places in the global world. Indeed, since social media enables
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English learners to communicate with not only English speakers from the inner-circle countries
but also those from the non-circle countries, it was unrealistic to expect them to always use only
the “standard” form since they would use their rich linguistic repertoire to negotiate meaning
with their interlocutors, especially if they use English with other English users and learners from
the same country or who share their first languages. As Dovchin (2020) argued, the use of
translingual English was inevitable in social media. Friedrich and Diniz de Figueiredo (2016)
asserted that “English has been very adaptable in digital genres” (p. 164), contending that people
do not always rely on the norms of English speakers from the inner-circle countries and that, in
the online world, English speakers from non-inner-circle countries have gained increasing
influence over English speakers from the inner-circle countries. Hence, it would be arguable to
say that Englishes present in social media were not authentic since they embedded broader
sociocultural, historical, and ideological background of the participants. This is in line with what
many WE scholars stated about English varieties developed based on the local cultures, uses, and
needs, i.e. English also develops based on how it is needed and used in social media.
Furthermore, it is believed that miscommunication could happen from using social
media in L2TL either due to individual differences or “cultural differences.” When
telecollaborating with native speakers of the target language, for instance, students might
misinterpret their partner’s responses as they exchange information in the language they are
learning. Ware (2005) and Belz (2003) illustrate how such miscommunication happens between
the American and German students in their studies. Social misunderstanding is portrayed to
happen because both American and German students have different expectations from their
partners. When American students value brevity and time efficiency as something positive while
writing their responses to their German partners, the German students, on the other hand, view
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brevity as negative and interpret it as unwillingness to engage in further discussions. On the
contrary, the German students try to show their respect and positivity by writing longer
responses to show their interest and engage their peers in extended discussions. Indeed, while it
is not always generalizable to all American and German people or other native speakers in
social-media-based activities, stereotyping and overgeneralization of the target culture is argued
to possibly happen (Chun et al., 2016).
Nevertheless, this study actually confirmed how English could be used differently than
in inner circle countries. English users in the other parts of the world manifest their local cultural
knowledge and linguistic repertoire in learning and using English. However, this does not mean
that their English becomes non-standard. On the contrary, instead of being seen as a negative
effect of social media, this should be regarded as an opportunity to show how Englishes and their
users vary and to emphasize the significance of “communicative competence” (cf. Hymes, 1966)
to achieve mutual understanding when communicating in English. In other words, social media
could help teach English as an international language based on World Englishes by teaching
students not only the linguistic competence but also other competences needed in communication
such as sociolinguistic competence, discourse competence, and strategic competence.
However, in Indonesia, there seemed to be limited research on the use of social media
especially in regard to WE-based TEIL. The existing social-media related studies in ELT often
focused on which social media were used and how teachers and students perceived it and were
mostly conducted at higher level of education. The studies showed that the social media used
most were Facebook, YouTube, and Instagram (Al-Arif, 2019; Inayati, 2015; Rafidiyah &
Bayeck, 2016). The studies also showed positive attitudes towards the use of social media in
ELT, affirming that social media were beneficial for English learnings. Some of the advantages

68
mentioned were that (1) social media provide various English contents that could help students
learn and thus improve various English skills; (2) social media motivated students to learn
English; (3) social media provided more space to practice English. Meanwhile, some of the
activities that seemed to be used a lot with social media were writing, reading, and giving
feedback or having discussion, which was done in English (e.g. Inderawati, 2017). Indeed, it was
stated that social media were not so foreign for teachers as they were familiar with and used at
least one kind of social media in their daily lives (Agustrianita, 2017). Nevertheless, Inayati
(2015) affirmed that the pedagogical use of social media in Indonesian ELT at higher level
education was pretty low. She found that teachers tend to restrain from using social media for
English teaching even though they acknowledged the advantages of using media and even made
use of it in their daily lives. She then argued that this was caused by “insufficient institutional
infrastructure and support” (p. 6).
In conclusion, social media such as blogs, wikis, and SNSs have been used as a learning
tool in L2TL. They are used to give tutorials, provide access to authentic materials, as well as
facilitate communication with native speakers. Due to its multifaceted features and
multimodality, social media are argued to have the potentials to help students improve not only
their language skills but also develop their literacy, identity, intercultural competence, learning
autonomy, and so forth through reflective, collaborative, and situated learning. Indeed, some
debates in seeing the language changes caused by the growing use of social media were also
present with some seeing it negatively and some acknowledging it as language development. In
Indonesia, however, the research still revolves a lot around the kinds of social media used and
not so much in relation to WE-based TEIL in the lower education levels as there seemed to be
lack of institutional and technological support for its implementation in general.
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2.4 Professional Development
In this section, I discuss teacher professional development as one of the critical
frameworks used in this study. I begin by discussing what is meant by professional development
in the literature and in this study. I then proceed to discuss how teacher professional development
has been researched in the field of WE-based TEIL and in relation to social media. A scholarly
review in Indonesian context is also provided.

2.4.1 Teacher Professional Development
Teacher learning and development has been discussed in the literature in the past
decades (Avalos, 2011). Sometimes used interchangeably in different contexts (Son, 2018),
teacher training itself is often associated with short-term goals, while teacher development is
aligned with general professional growth and long-term goals (Richards & Farrell, 2005).
However, the discussion of teacher training and development in the literature is often brought
together under the name of professional development (PD). It is contended that PD is needed to
help teachers to grow and improve professionally in their career span especially because preservice education is considered to not be enough to meet the educational demands that keep
changing over time. Hence, since professional development is argued to focus more on in-service
teachers and is different from that of pre-service teachers (Richards & Farrell, 2005), in this
study, professional development is defined as any professional learning opportunities, be it
formal or informal, systematically programmed or personally sought, experienced by the inservice English teachers.
Different theories, approaches, and methodologies have been applied to better
understand and ensure the effectiveness of PD for teachers in various contexts. For this purpose,
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key elements around the structures, activities, and impacts or the outcomes of PD are often
scrutinized. The most common discussion on professional development revolves around its
forms, in which traditional PD is compared to a more modern form, often referred as reform PD.
The traditional PD draws on the theory that sees teachers as an individual and sees their learning
only based on conceptual and cognitive aspects while disregarding the social factors around
learning and development. Hence, the traditional PD is often conducted in isolation such as in
the forms of one-shot workshops, seminars, or conferences, in which teachers are taken out of
their classes, given lectures by outside experts, and left alone without supervision for the
implementations (Desimone et al., 2002; Garet et al., 2001; Penuel et al., 2007; Sandholtz, 2002).
These forms of traditional PD have been criticized as impractical and thus ineffective.
Grossman et al. (2009), for example, argue that traditional PD or teacher education often
separates conceptual knowledge from real practice. This causes traditional PD to be more
theoretical and often irrelevant as it does not meet the real needs of teachers in terms of
classroom contexts and their job responsibilities in the workplace. In other words, this kind of
traditional PD looks like a formality, in which teachers are given some training and thus assumed
to get the PD they need, when in reality they do not really benefit from it since, once they return
to their classes or workplace, they do not have enough support and thus cannot apply or sustain
what they get from the PD that they joined or attended (Grossman et al., 2009; Sandholtz, 2002;
Schlager & Fusco, 2003; Zein, 2016a).
In contrast to this theory, more socially-informed frameworks have been used on
teacher professional development (Borko, 2004; Golombek, & Doran, 2014; Johnson &
Golombek, 2011). Sociocultural theory, for example, sees teacher learning and development as
both an individual and sociocultural process. Drawing on Vygotsky’s conceptual framework,
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namely the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), this theory places professional development
as a mediation between teachers’ present professional assets (historical learning experience,
knowledge, beliefs, expectations, etc.) and teachers’ potential in their ZPD (Golombek & Doran,
2014; Johnson, & Golombek, 2011). That is to say that to provide PD programs and support
teacher PD to see and develop their potential, other aspects surrounding teaching and learning
should be considered. This includes the external factors and involves other PD actors such as the
contexts of teachers’ work or teaching situations, teacher educators and facilitators, school
support, and the community in and with which teachers practice and are socially engaged in their
profession.
Based on the sociocultural theoretical perspectives, some models and approaches in
attempts to research and ensure effective PD programs have been developed such as Situative
Perspective Theory (e.g. Borko, 2004), Collaboration (e.g. Burbank & Kauchak, 2003; Butler et
al., 2004; Butler & Schnellert, 2012), Communities of Practice (e.g. Hadar & Brody, 2010; Lock,
2006; Schlager & Fusco, 2003), and Complexity Theory (e.g. Zein, 2016b) among others. While
these approaches seem to have different foci, they have something in common, i.e. they see
teachers as a part of a social construct where their individual learning is socially constructed and
affected by others. This includes, for instance, how their cognitive learning is related to how their
emotion and is affected by their sociocultural experiences (e.g. Golombek & Doran, 2014).
In addition, in attempts to investigate the factors leading to effective PD, these different
approaches usually measure the effectiveness based on impact on teachers’ knowledge, change
of practice, efficacy, and the sustainability including students’ learning outcomes (Borg, 2018;
Burbank & Kauchak, 2003; Butler et al., 2004; Desimone et al., 2002; Ingvarson et al., 2005;
Penuel et al., 2007; Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009). What I find interesting is that,
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especially when it comes to impacts on students’ outcomes, none of the research seems to
involve students. They mostly rely on teachers’ self-report through surveys and interviews, with
a few including classroom observations. This is intriguing since, if PD is eventually aimed to
improve students’ learning, students should be the ones who experience the change caused by the
PD taken by the teachers. However, it is worth mentioning that measuring such impacts are
indeed difficult because even if teachers perceive some benefits from the PD, students might not
be able to tell the difference (Rienties et al., 2013). In fact, it is quite a challenge to measure the
impacts of PD in general and on students’ outcomes in particular since not only is it complex but
also costly (Garet et al., 2001; Borg, 2018; Penuel et al., 2007).
Nevertheless, even though the findings of these research sometimes differ in
conceptualizing some aspects of effective PD (e.g. in terms of forms, duration, and contact
hours), they agree on other common features of effective PD program and activities. For
instance, while Garet et al. (2001) argues that forms of PD do not affect the impacts that much
and place more significance on duration, Tschannen-Moran and McMaster (2009) found no
difference between teachers who received different forms and duration of PD. Nevertheless, both
of them along with other studies agree that PD activities and the process in which teachers are
engaged in their PD are the factors that determine the effectiveness of PD.
Furthermore, a well-coordinated and well-managed top-down approach has been
suggested to address the limited number of expert teacher educators and in which many schools
might be inevitably hard to visit by them. The number of teacher educators surely should be
increased and both government-based agencies and universities as well as private agencies
should cooperate to afford it. However, the existing teacher educators should also be given PD to
enhance their expertise the same way FL/SL teachers need PD for their professional growth.
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Hence, a multi-level or embedded PD design can be implemented, in which principles of
collective collaboration, mentoring/coaching, as well as communities of practice are applied in a
pyramid chain, i.e. PD should be focused on “teachers teaching teachers” (Sandholtz, 2002, p.
827). The main teacher educator experts can be assigned to provide, coach, and supervise some
representing teachers. These teachers can then be assigned to share the same PD to other teachers
down the line and so forth until reaching the smallest units or groups of teachers in the districts.
This kind of teacher-leadership coaching and collaborative mentoring will allow more teachers to
get the PD they need and support the professional growth of both teachers who give mentoring
and those who receive it and not only at their leadership capacity but also at their subject
expertise (Butler et al., 2004; Taylor et al., 2011). Teachers might also feel more at ease sharing
their concerns and reflecting on their practice as the mentors are also the same fellow teachers
who share similar problems, not an outside expert who does not actually teach in similar
classroom situations (Sandholtz, 2002).
Meanwhile, teachers should also be given various options and activities as well as the
autonomy to explore, adopt, and adapt what they learn in the PD programs for their particular
teaching or work situations (Sandholtz, 2002). Richards and Farrell (2005), for example, provide
some types of PD activities that can be used and exemplified for language teachers. The
examples vary from journal keeping, peer observation, team teaching, action research, etc.
Another good example that can also be used is “Data-based teacher development” (Borg, 1998).
Using this method, teachers were provided with an authentic teaching practice transcript of an
EFL teacher teaching grammar. The transcripts were accompanied with the commentary
transcripts, in which the teacher explained why they did and said what was recorded in the
teaching transcripts, followed by some tasks for teachers to discuss in groups. Not only did this
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give them the opportunity to practice and enhance their language knowledge and proficiency, but
it also encouraged them to make their own reflection in relation to their practice, beliefs, and
rationales for their actions when teaching. Such activities could train teachers to anticipate
students’ questions and how to answer them like illustrated by Grossman et al. (2009). Indeed, as
the activities were executed in interactive and engaging ways, it creates an open-minded and
non-judgmental environment, in which teachers share their thoughts and learn better (Borg,
1998; Sandholtz, 2002).
Based on those studies, it can be concluded that effective PD share some common
features which enable teachers to reflect on their practice and co-construct the knowledge
themselves. Some of the features are the specificity of content and context, goal commonality,
feasibility, teachers’ active engagement in their PD, school and community support, ongoing and
follow-up coaching and feedback, flexibility and autonomy, etc. (Desimone et al., 2002; Butler et
al., 2004; Burbank & Kauchak, 2003; Garet et al., 2001; Ingvarson et al., 2005; Penuel et al.,
2007; Sandholtz, 2002). PD is more likely to be effective if teachers share common goals with
other actors involved in their PD and if they are given PD that is focused on specific subject
content considering their specific contexts and situation. Teachers would also learn better if they
are actively involved and engaged in their PD as well as get the support they need from their
community, i.e. they receive support (e.g. from the school, administrators, and fellow teachers),
facilities, and opportunities to experiment and implement what they get from PD. In other words,
teachers are given chances to get involved in assessing their needs for PD, to observe and be
observed while incorporating the new knowledge, to have some autonomy to modify and suit
what they learn with their own context and capability, to receive feedback and reflect on their
practice, and get some follow-up on their changing practice.
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2.4.2 Teacher Professional Development and WE-based TEIL
Matsuda (2009) stated that “teachers must have a good understanding of the historical
spread and current use of English in order to implement changes in the curriculum that better
reflect the needs of EIL users today” (p. 171). However, the current language teacher preparatory
programs, especially in Western countries, are critiqued as paying little attention to TEIL or WEbased pedagogy (Brown, 2006). Meanwhile, incorporating WE-based TEIL in teacher education
programs is deemed important not only to raise awareness of different English varieties but also
to help English teachers to best use WE in TEIL paradigm (Kilickaya, 2009; Matsuda, 2003).
Teachers, for instance, can be engaged in discussions and reflections on the relevance and
significance of WE in TEIL paradigm. Then, they can be taught how to choose the best materials
for teaching, how to incorporate WE in class activities, and how to assess students’ English
communication skills appropriately considering the international contexts.
Meanwhile, it seems that an attempt to incorporate WE-based TEIL in teacher education
programs in Indonesia has been started (e.g. Floris, 2014). While it does not always immediately
change pre-service teachers’ strong belief in the prestige of native varieties and their speakers, it
seems to gradually affect their perspectives on the relevance of other varieties (Zacharias, 2014).
However, the existing research on WE-based TEIL in teacher professional development revolves
primarily on pre-service teacher education at the higher educational level and not so much for inservice teachers in lower educational levels such as junior and senior high school teachers. That
is to say that there is not enough research on how in-service English teachers are updated with
knowledge about the significance of WE-based TEFL and how to best implement it in their
teaching. Regardless, it seems that the professional development for English teachers in general
is challenging in an Indonesian context.
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Studies by Zein (2016a, 2016b, 2017), for example, show how complicated teacher
professional development was for primary EFL teachers in Indonesia. In his studies, Zein
(2016a, 2016b, 2017) observed, surveyed, and interviewed not only the teachers but also the
teacher educators, administrators, and school principals, and found some serious issues related to
PD. Often provided through a top-down approach in the forms of traditional PD such as
distanced seminars and workshops, the PD given to primary EFL teachers in Indonesia was
considered inadequate and incongruent with teachers’ needs (Zein, 2016a). There were also
limited numbers of teacher educators, some of whom were considered lacking expertise at
primary English teaching and learning. Indeed, the management of PD and the coordination
between the relevant stakeholders was also messy as the bureaucrats lacking expertise in PD got
determined how and what kind of PD was to be implemented. Teacher educators from
universities and private training agencies, for example, “did not know who to contact, what to do
and how to deal with” the government-based agencies that gave PD to the primary EFL teachers
(Zein, 2016b, p.214). This was ironic considering the lack of experts needed in the field. This
poor management also resulted in the irregularity of PD and the disparity in teachers’
opportunities to get PD, i.e. PD participants were ambiguously selected. For example,
participants were not prioritized based on the real needs in the field but “based on favoritism and
connection” (Zein, 2016a, p. 431). While this selective PD is still beneficial for the selected
teachers, it can create a gap and is not helpful for teachers who badly need the professional
development but do not get to participate. This is unhelpful especially because there was no good
coordination and follow-up between teachers who received the training/PD and those who did
not get selected. Indeed, this shows that, while it is indeed important to investigate the activities
contributing to effective professional development, it is also of paramount significance to take
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into account the external factors and actors or stakeholders that make the delivery of PD itself
feasible.
Hence, in addition to proposing a teacher-oriented PD using complexity theory calling
for innovation in PD content, management, and effective coordination from and between the
relevant stakeholders (Zein, 2016b), Zein (2017) also suggests that PD for primary EFL teachers
be needs-based. Indeed, I think that needs analysis must be done prior to designing a PD program
especially when it comes to foreign/second language teacher PD. Zein (2016b, 2017), for
example, found that not all of the primary EFL teachers are proficient at English. Some of them
were just “generalist teachers” who did not even receive any training to teach English prior to
getting appointed to teach English in primary schools. Hence, many of the primary EFL teachers
expected to receive PD that not only helped them to give good instructions in teaching English
including integrating the skills and adapting the materials but also helped to improve their own
English proficiency so that they could be a good model for the students and teach them better.
Unfortunately, the PD that they received, if any, did not accommodate these needs very well.
Indeed, even though the government has tried to help teachers develop their
professionalism, for example by establishing a teacher certification program, it is reported that
the program was not really helpful in improving teachers’ quality and students’ learning
outcomes (Ree et al., 2012; Utami, 2015). These studies then called for the government to give
teachers appropriate teacher professional development that meets their needs, including
continuous evaluation of the program. This implies that needs assessment plays a significant role
in designing an effective PD. When it comes to foreign or second language teaching, in which
teachers are non-native speakers and not proficient in the language they are teaching such as in
the case of Zein (2016a, 2017), for example, PD should be designed to include training to
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improve teachers’ proficiency, one need that might often be neglected in the world of FL/SL
teacher PD. In this case, traditional PD such as conferences might still benefit teachers as they
also give FL/SL teachers chances to practice the language they are teaching with other FL/SL
teachers, which can potentially enhance their fluency and proficiency, and update themselves
with the trends in the field (Borg, 2014).

2.4.3 Teacher Professional Development and Social Media
With today’s spread and advancement of technology, especially social media, it is
important for teachers to also learn how to incorporate social media into their teaching. This can
be done by familiarizing teachers with social media including using social media for teacher
professional development. Bruguera et al. (2019) argued that social media could sustainably help
teachers to develop their professionalism as it is openly accessible and flexible. Similarly, Luo et
al. (2020) pointed out that the use of social media for teacher professional development could
potentially contribute to professional learning even though it can be quite challenging for
teachers who are not apt at using social media. Hence, especially in the field of ComputerAssisted Language Learning (CALL), Son (2018) argued that “it is necessary for language
teachers to continue updating their CALL knowledge and skills” (p. 58). This is because the
more knowledge they have, the more they could help students’ learning. Accordingly, while not
focusing on social media per se, a lot of research has been done to look into the use of
technology, especially in the field of Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL), including
in teacher professional development.
One of the studies that exemplified how CALL was implemented in PD was one by
Shaban and Egbert (2018). Drawing on previous key features of effective PD and how complex
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PD can be, they demonstrated how socially-informed PD was delivered. Adapting Diffusion of
Innovations Theory (Rogers in Shaban & Egbert, 2018), they proposed and implemented a
Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) PD model for language teachers in an Intensive
English Program (IEP). In attempts to get teachers to use and benefit from technology in their
teaching practice, Shaban and Egbert (2018) assessed “teachers’ prior knowledge, classroom and
personal needs, abilities, and background” (p. 238) before providing a series of 4 periodical
workshops for the PD in one semester. They provided the workshop in two stages, while
gradually introducing, persuading, modeling, and helping teachers to use the different kinds of
technology for specific tasks and foci in their teaching such as grammar, vocabulary, writing, etc.
They also facilitated teachers with access to the software to ensure their use in their teaching
practice. The first workshop is followed by three other workshops at different points of time in
the semester, in which teachers can role-play, share their experience, reflect on their practice, and
give as well as receive feedback from their peers and the facilitators. Informal meetings and
facilitations were also available during the PD implementation. Accordingly, the results show
that as teachers see the attribution of PD in their teaching practice and in their students’ learning,
they are more inclined to use the technology.
While Shaban and Egbert (2018) focus on CALL, I think the principles in this model
can be used in designing other types of PD including ones focusing on social media. The needs
assessment can ensure the feasibility of PD in matching teachers’ needs and capability in relation
to their real work situations. Through periodical workshops, informal meetings, and facilitations,
teachers are continuously engaged and able to reflect on, evaluate, and improve their teaching
practice. This is because they get continuous large amounts of support in dealing with the
challenges as they are getting (more) familiar with social media (or other PD content and
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materials) and gradually acquire the knowledge to successfully implement it in their teaching
practice. This design also allows teachers to get a hands-on experience not only in role-playing
students doing “what” and learning “how” the real students can use the technology or social
media for their language learning but also as teachers who use it for language teaching. Hence, as
teachers see the attribution of PD to their teaching and their students’ learning themselves, it is
more likely that their self-efficacy will increase and that they will sustain the change of practice
(Guskey, 2002; Shaban & Egbert, 2018; Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009).
In addition, as discussed in the previous section in this Chapter, the use of social media
has its own drawbacks and challenges. It is argued that the drawbacks and challenges will get
worse if teachers do not have competence in utilizing social media in L2TL. Hence, teachers –
especially Prensky’s (2001) digital-immigrant teachers – should be given appropriate education
or training in incorporating social media and overcoming its challenges (Doering et al., 2007;
Guikema & Menke, 2014, Pope & Golub, 2000) and supported by all stakeholders involved in
L2TL (Garrett, 2009). Teachers should learn how to help students’ language learning by giving
some follow-up or further explanation about social context, form, content, etc. (Chun et al.,
2016). Teachers should also be able to equip students with intercultural competence to avoid or
minimize misunderstanding and stereotyping (Belz, 2003). When it comes to SNSs’ use
particularly, teachers need to establish proper codes of conducts, and address privacy issues as
well as accessibility for all students. This is because, due to its everyday and informal use nature,
students might resist its formal implementation in L2TL and refuse to participate especially if
they have to use their real identities (Reinhardt, 2019). In brief, teachers must be competent in
structuring language learning activities and developing students’ critical social media literacies
to bring out the most of social media benefits because “without structure, social media can
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negatively impact student learning” (Gikas & Grant, 2013, p.19). In other words, teachers’
motivation to integrate social media alone is not enough if they do not have proficiency in
technology as well as technological pedagogy to instruct, guide, and help students properly
during the implementation (Yang & Chen, 2007).
In Indonesia, research on social media in English teacher professional development
context is scarce. The previous research on social media mainly focuses on its use in English
classrooms without further discussion on how teachers were actually prepared or taught to use
them. Agustrianita (2017), however, stated that “teachers were familiar with social media and
have used at least one type of social media” (p. 22). She further affirmed that teachers have
positive attitudes towards social media as they believe it is helpful not only for English language
teaching but also to develop their professionalism as teachers. However, even though this shows
potential use of social media for professional development, there are also challenges in using
social media such as difficulties in time management as teachers find it quite distracting. Indeed,
in addition to the disparity in the technological access between regions across the country (Lie,
2020), there does not seem to be enough institutional and infrastructural support for English
teachers to use social media (Inayati, 2015). However, as Harjanto et al. (2018) found, teacher
quality could be improved by privately sponsored professional development programs in
addition to those held by the government.
In summary, professional development in general and for foreign and second language
teacher education in particular is very complex, context-specific, and involves many actors to be
effective. While PD activities should be job-embedded and also engaging, the content should
also be specific and relevant with teachers’ daily routines. Teachers should also be given the
opportunities and encouraged to work and collaborate with other teachers, whether as a mentor
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or peer observer, not only within the school but also across schools, in which they can share and
learn from each other and continuously reflect on their teaching practice. Indeed, since PD is an
ongoing process, a follow-up and feedback should be continuously and regularly provided so that
teachers can keep developing professionally to meet the possibly changing demands as well as to
meet their own expectations such as their self-efficacy in fulfilling those demands. However,
since the success of PD implementation also depends on the management and coordination
between all stakeholders, all actors should be well-informed about what is required for effective
PD. Indeed, they must work together to give support to meet teachers’ needs (e.g. the need for
improving their language proficiency) and to facilitate their changing practice in accordance with
the goals of the PD programs, e.g. when related to WE-based TEIL and the use of social media
for in-service English teachers, particularly in junior and senior high school levels, which seem
to be limited in the Indonesian context.

2.5 Summary
This chapter has discussed the theoretical and critical frameworks that are used in this
study, i.e. World Englishes, language ideology, social media, and professional development. The
review of literature shows how the discussion on World Englishes in the teaching of English as
an international language is intertwined with language ideology, social media, and teacher
professional development. However, the review of literature also shows how the discussion of
language ideology might be different in the Indonesian context, especially in relation to World
Englishes. Indeed, as research on social media use on Indonesian ELT still focused mostly on the
kinds of social media, it was not clear how it is helpful in WE-based TEIL, especially because of
challenges, including the disparity in the technological access across the nation. Lastly, as the
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professional development in relation to WE-based TEIL focuses primarily on pre-service
teachers, it is not clear how in-service teachers, especially those teaching at junior high school
levels, are updated with the knowledge and prepared to teach accordingly. In other words, this
study addresses the gaps in the literature concerning the theory and research discussed in this
chapter.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This study used a mixed methods design, in which both quantitative and qualitative data
were collected, and the second phase was based on the data obtained in the first phase (Creswell
& Plano Clark, 2017). While Creswell and Plano Clark (2017) described different strands of
mixed methods research, this study was guided with a strand that put emphasis on qualitative
data to explain the quantitative data obtained in the first phase. Creswell and Plano Clark (2017)
stated, “mixed methods research is intuitive for many because it mirrors the types of evidence
that we collect to make sense of the world” (p.23). This design was hence used to achieve the
purpose of this study, which was exploring in-service teachers’ perspectives and implementation
of WE in the teaching of English as an international language along with the professional
development they experienced, including the use of social media as potential resources for WEbased TEIL implementation at junior high school levels. As the quantitative data were needed to
figure out the range of experiences and perspectives existing in the population of this study, the
qualitative data were significant to gain better understanding about the cases. Moreover, mixed
methods designs have been used in previous research similar to this study such as those looking
into participants’ perspectives, beliefs, and attitudes in educational and language teaching
settings (e.g. Ivankova & Stick, 2007; Kissau et al., 2014; Xiang & Borg, 2014). Hence, the use
of mixed methods design was considered fit for this study as both types of data could help
explain the phenomenon in more detail and provide more in-depth understanding about the
topics explored in this study.
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As teachers have different backgrounds, I thought it would be interesting to know how
their views on World Englishes might differ from one another. For example, teachers who
worked at public schools in the city might view World Englishes differently from those teaching
at public schools in the suburbs. Teachers who taught at private schools might have different
views on WE from those teaching at public schools. Teachers who taught English longer might
view WE differently from those who taught for a shorter time or who just graduated from
university, and so forth. This was because their working conditions and teaching experiences
might affect how they acquired knowledge about WE and how they viewed the relevance of WE
at junior high school levels. There was, however, a possibility that, in general, teachers would
hold similar views on WE regardless of where they worked or how long they had taught English.
Thus, while experts have emphasized the significance of World Englishes, I always
wondered how this knowledge of WE significance reached teachers beyond college and
university levels, such as in-service teachers teaching at junior and senior high school levels.
Hence, in this study I wanted to explore teachers’ thoughts on the idea of World Englishes at
junior high school levels. I was especially interested in understanding their views and the
professional development they experienced and the existence of social media that might have
contributed to it. While previous research tended to talk about the significance of World
Englishes and professional development separately or for pre-service teachers specifically, in this
research I aim to understand in-service teachers’ struggles in teaching English in general,
particularly in relation to World Englishes and the professional development they experienced. I
believed this was important not only for the future discussion on World Englishes in general and
in Indonesian setting in particular but also on how to design professional development programs
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that accommodate teachers’ real needs. Hence, this study was designed in such a way to answer
these research questions:
1. What are teachers’ perspectives on incorporating World Englishes into the teaching of English
as an international language at the junior high school level in Indonesia?
2. How have teachers used social media as potential resources to incorporate World Englishes
into the teaching of English as an international language at the junior high school level in
Indonesia?
3. How have teachers experienced professional development in relation to English teaching in
general and the incorporation of World Englishes in particular?

3.1. Research Setting
This study was conducted in Lumajang, a small city in East Java province, Indonesia.
Around 1,790,90 km2 in width, this small town consists of 21 districts and 198 villages with a
total of population of around 1,104,759 people in 2016 (Kabupaten Lumajang, 2020). According
to the official website of the Indonesian Ministry of Education and Culture (2021), there were
around 136 junior high schools comprising 71 public schools and 65 private schools in Lumajang
regency at the time of the study. There are also 129 (4 public and 125 private) Islamic schools at
junior high school levels and two inclusive schools. In summary, there were around 267 schools
at junior high school levels (Grades 7, 8, and 9).
As the town is located around a 5-hour drive from the capital city of East Java province,
I personally would not call Lumajang a big city, especially compared to big cities like Jakarta
and Surabaya and even neighboring regencies, i.e. what might be the equivalent of a county in
the U.S., such as Malang and Jember. In fact, I consider this regency quite rural as the economy
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is pretty much driven by agriculture. While it is not that remote and has its own facilities since it
is located in Java and, hence, might be better than some towns outside Java island, it is worth
noting that Lumajang might not have all the luxuries that the big cities have to offer. In addition,
as the public transportation is not reliable since it is not available in all districts and not as
frequent, people often have to rely on their own means of transportation such as private or
personal motorcycles and cars. This part is worth mentioning because this gives a picture of how
teachers might go to work and attend professional development events, which is one topic of
discussion in this study.

3.2. Research Positionality
In this study, I can say that I was quite familiar with the research setting. Not only was I
born and grew up in this place, but I also went to public schools (elementary, junior high, and
senior high) here. After obtaining my bachelor’s degree, I also spent two years teaching in this
city, both at formal and informal educational institutions, including a private school at a junior
high school level and an English course institution that provided English lessons to different
kinds of learners, including high school students, for various purposes. In short, I have
experienced the educational system, including English teaching and learning, both as a student
and as a teacher. Lincoln and Guba (1985) mentioned that one way to increase credibility in a
research is by “prolonged engagement” (p. 301), which was aimed to build trust between
researchers and participants. Hence, I could say that my being from the same setting as the
teacher participants could increase the credibility as the teachers knew that I shared the same
experiences with them in regard to teaching English at junior high school levels in the particular
setting.
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Even though I connected with the English teacher forum in this study through some
friends from when I was teaching in this town, I had no special connection with most teacher
participants in this study. Indeed, I found out that some participants were actually my former
colleagues only when I had started the study. This is to say that despite being considered an
insider due to coming from the same town and sharing similar experiences with the participants,
as a researcher, I could also be considered an outsider as I was no longer teaching in the town
when I was conducting the study. Furthermore, as I did not personally know the participants
selected in the second phase of the study, I could minimize some bias while collecting and
analyzing the data.
However, I was aware that my participants might see my status as a doctoral student at
an American university intimidating. Therefore, I let them know that while my research could
contribute to the field and hopefully improve the educational system especially English teaching
at junior high school levels, I had no power and was in no position to evaluate teachers. I tried to
make teachers feel more comfortable by having them choose the language they felt comfortable
with during the study, and assuring them that this research was not to evaluate their teaching or
to judge whether their teaching was good or not. I assured them that their confidentiality would
be kept and that their participation in this study was completely voluntary. Thus, by assuring
teachers that their participation in this research would not negatively impact their job, I hoped
they were more open during the study so that I could get more valid and reliable data.
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3.3. Data Collection
3.3.1 Research Participants and Recruitment
The participants of this study were junior high school (JHS) English teachers joining a
local English teacher forum or what is called MGMP Bahasa Inggris (Musyawarah Guru Mata
Pelajaran Bahasa Inggris), sometimes recognized as Subject Matter Teachers Convention of
English. This teacher forum was an association for teachers teaching a certain subject, in this
case English, at a certain level including both public-officer teachers (paid by the state) and nonpublic-officer teachers, i.e. independently or privately hired teachers (paid by school), teaching
either at public or private school or both in one certain district or regency. In addition, the JHS
English teachers in the English Teacher Forum of Lumajang, Indonesia were selected to be
participants in this study for three reasons. First, since students were obligated to learn English at
junior high school, this grade level was a good chance to expose them to the idea of World
Englishes, to get familiar with different varieties, and then to be more confident with their own
English learning. Secondly, there is hardly any research focusing on WE at the junior high
school level, especially involving teachers and their professional development experience. Third,
according to the head of the teacher forum, they had never been involved in research before.
Therefore, this population was considered a good fit for this study, i.e. to give insights about
WE-based TEIL at the junior high school level in terms of teachers’ perspective, the use of social
media, and their professional development.
According to the Head of English Teacher Forum, there were around 212 English
teachers at junior high school levels where this study was conducted. However, it was reported
that only 95 were active in the English Teacher Forum activities. The participants in this study
included 64 teachers in the first phase and 6 focal teachers in the second phase. I recruited the
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participants by sharing the link to the survey in the English Teacher Forum WhatsApp Group
Chat. The participation in both phases of the study was voluntary. IRB-approved consent forms
were provided to participants both in English (see Appendix A) and Indonesian (see Appendix
B). In the first phase, teachers participated by taking the online survey. In the second phase, the
selected teachers were contacted through the contact information they provided in the survey,
given some details about the second phase of the study, and asked if they would be willing to
participate in the second phase.
The survey was accessed 70 times, but one teacher took the survey twice, i.e. only 69
teachers accessed the survey. The first result of the teacher who took the survey twice was
removed with the assumption that they changed their mind and hence decided to take the survey
again; hence, only the second result of the survey was included in data analysis as it was the one
considered valid. Out of the 69 teachers who accessed the survey, 64 teachers consented to
participate in the study. 13 teachers consented in English and 51 teachers consented in
Indonesian. More details about participants’ demographic information are presented in Table 1
below.
Table 1
Participants’ Demographic Information
Criteria
Number of teachers (and percentages)

Total

(Demographic Info)
The language chosen

English

Indonesian
64

to sign the consent
13 (20.31%)

51 (79.69%)

Male

Female

form
Gender

(100%)
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64
19 (29.69%)

45 (70.31%)
(100%)

Public officers
Non-public officers
(Also known as PNS or

64
(Non-PNS)

Employment Status
Pegawai Negeri Sipil)

(100%)

37 (57.81%)
The number of
languages spoken

27 (42.19%)

1

2

3

4

64

1 (1.56%)

38 (59.38%)

18 (28.13%)

7 (10.94%)

(100%)

English Teaching/Education

Non-English

Educational Degree

64
Bachelor’s

Master’s

Teaching/Education

and Major

(100%)
57 (89.06%)

6 (9.38%)

1 (1.56%)

The number of

One school

More than one school

64

workplaces

50 (78.12%)

14 (21.88%)

(100%)

Suburb

City

Workplace/School

64
Public

Private

Public

Private

location and status

(100%)
36 (56.25%)

14 (21.88%)

9 (14.06%)

5 (7.81%)

All three grades

Two grades

Only one grade

34 (53.13%)

20 (31.25%)

10 (15.63%)

64

Grade 7

Grade 8

Grade 9

(100%)

55 teachers

49 teachers

48 teachers

Grades that have
been experienced
teaching

Furthermore, teachers obtained their latest educational degrees in different years and
hence have different lengths of time of experience teaching English in general and at junior high
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school levels in particular. It is important to see the distribution of teachers in these regards. That
is because teachers might have different perspectives on and attitudes towards World Englishes
depending on the year they graduated from formal higher education and on the years of English
teaching experience. Since in recent years World Englishes has been incorporated in pre-service
teacher education (e.g. Floris, 2014, Zacharias, 2014), teachers who earned their degree later
might have been more familiar with World Englishes as it was already incorporated in their preservice teacher education. Meanwhile, teachers who earned their degree earlier might be
unfamiliar with WE because they did not get WE-related courses in their pre-service teacher
education time and especially if they received no professional development regarding WE-based
TEIL while serving as in-service teachers. Furthermore, this information reveals that even
though some teachers might appear novice in teaching English at junior high school levels, they
did have some English teaching experience in general, i.e. beyond junior high school levels. The
differences in the year they obtained their latest degree and their years of teaching experience are
presented in Table 2.
Table 2
The Years Teacher Obtained Their Latest Degree and the Years of Their English Teacher
Experiences
English Teaching Experience
Year of latest degree
Length

In general

At junior high school levels

1991

1 (1.56%)

< 1 year

0

2 (3.13%)

1992

0

± 2 years

0

1 (1.56%)

1993

0

± 3 years

0

1 (1.56%)

1994

0

± 4 years

2 (3.13%)

2 (3.13%)
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1994

2 (3.13%)

± 5 years

1 (1.56%)

2 (3.13%)

1995

2 (3.13%)

± 6 years

1 (1.56%)

3 (4.69%)

1996

3 (4.69%)

± 7 years

4 (6.25%)

1 (1.56%)

1997

1 (1.56%)

± 8 years

3 (4.69%)

3 (4.69%)

1998

2 (3.13%)

± 9 years

5 (7.81%)

5 (7.81%)

1999

0

± 10 years

4 (6.25%)

6 (9.38%)

2000

2 (3.13%)

± 11 years

4 (6.25%)

3 (4.69%)

2001

4 (6.25%)

± 12 years

3 (4.69%)

3 (4.69%)

2002

2 (3.13%)

± 13 years

4 (6.25%)

2 (3.13%)

2003

5 (7.81%)

± 14 years

3 (4.69%)

2 (3.13%)

2004

6 (9.38%)

± 15 years

2 (3.13%)

2 (3.13%)

2005

0

± 16 years

6 (9.38%)

7 (10.94%)

2006

3 (4.69%)

± 17 years

1 (1.56%)

1 (1.56%)

2007

4 (6.25%)

± 18 years

2 (3.13%)

2 (3.13%)

2008

6 (9.38%)

± 19 years

2 (3.13%)

1 (1.56%)

2009

3 (4.69%)

± 20 years

3 (4.69%)

3 (4.69%)

2010

2 (3.13%)

± 21 years

2 (3.13%)

2 (3.13%)

2011

4 (6.25%)

± 22 years

3 (4.69%)

2 (3.13%)

2012

3 (4.69%)

± 23 years

1 (1.56%)

1 (1.56%)

2013

4 (6.25%)

± 24 years

0

0

2014

0

± 25 years

2 (3.13%)

2 (3.13%)

2015

5 (7.81%)

> 25 years

6 (9.38%)

5 (7.81%)
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Total

64 (100%)

Total

64 (100%)

64 (100%)

In the second phase, 6 focal teachers were selected and consented to participate in the
study, in addition to someone with a leadership role in the English teacher forum. These teachers
were pseudonymously named Amir, Budi, Nana, Dewi, Ani, and Rani. In addition, Huda, who
had a leadership role in the English teacher forum was also interviewed to give more detailed
information about the English teacher forum (MGMP). The 6 focal teachers were selected based
on the result of data analysis on their surveys focusing on their perspectives on the
implementation of World Englishes at Junior High School Levels. Three teachers were selected
from the highest scorers and three teachers were selected from the lowest scorers, with the
consideration of their reinstatement status (as public officers or not), the status of the schools
where they worked (public versus private), and the location of the schools (city versus suburb) to
ensure that teachers were well represented. Indeed, this purposeful sampling technique (Gall,
Gall, & Borg, 2003) was used to provide the rich information needed regarding the topic of the
research in this study and to reflect a range of perspectives.
Amir, Budi, and Nana were among those having high scores on perspectives of WE, i.e.
they had relatively positive views towards WE. Amir was a public-officer teacher, often known
as Pegawai Negeri Sipil (PNS) or civil servant, at a public junior high school located in the city.
He had been teaching English for more than 25 years, with 15 years teaching at junior high
schools. He was instated as a public officer for 12 years and got his master’s degree in 2012. At
junior high schools, he has experienced teaching Grade 8 and Grade 9. He once also had a
leadership role in the English teacher forum in this study. However, this information was not
known prior to the interview, i.e. this was not why he was included in the study.
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Budi was not a public-officer (non-PNS) teacher. He taught at a private school in the
suburb. He had been teaching English for around 15 years, with 4 years teaching at junior high
schools. He got his master’s degree in 2015 and had taught Grade 7 and Grade 9 at junior high
schools. He, at the time of the study, also had a leadership role in the private English teacher
forum in the town where this study was conducted. However, this information was not known
prior to his being selected for the second phase of the study, i.e. this was not why he was
included in the study.
Similar to Budi, Nana was not a public-officer teacher either. She taught at a private
school in the city and was the only English teacher in her workplace. She had been teaching
English for around 6 years, all at junior high school levels. She got her bachelor’s degree in 2012
and had taught Grade 7, Grade 8, and Grade 9. Amir, Budi, and Nana stated that currently they
taught English only at one school where they worked or were assigned.
On the other hand, Dewi, Ani, and Rani were among those having low scores on the
perspectives of WE, i.e. they had relatively negative views towards WE. Dewi was a publicofficer teacher at a public junior high school located in the suburb. She had been teaching
English for around 9 years, with 8 years teaching experience at junior high schools. She got her
bachelor’s degree in 2008 and had taught Grade 7 and Grade 8.
Similar to Dewi, Ani was also a public-officer teacher at a public junior high school
located in the suburb. She had been teaching English for around 19 years, with 16 years teaching
experience at junior high school levels. She earned her bachelor’s degree in 2000 and had taught
Grade 7, Grade 8, and Grade 9 at junior high schools. She was also once appointed as a focal
teacher, the teacher who was trained to be a facilitator for other English teachers, in one of the
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government’s professional development programs. However, this information was not known
prior to the interview, i.e. this was not why she was selected for the second phase of the study.
Rani was not a public-officer teacher. She taught at a private school in the suburb and
was the only English teacher in her workplace. She had been teaching English for around 5
years, all at junior high school levels. She got her bachelor’s degree in 2015 and had taught
Grade 7, Grade 8, and Grade 9. Dewi, Ani, and Rani admitted that, at the time of the study, they
taught English only at one school where they worked or were assigned to.
In addition, Huda was someone with a leadership role in the English teacher forum in
this study. He was a public officer teacher teaching at a public junior high school in the suburb.
He had been teaching English for around 21 years, all at junior high school levels. He got his
bachelor’s degree in 1994 and was teaching Grade 7 and Grade 8 when I collected the data for
this study. I interviewed Huda to get more information about English Teacher Forum in this
study. He was not included in the focus group discussion and his classes were not observed
either. I chose to interview Huda solely due to his leadership role and hence I considered him
knowledgeable enough about the English teacher forum in the whole phase of the study.

3.3.2 Instruments
The data collection was conducted in two phases using various kinds of instruments. In
the first phase, a questionnaire was distributed to participants through an online survey. In the
second phase, individual interviews were conducted separately with the 6 focal teachers after
class observations and a focus group discussion. An interview with someone with a leadership
role in the English teacher forum was also conducted. Each instrument is explained in more
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detail in the following section. The timeline of when each instrument was used is presented in
Table 3.
Table 3
The Timeline of Data Collection
Dates
December 13, 2019 – January 9, 2020

Activities
Survey/questionnaire distribution
Observation on English teacher forum meetings,

January 28, 2020 – February 4, 2020

Interview with someone with a leadership role in
the English teacher forum

February 5, 2020 – February 21, 2020

Class observations on the 6 focal teachers

February 21, 2020

Focus Group Discussion

February 24, 2020 – February 27, 2020

Individual interviews with the 6 focal teachers

3.3.2.1 Questionnaire
In the first phase, the quantitative data were collected by distributing an online survey to
all English teachers who were part of the JHS English Teacher Forum in Lumajang, Indonesia.
The survey was made available in both English and Indonesian (Indonesian national language).
This survey was first piloted to some non-participant English teachers who had experienced or
were currently teaching at junior high school levels to generate feedback on the questionnaires.
Any clarity and ambiguity the volunteers found was noted and the survey was then revised
accordingly. These volunteers were specifically chosen to participate in the pilot study for
several reasons. Firstly, I was trying to include as many participants as possible for the main
study. Hence, having volunteers from outside the English teacher forum in this study would help
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to prevent the same teacher participating in both the pilot study and the main study. Secondly,
since these volunteers had experience or were currently teaching English at junior high schools
in Indonesia, they could give feedback from the perspectives of an Indonesian teacher teaching
English at the junior high schools in Indonesia, who were the participants in this study. Their
experience in the field was believed significant in pointing out what might have been clear,
ambiguous, or even irrelevant questions or items in the survey. Finally, I chose these volunteers
because it was more practical as I was personally acquainted with them. It could help me
generate feedback quickly and relatively easily as I could ask them, recheck, and confirm if
certain questions had been clear or were still ambiguous or hard to understand.
The distributed survey consists of five parts (see Appendix C). The first part comprised
questions that elicited teachers’ demographic information such as their educational background,
years of teaching, status, workplace, etc. These items were needed to see the distribution of the
survey and used to determine participant selection for the second phase of the study after the
analysis of the data obtained in the first phase. The second part of the survey focused on
teachers’ perspectives on WE-based TEIL at the junior high school level. This part mainly
focused on answering the first research question, which is “What are teachers’ perspectives on
incorporating World Englishes into the teaching of English as an international language at the
junior high school level in Indonesia?” The questions in this part of the survey were designed in
such a way to conform to how experts have discussed WE and the teaching of English as an
international language such as Matsuda (2017), Kachru (2014), Marlina and Giri (2014),
Matsuda (2012), Kirkpatrick (2007), Kachru and Nelson (2006), Jenkins (2006), and
Rajagopalan (2004) to name a few. For example, the questions varied and discussed not only the
linguistic varieties in addition to American and British English, but also the speakers and the
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cultural aspects. These were also used in formulating questions in the next parts of the survey
about social media and professional development. The third part of the survey focuses on
teachers’ use of social media in implementing WE-based TEIL on junior high school level. The
questions were tailored based on the discussion on social media in second language education
such as Reinhardt (2019), Xodabande (2017), and Shyamlee and Phil (2012). The questionnaires
asked not only about teachers’ use of social media in finding teaching materials but also their use
of social media for students’ learning in the classroom. This part mainly focused on answering
the second research question, which is “How have teachers used social media as potential
resources to incorporate WE into the teaching of English as an international language at the
junior high school level in Indonesia?” Furthermore, the fourth part of the survey consisted of
questions about teachers’ professional development in general and in relation to WE-based TEIL
in particular. The questionnaires inquired participants about professional development
experiences such as the frequency, the provider, and the content particularly in relation to WorldEnglishes. This part mainly focused on answering the third research question, which is “How
have teachers experienced professional development in relation to English teaching in general
and the incorporation of WE in particular?” Finally, the last part of the survey informed the
participants about the possibility of being contacted and selected for the second phase of the
study.
The survey was administered online using Qualtrics of the University of Arizona. The
survey began with the IRB-approved consent forms, both in English and Indonesian, explaining
what the study was about and other details. The survey was designed in such a way that only
participants who consented would be able to proceed to the next parts of the survey and complete
them. They were also allowed to quit anytime. Meanwhile, teachers who did not consent would
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be taken to the end of the survey and would not be able to either see or answer the questions in
the survey. Furthermore, the link to the survey was shared in the English Teacher Forum
WhatsApp Group Chat from the second week of December 2019 to the second week of January
2020. Reminders to voluntarily take the survey were also sent to the group chat between those
timeframes. It was noted that the survey was first taken on December 13, 2019 and lastly taken
on January 9, 2020.

3.3.2.2 Observations
Observations were conducted in the second phase of the study to collect qualitative data
to help explain and clarify the results in the survey (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). There were
two kinds of observations in this study. The first was the observation on the regular meetings of
the English Teacher Forum or MGMP. I attended their meetings officially to observe for my
research. I attended the meetings twice on January 28, 2020, which was attended by around 50
English teachers, and on February 4, 2020, which was attended by around 60 English teachers. I
observed and took some notes on the content or the topic of discussion of the meeting. I
particularly took notes of the languages that teachers used in the meetings, the mention of World
Englishes and any content related to the teaching of English as an International Language. I also
audio-recorded the meetings to recheck and confirm my data in case I missed something in my
notes later.
The second kind of observation was the class observations. I observed the classes of the
6 focal teachers in this study twice in a row. The observations were started from February 5,
2020 to February 21, 2020. It was done in two approximately 90-minute English classes to
observe how these teachers carried out their views on WE-based TEIL and their use of social
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media. For the class observations, I focused on teachers’ and students’ language use to help
analyze their language ideology, teacher’s and students’ interaction including teachers’ responses
to students’ English, teachers’ explanation regarding the topic that was being taught, etc. The
classes were also audio-recorded to recheck and confirm my data in case I missed something in
my notes later.

3.3.2.3 Focus Group Discussion
Focus group discussion was conducted in the second phase of the study. Similar to
observations, focus group discussion was also conducted to collect qualitative data to help
explain and clarify the results in the first phase of the study (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). The
focus group discussion was used to discuss teachers’ view on WE-based TEIL, the use of social
media, and their professional development experiences. Through the focus group discussion, I
hoped to elicit teachers’ opinions that they would perhaps not share in personal or individual
interview. Krueger and Casey (2000) and Guest et al. (2013) recommend focus group interviews
for studies aiming to explore people’s perspectives on a topic, which was also the purpose of this
study. Only the six focal teachers were included in this data collection. They were sent a Doodle
App invitation to decide on the date and time they could all agree and come to have the focus
group discussion. Five teachers agreed and managed to attend in person. Meanwhile, one
teacher, Rani, attended it online via Skype due to some personal occurrences and was able to join
only for around the first 30 minutes due to a trouble with her internet connection.
The focus group discussion was held in a school where one of the teachers worked on
February 21, 2020, after the class observations of all focal teachers were finished and before
individual interviews were conducted. This was done on purpose so that questions formulated to
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guide the flow of the discussion could be based on the class observations and the survey, and
later the data obtained from the focus group discussion could be confirmed in the individual
interviews. As the focus group discussion was held in a comfortable setting, participants could be
more at ease in sharing their thoughts on the topic being studied. Indeed, it provided
opportunities for teachers to express their ideas and find something they could agree or disagree
with from other teachers’ ideas. This helped to focus on and confirm specific issues emerging or
found in the study as the participants could provide more details, and teachers could confirm or
give different perspectives based on their different backgrounds. Indeed, even though the focus
group discussion was semi-structured, i.e. the questions were prepared in advance as a guide,
these questions were not to restrict any participants from exploring specific topics related to the
study, which was either emerging or being discussed in the focus group.
Before the focus group discussion was started, teachers were given an IRB-approved
consent form (see Appendix D and E) to read and sign. I explained that this consent form was for
their involvement in the second phase of the study, including class observations and individual
interviews. They were also encouraged to ask questions if there was any part of the consent form
that they did not understand. Furthermore, I explained to the participants that their confidentiality
would be kept, and I encouraged them to keep everything discussed in the focus group discussion
to themselves. However, I also acknowledged that I could not guarantee that other teachers
would keep their confidentiality once they left the focus group discussion site. Hence, I
emphasized that their participation was voluntary and that they could withdraw from the study at
any time and could request to redact any data they did not want to be revealed in the final written
report of the study. The focus group discussion lasted for about 1 hour and 30 minutes and was
mostly done in Indonesian, the formal language everyone understood. However, the use of other
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languages such as English and local languages like Madurese and Javanese was also allowed.
Teachers were not restricted to any particular language; they were encouraged to use any
language they felt comfortable with. I took some fieldnotes during the focus group discussion,
which I also audio-recorded in order to check and confirm my fieldnotes later.

3.3.2.4 Interviews
Similar to observations and focus group discussion, individual interviews with the 6
focal participants were also conducted as a follow-up to collect qualitative data to help explain
and clarify the results in the first phase of the study (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). In-depth
interviews were also used because they were “well suited to asking questions about polarizing,
sensitive, confidential, or highly personal topics” (Guest et al., 2013, p. 116). Hence, the semistructured interviews were conducted individually and separately to explore teachers’ answers on
the survey and their opinions during focus group discussion. The semi-structured interviews
were conducted to enable teachers to share thoughts that they did not feel comfortable sharing in
the presence of other teachers in the focus group discussion. It offered a more private setting and
space for teachers to express their opinions more comfortably and at more ease. In general, the
questions used as a guide were the same as the questions used to guide the focus group
discussion (see Appendix F), except that some questions were added and customized based on
what each teacher said in the focus group discussion and the class observations of each teacher.
Accordingly, individual interviews were conducted after all class observations and the
focus group discussion was conducted. Teachers were sent a Doodle App invitation to confirm
the date and the time they would prefer to have the interview. I provided some dates and times,
one of which each teacher could pick on the first come-first serve basis; i.e. the faster they picked
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the date, the more options they had. This allowed me to schedule each interview separately and
easily so that I had time to move from one interview site to another site in case it happened on
the same day. Teachers were also given the option to choose the place they would prefer for the
interview to minimize any inconvenience they had and to ensure that they would feel
comfortable with the place, date, and time of the interview. However, all of the 6 focal teachers
chose to be interviewed at the school where they worked. Hence, the individual interview was
held at these respective places.
The individual interviews lasted from around 30 minutes to 1 hour and were conducted
from February 24, 2020 to February 27, 2020. Before starting the interview, I explained how the
interview would go and I also read the information in the IRB-approved consent form that they
signed when joining focus group discussion, except for Rani who joined the discussion online
and thus signed the form right before the interview started. The participants were also reminded
that they could withdraw from the study anytime and were allowed the freedom to request any
data they did not want me to use in the final written report of the study.
An interview was also done with Huda, who had a leadership role in the English teacher
forum. Huda’s participation in the study enabled me to receive more information about the
English teacher forum and activities as well as the content of professional development provided
in the forum. Hence, the questions for Huda were formulated accordingly to understand the
teacher forum better (see Appendix G). All interviews were audio-recorded and later transcribed
verbatim, and only parts that were used for direct quotes were later translated in the findings
chapters. To keep participants’ confidentiality, actual names were not used in any of the files
when storing the data as well as in the transcripts. Indeed, similar to the focus group discussion,
all interviews were mostly done in Indonesian, the formal language everyone understood, while
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also allowing the use of other languages that the participants spoke including English. In short,
teachers were given the freedom to use the language they preferred.
In conclusion, the data instruments used in this study were designed to help provide
richer data on teachers’ views about the teaching of English as an international language, the
factors that might have influenced their beliefs, and the relationship between these factors and
their views. These data were also useful in explaining and confirming the results of the survey in
the first phase of the study. Furthermore, the qualitative data from classroom observations, the
focus-group discussion, and individual interviews were triangulated to examine whether their
views were carried out in the pedagogical real practice in the classroom; i.e. if there was a match
between the survey results and the interviews with the classroom observations and focus group
discussion.

3.4. Data Analysis
3.4.1 Analysis on Quantitative Data
The data obtained from the survey in the first phase of the study were analyzed using
descriptive and inferential statistics. While the data were used to describe the phenomenon in
general, the participants were grouped based on their demographical info and their answers were
analyzed accordingly to examine if there was a certain pattern in terms of their views on WEbased TEIL, their use of social media, and their professional development experience. The data
were also used to determine the participants to be included in the second phase.
Inferential statistics were used with the second part of the survey on items about
teachers’ views on WE-based TEIL at junior high school levels that were scored and later
analyzed statistically. In general, the value of each answer to each question or item in this part
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was given a value as the followings: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agree or
Disagree, 4=Agree, and 5=Strongly Agree. The items that were scored this way were items 1, 3,
5, 7, 10, 12, 15, 16, and 18. However, since some reversed items were also given in the
questionnaires, the scores were also reversed, i.e. 5=Strongly Disagree, 4=Disagree, 3=Neither
Agree or Disagree, 3=Agree, and 1=Strongly Agree. The items whose scored were reversed
were items 2, 4, 6, 8, 9, 11, 13, 14, 17, and 19. The total score for each participant was then
calculated and used in the statistical test to see if there was any difference between teachers with
different demographics.
Given that there were 19 questions focusing on WE-based TEIL, the lowest score would
be 19-43 (i.e. showing negative views on WE-based TEIL), the middle scores would be 44-69
(i.e. showing moderate views on WE-based TEIL), and the highest scores would be 70-95 (i.e.
showing positive views on WE-based TEIL). These scores were then statistically analyzed using
a two-tailed, independent samples t-test using R software. A two-tailed independent t-test, also
called two-sample t-test, was deemed appropriate as it “can be used to analyze a study of
samples from two preexisting populations— a quasi-experiment— or to analyze the results of
subjecting two randomly assigned samples to two different experimental conditions— a true
experiment” (Cohen, 2013, p. 225). While in this study, participants were not given any
treatment or experiment, participants’ demographic information such as employment status,
school location, educational background, etc. was pre-existing and could possibly correlate to
teachers’ scores of their perspectives on their WE-based TEIL obtained from the survey.
Some experts argue that an independent t-test could not be used with Likert-scale data
as ordinal data considering that the difference between one value and another was not the same,
e.g. the value difference between “agree” and “strongly disagree” might not be the same as the
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value difference between “disagree” and strongly disagree”. Meanwhile, an independent t-test
could only be used with an independent variable that is a nominal and dependent variable that is
either interval or ratio (Cohen, 2013). However, some experts believe that the use of independent
t-test with Likert-scale data was acceptable, appropriate, and valid because the data used were
not a single Likert-scale item but the total scores or the sums of some Likert-scale items
(Norman, 2010). Hence, the data obtained from Likert-scale items could be treated as interval
data and thus could be used with parametric statistics such as t-test, Pearson’s correlation,
analysis of variance, etc. (Carifio & Perla, 2008; Norman, 2010; Cohen, 2013). Accordingly,
several independent t-tests were used to analyze the data in the first phase of the study. The
independent variables used for these t-tests were status employment (public officers and nonpublic officers), degree of education (bachelor’s degree and master’s degree), school location
(city and suburb), and school status (public and private). The null hypothesis was that there were
no differences in teachers’ views on WE-based TEIL between public officer teachers and nonpublic officer teachers, between teachers who got a bachelor’s degree and teachers who got a
master’s degree, between teachers who worked at a school in the city and teachers who worked
at a school in the suburb, and between teachers who worked at a public school and teachers who
worked at a private school. I particularly used this analysis to examine if such backgrounds
affected teachers’ knowledge on WE or teachers’ access to professional learning opportunities
that provided WE content, which accordingly would affect teachers’ perspectives on WE-based
TEIL.
In addition, the Pearson’s product-moment correlation using R software was also tried
to see if there was a correlation between the number of languages the teachers spoke and their
views on WE-based TEIL and between the length of teachers’ teaching experiences and their
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views on WE-based TEIL. Pearson’s product moment correlation test was considered the right
test to analyze these data because it was used to evaluate the linear relationship between two
quantitative variables (Cohen, 2013). In this study, it was assumed that the more language
teachers spoke, the more positive their views on WE-based TEIL would be and the longer they
experienced teaching English, the more positive their views on WE-based TEIL would be.
Hence, the null hypothesis was that there was no correlation between the number of languages
teachers spoke and their views on WE-based TEIL and that there was no correlation between the
length of teachers’ teaching experience and their views on WE-based TEIL.
Meanwhile, the data obtained from the other parts of the survey were analyzed using
descriptive statistics and the data obtained from open-ended questions were thus analyzed as
qualitative data in the same way as the qualitative data obtained from the second phase of the
study. Descriptive statistics was used as “they enable researchers to organize, summarize, and
describe observations” (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 2010, p. 101). It thus could help to present the
data in a simpler and meaningful way. These data were, however, later interpreted qualitatively
in relation to the relevant theories and the previous studies and triangulated with the qualitative
data obtained in the second phase of the study.

3.4.2 Analysis on Qualitative Data
The audio recordings from the focus group interviews and individual interviews were
transcribed verbatim, categorized, coded, and analyzed accordingly based on the guidance on
qualitative data analysis provided by Gibbs (2007), Saldaña (2009), Merriam and Tisdell (2015),
and Creswell and Plano Clark (2017). Meanwhile, the audio recordings from the class
observations and the visit to the English Teacher Forum meeting were used to confirm the data in
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the fieldnotes and to revisit for transcription that was needed to support the arguments in the
findings. Fieldnotes were also written during the interviews to highlight the important parts of
the participants’ answers to help me find which parts of the recording should be translated or
quoted for the report. Indeed, in addition to explaining the results in the first phase of the study,
all data from the observations, focus-group discussion, and semi-structured interviews were
analyzed, interpreted, and triangulated to describe and explain the patterns found in the whole
study and to ensure its reliability (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017).
In the early stage of coding, I first checked and rechecked the transcripts, grouped them,
and categorized different parts of the transcripts based on the themes. For example, the part
where teachers focused on World Englishes was given a different color from the part in which
teachers talked about professional development and social media. These excerpts from all
teachers were then combined or regrouped based on each established theme. This made it easier
to look into, focus on, and analyze the data in answering each research question as the data
looked more organized, smaller, and simpler compared to when the data of all themes were still
mixed but separated between teachers. Aside from analyzing the codes based on the established
themes such as WE, TEIL, social media, and professional development, I also looked into and
identified emerging patterns in the study. For example, since there was not so much data
available to discuss professional development in relation to WE-based TEIL, the data analysis
was focused on other aspects of professional development. Then, I coded the texts in each group
in a descriptive manner, i.e. I noted certain topics that emerged and were discussed by the focal
participants. For example, for the topic of professional development, I codified the data and put
them into different sub-categories such as the content, the challenges, and the hopes of teachers.
These categories were then coded again for more specific details. Furthermore, I tried to
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highlight certain parts such as statements or quotes that could provide an in-depth understanding
of the researched topic. As I used these quotes to support my arguments in the findings, I tried to
crosscheck these parts with the teachers to ensure that I understood it correctly or that there was
no misinterpretations. Indeed, I also tried to crosscheck some general information that my focal
participants mentioned with non-focal participants who participated in the survey and who I
happened to be friends with or know personally. This was to make sure that my explanation was
clear and understandable enough and that teachers could understand what I meant the same way
the focal teachers conveyed their understanding on the topics to me. Lincoln and Guba (1985)
stated that such member checking as this, i.e. checking the data with the sources we collected it
from, was important as a way to increase credibility in research. In summary, in my data
analysis, I tried to increase the trustworthiness of my data by doing several things such as
triangulating the data from the survey, observation, focus group discussion, and individual
interviews as well as doing member checks with the participants.

3.4.3 Confidentiality
As explained in the IRB-approved consent forms that were signed by the participants,
the participants were informed about the potential risks of participating in this study. That is to
say that the participants took part in this study knowing the minimal potential risks, that
participation was voluntary, and that they could withdraw anytime. However, as the researcher, I
explained to the participants that I would keep their confidentiality by taking some measures. I
assured teachers that this study was not in any way conducted to judge or evaluate their
professionalism as teachers. I also told them that their real names would not be used and that
pseudonyms would be used. Any identifiable information such as names identified during the
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discussion and interviews was also redacted to prevent tracing the data back to the participants.
The redacted information included the name of the school and any data the participants requested
to not be included in the study. Moreover, I kept all the audio recordings and all files related to
the study in a secure location, e.g. the surveys, statistical calculations using R, and transcripts
were stored in a password-protected personal/unshared device. In addition, upon the completion
of writing the study report, all of the data were destroyed.

3.5. Summary
This study used mixed-method research design to collect both quantitative and
qualitative data in two phases, in which the data collection in the second phase was based on the
result of the first phase of the study. In the first phase, an online survey was distributed to
English teachers joining a local teacher forum called MGMP in Lumajang, Indonesia. The
survey comprised four sections that focused on teachers’ demographic information, WE-based
TEIL, social media, and professional development. 64 teachers participated, 6 of whom were
selected as the focal teachers in the second phase of the study. Class observations, focus group
discussion, and individual interviews were done with the 6 focal teachers. Observations of the
teacher forum meetings were also conducted as well as an interview with someone in charge of
the teacher forum. Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze the quantitative data
in the first phase of the study. Meanwhile, the qualitative data were categorized, coded, and
analyzed accordingly to get better understanding on the topics being studied. Member checking
and data triangulation were also done to ensure the trustworthiness of the collected data. Indeed,
some measurements were also taken to ensure participants’ confidentiality.
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CHAPTER 4
TEACHERS’ PERSPECTIVES ON WORLD-ENGLISHES-BASED TEACHING OF
ENGLISH AS AN INTERNATIONAL LANGUAGE

This chapter answers the first research questions: What are teachers’ perspectives on
incorporating World Englishes into the teaching of English as an international language at the
junior high school level in Indonesia? In this chapter, I present the data about teachers’
perspectives on English and World Englishes. Discussions based on the data analysis are
presented to understand teachers’ views better, not only based on the survey in Phase 1 but also
based on the observations during MGMP (Teacher’s Forum) meetings, class observations, focus
group discussion, and individual interviews. I begin by presenting the general result of the survey
on teachers’ views on WE-based teaching of English as an International Language. Then, I
explain how they view English in terms of ownership, nativespeakerism, English as an
International Language, and World Englishes. I then proceed to explain how the teachers carry
these views out on their teaching practice including their use of English, not only with the
students but also with fellow English teachers.
In regard to the survey, given that there are 19 questions focusing on WE-based TEIL,
the lowest score would be 19-43 (i.e. showing negative views on WE-based TEIL), the middle
scores would be 44-69 (i.e. showing moderate views on WE-based TEIL), and the highest score
would be 70-95 (i.e. showing positive views on WE-based TEIL). In this survey, however, the
scores of the 64 teachers who completed the survey show that they do not seem to have negative
views towards WE-based TEIL. The lowest score is 46 and the highest score is 80, with average
score of 62.33 and the median of 63. As many as 10 teachers (15.63%) got scores above 69, i.e.
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showing very positive views on WE-based TEIL, and the rest of the teachers (54 teachers,
84.37%) got scores between 44 and 69, i.e. showing moderate views on WE-based TEIL. Indeed,
none of the teachers got scores below 44, which means that none of teachers are strongly against
the idea of WE-based TEIL.
The summary of the results of the survey is provided below, with the questions in italic
having the reversed scores. Note: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agree or
Disagree, 4=Agree, and 5=Strongly Agree.
Table 4
Summary of Teachers’ View on WE-based TEIL in the Survey
Average
Number

Statements

1

2

3

4

5
Scores

1

2

3

I think students
should be
exposed to
different
1
11
4
36
12
English
varieties in
(1.56%) (17.19%) (6.25%) (56.25%) (18.75%)
addition to
American and
British
English.
I think students
should be
5
23
9
22
5
exposed to
American and
(7.81%) (35.94%) (14.06%) (34.38%) (7.81%)
British English
only.
I think
exposing
2
8
7
31
16
students to
different
(3.13%) (12.50%) (10.94%) (48.44%) (25.00%)
English
varieties will
help them learn

3.73

3.02

3.80
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4

5

6

7

and
communicate
in English
better.
I think
exposing
students to
different
English
varieties
spoken by
various
English
speakers will
make students
more confused
and hinder
their English
learning.
I think
exposing
students to
different
English
varieties
spoken by
various
English
speakers will
make students
more confident
with their own
English.
I think
exposing
students to
American and
British only
will make
English
learning easier
and more
motivating for
my students.
I think
exposing

6

28

12

15

3
3.30

(9.38%) (43.75%) (18.75%) (23.44%)

1

10

8

33

(4.69%)

12
3.70

(1.56%) (15.63%) (12.50%) (51.56%) (18.75%)

1

11

14

31

7
2.50

(1.56%) (17.19%) (21.88%) (48.44%) (10.94%)

1

7

4

37

15

3.91
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8

9

10

11

12

students to
different
English
varieties is
more realistic
because
students will
use English not
only with
American and
British people
but also others
in the world.
I think
exposing
students to
American and
British English
is more
realistic
because they
are the
standard of
English.
I encourage my
students to
speak like an
American or
British
speaker.
I encourage my
students to
speak
confidently
with their own
accent.
I specifically
search for a
native English
speaker to be
used for my
teaching
materials.
I specifically
search for a
non-native

(1.56%) (10.94%)

2

14

(6.25%)

12

(57.81%) (23.44%)

29

7
2.61

(3.13%) (21.88%) (18.75%) (45.31%) (10.94%)

3

13

10

35

3
2.66

(4.69%) (20.31%) (15.63%) (54.69%)

0

9

4

38

(4.69%)

13
3.86

(0.00%) (14.06%)

2

10

(6.25%)

12

(59.38%) (20.31%)

32

8
2.47

(3.13%) (15.63%) (18.75%) (50.00%) (12.50%)

0

15

24

23

2

3.19
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English
speaker to be
used for
my teaching

(0.00%) (23.44%) (37.50%) (35.94%)

(3.13%)

materials.

13

14

I do not really
care about the
English
speaker when
searching for
teaching
materials.
I emphasize
more on
native-like
pronunciation
and grammar
when
teaching

4

24

8

28

0
2.94

(6.25%) (37.50%) (12.50%) (43.75%)

2

8

10

43

(0.00%)

1
2.48

(3.13%) (12.50%) (15.63%) (67.19%)

(1.56%)

English.

15

16

I emphasize
more on
intelligibility
1
and
communicative (1.56%)
strategies when
teaching
English.
In addition to
American or
British
cultures, I
think it is
1
equally
important to
(1.56%)
teach students
about other
cultures
including their
own culture in
English.

5

2

(7.81%)

(3.13%)

3

5

47

9
3.91

(73.44%) (14.06%)

43

12
3.97

(4.69%)

(7.81%)

(67.19%) (18.75%)
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17

18

19

I think
American and
British cultures
3
31
16
14
0
are more
relevant to be
(4.69%) (48.44%) (25.00%) (21.88%) (0.00%)
taught in
English classes
compared to
other cultures.
I (want to)
purposefully
use World
Englishes to
0
3
10
43
8
make my
students more
(0.00%) (4.69%) (15.63%) (67.19%) (12.50%)
confident in
learning and
communicating
in English.
I (want to)
purposefully
use only
American and
5
20
13
26
0
British English
to teach
(7.81%) (31.25%) (20.31%) (40.63%) (0.00%)
students about
the only
correct
English.

3.36

3.88

3.06

In addition, statistical analysis was also done to see if there was any difference between
teachers with different demographics. These statistical analyses were utilized to determine
whether teachers were affected by such factors as educational background, teaching experience,
workplace, etc. Indeed, a two-tailed, independent samples t-test indicates that the views on WEbased TEIL do not statistically differ between public-officer teachers (n=37) and non-publicofficer teachers (n=27), with t(61.197)= .23645, p= .8139, α=.05. There is also no significant
difference on teachers’ views on WE-based TEIL between those who have received a bachelor’s
degree (n=57) or those having a master’s degree (n=6), with t(5.8219)= -1.5657, p= . 17, α=.05.
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Similarly, there is also no significant difference between those who teach at schools located in
the suburb (n=50) and those teaching at schools located in the city (n=14), with t(27.521)= 1.0111, p= .3208, α=.05. The two-tailed independent samples t-test also indicates that the views
of teachers who teach at public schools (n=45) and those teaching at private schools (n=19) does
not significantly differ with t(36.718)= -0.21532, p= .8307, α=.05. Indeed, the Pearson’s productmoment correlation shows that the number of languages the teachers speak also do not seem to
affect their views on WE-based TEIL (t(62)= .39272, p= .6959, α=.05). The Pearson’s productmoment correlation also shows that the length of teachers’ teaching experience does not correlate
with their views on WE-based TEIL (t(62)= .57209, p= .5693, α=.05). In other words, no matter
whether or not they are public officers, regardless of their educational degree, the schools where
they teach, how many languages they speak, or how long they have been teaching English, their
views on WE-based TEIL are relatively “similar” (i.e. not statistically or significantly different).

4.1 Teachers’ Views on English
4.1.1 Ownership of English
Widdowson (1994) stated that anyone speaking a variety of English can claim
ownership of English, i.e. English speakers from a certain variety should not claim theirs as the
standard English for others to learn as English is widely spread and might have developed
differently based on local cultures. In other words, people speaking English should be able to
think of English as their own language. However, the teachers in this study do not seem to have
such an ownership of English despite the fact that they have some level of English proficiency
and have been teaching English for quite some time. They, for example, seemed to exclude
English in answering the question about the number of languages they can speak in the survey
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(See Appendix C). Most of the teachers (38 out of 64 teachers, 59.38%) mentioned that they
could speak only two languages, 1 participant (1.56%) indicated only one language, 18
participants (28.13%) stated that they could speak only 3 languages, and 7 teachers (10.94%)
indicated that they could speak 4 languages. These results are a bit unexpected since, having a
similar background and coming from the same culture as well as based on my observations, I can
confidently say that these teachers are at least trilingual, i.e. they can speak at least three
languages: English, Indonesian as the national language, and either Javanese or Madurese as one
of the local languages.
Nevertheless, while they were not asked to write what languages they could speak, the
interviews with the focal teachers reveal that they did not think of English as their own language
and they did not think their English was good enough to be included as one of the languages they
could speak when answering the survey. Rani, for example, indicated in her response to the
survey that she spoke only two languages. I asked her about this during the individual interview
thinking that maybe Rani had been raised with only Indonesian and no local languages. Hence, I
assumed that maybe the two languages she spoke were Indonesian and English. However, Rani
acknowledged to me that the two languages she meant were Indonesian and Javanese. She
thought that her English was not good enough so she did not count it, as seen in the interview
with her:
Me: In the survey, you said that you spoke only two languages. Do you mean English
and Indonesian only?
Rani: Eh?
Me: Does it mean you cannot speak Javanese? [Note: Javanese is the common local
language spoken in the area].
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Rani: Of course, I can.
Me: It means you speak more than two languages, right?
Rani: Actually, when I answered the survey, I was thinking of Indonesian and Javanese.
It’s because when I have to speak English, I feel like it takes longer to think.
Me: What does it mean?
Rani: I feel that my English skills are very low.
A similar answer was also given by Budi when I asked him the same question during
the interview:
Me: In the survey, you said that you spoke only two languages. What are they?
Budi: I’m sorry. I’m not very good at English and Arabic.
Me: Does it mean you excluded Indonesian and Javanese when answering the survey?
[Note: I asked this question because the interview was actually done in both
Indonesian and Javanese].
Budi: No, to be more precise, the two languages I meant were Indonesian and Javanese.
As seen in his remarks, Budi thought he was not very good at English and used it as an excuse
for not including it as one of the languages that he spoke. He did not believe that he could claim
ownership over English even though he learned and later taught the language. He felt that
English did not belong to him.
In addition, during one of my class observations, another teacher, Dewi explicitly told
the students that English was not their language. Using her own words, “Bahasa Inggris bukan
bahasamu sendiri, makanya kamu perlu kamus.” [i.e. English is not your own language, that’s
why you need the dictionary]. Clearly, Dewi did not claim any ownership of English, implying
that English is the language of “others” that they had to learn for some reasons. The mention of
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the need to use a dictionary implied that they might not need a dictionary when they learn “their
own languages.” Further, this emphasizes the foreignness of English, in which there are many
things that the students would not know if they did not use a dictionary; that is, in order to learn
the correct English, they must use a dictionary.

4.1.2 Nativespeakerism and Standard English
It has been argued that the “native speaker”, as a descriptive label, is racist and
discriminatory, as native speakers are often associated with being White (Brutt-Griffler &
Samimy, 2001; Motha, 2006) and often preferred as language teachers over others despite
lacking pedagogical skills in English teaching (Floris, 2014). With Widdowson’s (1994) concept
of English ownership, this concept of nativespeakerism (including standard English) has started
to be abandoned as everyone is believed to be a native speaker of a particular English variety. In
other words, while Americans are native speakers of American English and British of British
English, Indians are also native speakers of Indian English, Singaporeans of Singaporean
English, etc. Hence, American English should not be the standard for Singaporeans, British,
Indians, etc.
In this study, in contrast to how teachers do not claim English as their own language,
they believe that English does not belong to native speakers only. As English has spread all over
the world, they believe that everyone can speak English quite well. They also use what they
consider non-native English speakers as an example to motivate students to practice their
English. Rani, for instance, used an Indian English speaker as an example.
Rani : I also present non-British and non-American. I once presented some news from
abroad but not from USA or England.
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Me : Why is that?
Rani : That’s because I want the students to know that we don’t have to come from
America or London to speak English. Because the students usually say something
like, “But I’m not from London, Miss. Why should I speak English?” Their basic is
already weak, so I think about which example I should use. And people from India
have a very heavy accent, right? And the students are like, “Miss, they aren’t
American. They aren’t from London.” And so, I tell them, “Right. They’re not from
America or London and they can speak English. They can be English news
presenter, so why can’t you?” I told them that. “You know that India is heavily
populated, and the economy is similar to that of our country as well as developing
countries.” That’s what I said to compare as well as to motivate them.
Rani pointed out how Indian English speakers had a “heavy accent” but did not see it as a
problem. She also pointed out the similarities between India and Indonesia to encourage students
that they could learn and speak English confidently like Indian English speakers did. Similarly,
Budi also tried to use a certain Asian English speaker to motivate the students. Similar to Rani,
Budi also followed Tollefson (2007), in choosing English varieties as the model based on what
he believed would be helpful for his students’ learning. However, the transcript below shows his
preference about which English is considered clear and easy to understand or not.
Budi: To motivate students, I usually use Jack Ma. He’s from China, right? But his
pronunciation is clear, easy to understand. Well, in general East Asian accents like
Japanese are hard to understand, maybe due to their style, but Jack Ma is different. I
like his English.
Me : So, you emphasize more on clarity?
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Budi : Yes, that’s right.
This preference, however, becomes a double-edged sword when it comes to viewing
English as an International language in the scope of World Englishes. While teachers
acknowledge that they emphasize more on clarity than whether or not the speaker is a native or
not, what they deem as clear is affected much by their experience in learning English and their
familiarity with or how much they have been exposed to and interacted with certain English
variants. In other words, while they do not believe that American or British English is the
standard or better than any variants, they do think that those variants are somehow more clear
and easier to understand because they have more exposure to those variants and thus are more
familiar with them and able to understand them more easily. Hence, they become their preferred
varieties. This belief supports the existing literature that states that American and British English
is still preferred (Kramadibrata, 2016; Siregar, 2010; Smith, 1991; Zacharias, 2003).
The belief that English speakers do not have to be native speakers from the inner-circle
countries is shown in the following transcripts during the individual interviews with Dewi as
well as Nana. Dewi affirmed that they did not emphasize a certain English variety in her
teaching. She did not ask students to speak a certain English variety but admitted that she used
American English more often because she thought it was more flexible and easier. She even
thought that British was a bit harder, and if she used Singaporean English, she believed she
would not understand what was being said. In a separate interview, Nana added that even though
she wanted to teach students different variants of English, she could not really do it because she
did not think she was knowledgeable enough on the topic and that she was only familiar with
American and British English, as those were the varieties she learned about throughout her
education and perhaps felt the most comfortable with. She tended to use those varieties because
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she believed she could understand and thus explain them better. This is in line with what Smith
and Nelson (1985) and Siregar (2010) stated; that is, exposure to the varieties caused familiarity
and thus intelligibility and when the varieties were considered difficult to understand, they
tended to be disliked.
In addition, the fact that teachers often mentioned American and British English as a
variety is interesting because when asked about their own English, they were often unsure about
it. Almost all of them could not name what English variety that they spoke. Some of them even
mentioned that maybe it was Indonesian or even Javanese English. This excerpt below from
Amir’s interview might best illustrate this phenomenon.
Amir: I am not aware if the English I am using is American or British or Australian. I
am not aware of them. But sometimes I feel like, “Maybe this is more like
American English” because I know Mr. Bean’s English is not like that. Sometimes
I even think something like, “Well, maybe this is not American English. Maybe this
is just Indonesian English.” Sometimes I think that way. So, this is not something
important for me whether I apply American, British or other style of English,
because in secondary school or, sorry, junior high school, mmm, we should evoke
our student, we should give much space to the student to speak, not to make them
afraid because of having standard English.
What is also interesting from this excerpt is the fact that even though Amir did not
impose certain English varieties on students, i.e., saying he just wanted the students to feel
confident to speak English, he also acknowledged the existence of standard English, which he
seemed to prefer for the students to speak if they were not in junior high school levels. This
preference toward a certain variety is also shown by the other teachers such as in Dewi’s case
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that was discussed in the previous paragraph, i.e. preferring American English to British and
Singaporean because she thought American English was easier to understand compared to the
other varieties. However, while teachers believed that using a certain variety as a model was
better for students, they were also okay if the output was not American or British English, as
long as the students’ language was intelligible, despite hoping for more closeness to those
varieties in the future or in higher level. Nana, for instance, thought that it was better to change
students’ Madurese accent when speaking English while they were still in junior high school
level or before it was too late. She stated, “[I told my students] while you were still in high
school, change [i.e. get rid of] your [Madurese] accent. How? By listening to those [English]
songs. Don’t listen to only dangdut [i.e. Indonesian music genre/songs].”

4.1.3 Language Ideology
Woolard (1998) refers to language ideology as “representations, whether explicit or
implicit, that construe the intersection of language and human beings in a social world” (p. 3).
This kind of belief system affects speakers’ choices and understandings – albeit sometimes
implicitly – in their social communication and interactions (McGroarty, 2010). In second
language teaching and learning context, language ideology is believed to be one of the major
factors in determining language policy (McGroarty, 2010). It could also underline the orientation
in language planning such as whether a language is seen as a problem, a right, or a resource
(Ruiz, 1984). In other words, it affects not only what language to learn but also whether or not
the use of a certain language, usually the first language, is allowed in learning the target
language.
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When it comes to the use of English and other languages in English classrooms in
Indonesia, it is worth noting that the context is distinctly different from many other contexts in
the existing literature, which are often situated in the United States or countries where English is
the language of instruction in all classes and not just in English classes. The previous literature
discussing English language ideology in the classrooms is often concerned about the English
only policy, in which students’ first languages might be seen either as a problem or as a support,
which leads to the existence of additive and subtractive language ideologies (McGroarty, 2010).
In Indonesia, however, the presence of additive language ideology was very strong as teachers
and students actively used their first languages in learning English. As English is still seen as a
foreign language and the medium of instruction at school is usually not English but Indonesian,
students are allowed to speak other languages than English including Indonesian and their local
languages especially outside English classrooms. This might make some people think that it is
acceptable to make an English only policy in Indonesian English classrooms considering that
students need a lot of input of the language they are learning and that the English classrooms
might be the only opportunities students get to practice their English, either with other students
or with their English teachers. However, what has happened in the schools that I observed in this
study is quite different.
Referring to Seargeant (2008), the language ideology in Indonesian English classrooms
might be viewed as a pluricentric view of languages, in which multi languages are welcome and
supported. This is in line with the pro-multilingualism language ideology described by
Fitzsimmons-Doolan (2014), in which languages other than English are allowed in classrooms.
In Indonesian English classrooms, not only are students allowed to speak Indonesian and their
local or first language, they also are not given enough opportunities to speak English in the
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English classes. Out of the six focal teachers whose classes I observed for this study, only one
teacher actually spoke English and had students speak English most of the time. The other
teachers, when they spoke English, usually provided translations in Indonesian and Javanese. I
also observed that the students rarely spoke English in their classes. They used English mostly
and only when they were reading English texts. The two teachers I observed rarely spoke English
while teaching, just like noted by Hidayati (2012). Overall, English is still perceived as a foreign
language and is not used frequently outside the English classroom.
When asked about the minimal use of English in their teaching during the interviews,
the teachers in this study stated that they were worried that students might not understand when
the content was explained in English.
Nana: In the class, even though the materials are English, I teach the students using
Indonesian. Well, some years ago I once tried to use English because at that time
there was this teacher who said “Let’s try to use full English” and I thought that
perhaps I would be graded badly if I did not use English so I used full English.
However, [when I did that], the students seemed blank/lost [i.e. not understanding
the explanation]. Well, some students did understand and would be like, “Like this,
like that.” But it got me to think, if I used full English and they did not understand,
then maybe I could use English only occasionally along with Indonesian. But then
it became a habit [i.e. speaking Indonesian in English classes], so somehow English
is not used anymore. Well, maybe I should still use it.
Nana’s experience regarding the use of English in her class made her think that it was better to
not use English when explaining the content. She believed that this would help students
understand more quickly. Hence, she could save time to teach the required content.
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This phenomenon shows that teachers’ use of language and their language ideology had
more to do with efficiency and practicality rather than strong devotion or even abhorrence
toward a language or a certain variety. The issue about saving or using time to cover the required
curriculum meant that students needed to acquire certain skills in a short period of time in the
semester, which included completing numerous necessary tests with minimum passing grades.
Hence, fearing that they would be considered failing in teaching the students, the teachers often
resorted to focusing on how to teach students to do well on those short-term tests at the cost of
their long-term language learning. This was expressed during the focus group discussion and
individual interviews, in which teachers often mentioned that what students needed was just
passing the test. One teacher, Dewi, for example, said “I tell my students, “Focus on answering
the questions and passing the tests first. If you have more interest in English, you can study again
using songs, movies, etc.”
In other words, the teachers did not prioritize students’ speaking and listening skills
because they were not assessed, especially in the national exams that partly determine their
graduation. As Dewi explained,
The tests are theoretically based. If only we had interviews in the national exams, such
as interviews in English, then maybe English will be used. But we don’t have it, right?
Everything is written. Almost all tests are written. And we don’t really have [speaking]
tests.
Indeed, regarding the written skills, the teachers did not focus on teaching students to understand
the language but instead on teaching students the tricks and strategies to do the test without
having to understand the meaning of the whole text. This was something I also observed in the
classes. Budi, for example, explained plural vs singular briefly in Indonesian when discussing
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how to write out daily routines in English. He gave students some questions, in which students
had to fill in the blank with the right forms of verbs (i.e. using do/does). He then encouraged
students not to translate the whole sentence but to look at the Subject and Verb only (while
ignoring the rest of the sentence) to understand the pattern.
Furthermore, the teachers also asserted that some students were struggling even with
Indonesian, which was another reason for the teachers to allow the use of the local languages.
Dewi, for instance, mentioned this case with her students.
Dewi : You know, not all of the students have mastered Indonesian, let alone English.
They are even still struggling practicing Javanese even though it’s their everyday
language. “This should be like this.” But, they do not know how they should use
Kromo ngoko or kromo Inggil*. [*Note: Javanese is a hierarchical language where
they have three different forms when speaking to peers Madya, those younger, and
those more senior/elderly. Kromo ngoko is the lowest form and considered to be
impolite if used to speak with the elderly, while Kromo Inggil is the highest and the
most polite form and supposed to be used with the elderly or those more
senior/respected].
Me : Is it because Kromo Inggil is rarely used now?
Dewi : Well, yes. But, it’s their own language and they don’t even know it. So I tell
them that it’s normal if they learn English and they don’t know a lot because it’s
someone else’s language.
The same phenomenon was also described in the focus group discussion by Rani who
taught at the Islamic boarding school where the students came from various parts of Indonesia
and hence spoke different local languages. Rani mentioned that she did not always understand
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the students’ local languages so she often asked peers to translate between languages (Indonesian
and local languages) to help them understand better. This, however, could not be done in English
because the students’ English skills were considered insufficient.
Rani : In terms of understanding, let alone speaking a foreign language such as English,
they cannot even do well in using and understanding Indonesian. That’s because
many of them come from afar. Some students speak Sasak as their first language,
some speak Madurese, and there are also students coming from Cilacap, Lombok,
NTB, and even Papua. [i.e. implying they speak different local languages].
These comments indicate that the teachers believed that it would be difficult for students to
understand English if they did not understand the concepts in Indonesian. This illustrates
pluricentric language ideology (Seargeant (2008), additive language ideology (McGroarty,
2010), and pro-multilingualism (Fitzsimmons-Doolan, 2014), i.e. the teachers acknowledged
multilingualism, taught English as an addition to the first languages, and used the first languages
to help acquire the target language instead of seeing the first languages as a hindrance or getting
rid of the first languages to acquire another language.
In addition, one of the teachers, Amir, mentioned that when students spoke in English,
they might get teased or bullied by their friends, so he did not want to be strict about students not
speaking English. Amir stated that even though he created a WhatsApp group for his classes, he
would be okay if students did not use English because he understood that they might get teased
(i.e. he used the word bully, but I think teasing is what he means). When the students sent him
messages privately (such as asking questions or discussing other English events), he became
stricter and required the students to use English.
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Amir mentioned that this phenomenon of getting teased had to do with the local
Javanese culture, in which people are expected to humble themselves. English is considered elite
and prestigious. Hence, speaking English is considered a way of showing off, or being proud of
oneself, and hence will be despised. This same reason might also be why even the English
teachers rarely used English when communicating with their fellow English teachers, not only
during focus group discussion but in almost all English Teacher Forum (MGMP) meetings that I
observed, in which they mostly used Indonesian. This somewhat shows a contradiction of
English values and ideology; that is, while English is taught and learned because it is considered
prestigious, its use is shunned since its prestige did not align with the local values that the
teachers embraced.

4.1.4 Teachers’ Use of English
Similar to how teachers excused students’ lack of English use, some teachers did
mention similar issues about their own use of English, not only with the students but also with
fellow English teachers. In other words, despite their wish to have more chances to use English,
teachers also often refrained from using the language. Indeed, instead of not speaking English
because they were afraid they would make mistakes or be ashamed of their English, they often
stated that the reason they did not speak English is because they did not want to be considered
prideful or showing off. They wanted to be polite and respectful, and hence used Indonesian and
Javanese, in which politeness could be expressed better.
Nana: In my case, I’m afraid they would think of me as an “English snob”. Well, if it’s
with my students, I always tell them to greet me in English even though it’s just
“Good Morning” as long as they use English. Sometimes I also tell them that it’s
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okay if they don’t understand. But if it’s with the fellow English teachers,
especially those more senior than me, [if I use English] I’m afraid they would think
something like, “Are you showing off that you can speak English because you’re
still young?” I’m afraid I’d be told something like that. What do we call it?
Insecure?
Me : So it’s not...you know, sometimes people don’t want to speak English because
they’re afraid of making mistakes and getting laughed at for that? But it doesn’t
seem to be your reason.
Nana : Well, I’m fine with making mistakes, my English is not that good. It’s okay.
That’s how I think.
Nevertheless, these comments could also be teachers’ strategies in protecting
themselves, i.e. to avoid being seen as struggling with their English, given that teachers are often
expected to have good English and demanded to always be “in-the-know”. This is because, even
though they often state they are not ashamed or afraid of making English mistakes or for
speaking English with their local accents because they are not native speakers, when pursued
further they actually showed some forms of insecurity, in which they were not confident with
their English and were afraid of getting judged for that.
Nana : In the beginning, I was happy in MGMP Swasta group [English Teacher Forum
for non-public officer teachers]. I didn’t care if I made mistakes as long as I
typed in English. I got the enthusiasm from Mr. Budi, one of the people in charge
of MGMP Swasta [i.e. Private Teacher Forum]. He used English in the group, and
everyone did the same, so I got encouraged to practice English too. But then there
was this person, I don’t want to assume but I think they are one of those
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seniors/elders. They said, “It’s okay if I used Indonesian, right?” and then everyone
used Indonesian. Whatever is discussed, we now use Indonesian.
Me : Not going back to using English?
Nana : No, not going back at all. I’m actually looking forward to such moments.
Me : Why don’t you start first?
Nana : Well, no, what would they think of me? They would think I am being a snob,
showing off, something like that. That’s how I think.
Me : Then you can create a group with me [and practice English].
Nana : What if I made a mistake? I’d be embarrassed.
Me : It’s fine. English is not our first language.
Nana : Ah, you’re right.
Hence, even though logically they believe that it is only natural for them to not speak like native
speakers and that it is normal to make mistakes, they are subconsciously scared that their English
would not be considered good enough and worried that they would make a mistake that could be
considered an embarrassment for an English teacher.
Indeed, some teachers suspected that the actual reason teachers did not use English was
not because they were worried about students’ inability to understand English. They also doubted
that it was because teachers were scared of being considered a snob. On the contrary, they
expressed concern that the actual cause was teachers’ own low English proficiency. Amir, in
particular, seemed very sure about this. He said, “…sometimes, rather than being worried about
students not understanding the lesson [when explained in English], I am worried that it was
actually caused by teachers’ lack of [English] competence.”
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Similar concern was also expressed by Dewi. She said that teaching English at junior
high school level somehow decreased teachers’ English competence and proficiency. It was
because they did not get enough chance to communicate in English, except with fellow English
teachers. That opportunity, however, was also rare except when they had special group in which
English was made mandatory. Further, she said,
Knowledge wise, we only use the same English. We can’t even teach something like
how to write an article fully in English. No. So we just learn about introduction [e.g.
lessons on how to introduce oneself]. It’s only certain content such as degree of
comparison. And that’s it. Meanwhile, when I was studying English in college, such
things were only of small percentage. I had to write, analyze, and such too. And I really
had to write them all in English.
Dewi’s statement implies that her English might have been better when she was just a student in
the university because she had more opportunities to learn and actually use English. Meanwhile,
teaching at junior high schools did not give her the same opportunities, neither did it give her
some urgency to keep using English at a more complicated level. It was because the English
materials or content that she had to teach were only “simple” materials and she had to level down
her English to match that of the students.
Nevertheless, Amir thought that when teachers did not speak English with students
because they were worried students would not understand, they were actually underestimating
students. Amir argued that today’s students were smarter than students of his generation,
especially because they grew up in a richer English-environment, in which more English words
and terms were used in daily life. Amir argued that students now tend to be familiar with
computer and games that use English and that such conditions are inevitable. Amir further
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elaborated that even those not knowing English have already been using English words without
knowing. Words such as “otw [i.e. on the way]” and “share loc” [i.e. share location], for
example, have been popular and widely used in Indonesia. Hence, he thought that it would be a
waste if teachers did not make a good use of such a supportive environment.

4.2 Teachers’ Views on World-Englishes based Teaching of English
as an International Language
As English has spread widely, there are some terms that are used to discuss English
such as English as a Lingua Franca (EIL), English as an International Language (EIL), and
World Englishes (WE). While they can be intertwined sometimes, some experts try to underline
the difference of each term by focusing on what each term emphasizes. Kilickaya (2009), for
instance, emphasizes that English as a Lingua Franca focuses more on the use of English by
people who do not share a common language. In this case, people whose first language is not
English can communicate with one another using English, e.g. Indonesians communicate with
Japanese, Chinese, Vietnamese, etc. in English. Meanwhile, the term World Englishes has been
derived from Kachru’s (1988; 2014) Concentric Circle model, in which English speakers and
varieties are divided based on how English is spread such as inner circle countries, outer circle
countries, and the expanding circle countries. Indeed, it is often focused more on the distinct
features of each variety such as how an English variety might differ from another based on its
development in the local cultures. However, in its development, the terms seem to be embraced
under English as an International Language, in which English is spoken not only between those
whose first language is not English and those whose first language is English but also between
people who do not speak English as their first language. Hence, in the Teaching English as an
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international language (TEIL) context, students are prepared to use English not only with native
speakers but also as it is used in the global world by the international community (Marlina, 2017;
Matsuda, 2002; Matsuda, 2018).

4.2.1 English as an International Language
In this study, it seems that English as an international language (EIL) as a term is not
new to the teachers. In the survey, when asked about their understanding of teaching English as
an international language, many teachers mentioned international, communication, tool, people
in the world, and various nations. Only one teacher specifically mentioned “Teaching English as
good as the native ones” and another mentioned “communicate with foreigner who speaks
English.” This means that, in general, their understanding of teaching English as an international
language follows the discussion in the literature, in which teaching English should prepare
students to communicate with international people, not only those whose first language is
English (native English speakers) but also those whose first language is not English (non-native
English speakers), not only those in the inner circle but also those in the outer circle as well as
the expanding circle.
The result of the surveys is also mirrored in the individual interviews with the teachers.
All of the focal teachers in this study stated that the notion of English as an international
language was not new. They also believed that it was what they have been teaching the students.
Indeed, contrary to the previous ELT paradigm that emphasized preparing students to
communicate only with native speakers from an inner circle country, the teachers in this study
tended to focus on English as a lingua franca (ELF) in their understanding of the international
aspect of English. Instead of emphasizing communication with speakers from the inner circle
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countries, teachers gave specific examples of communication with those in the expanding circle.
Nana, for instance, mentioned that as English has been an international language, English will be
useful if she goes abroad, where she does not speak the local language.
This statement is also echoed by Amir, when he said,
[English as an international language is] English that is used when we gather with
people from various countries. For example, I cannot speak Japanese so when I talk to a
Japanese, I use English. It’s the same when I speak with someone from China or Saudi
Arabia. Even for Arabs, I think they learn English easier compared to learning
Indonesian.
This specific exemplification of the use of English with Arabs might be due to the fact
that Indonesia is the largest Muslim country, in which Arabic, which is often associated as the
Muslim language, might be expected to be used as an alternative of English. This is strengthened
by Rani’s statement, in which she also mentioned her parents’ experience when going on a
religious pilgrimage to Mecca.
Rani: I think using English as an international language makes it easier for us when we
want to go abroad, to help us understand what people say or what we want to say in
case we don’t understand their language. I have a personal story about it. When my
parents went to Mecca, they told me, “What you taught me [i.e. English] was
useful. I thought it would be full Arabic in Mecca, but it wasn’t. At least there were
some [English] writings.” They said the writings were at least two, in our own
language and in English. [Note: They were referring to the writing that was usually
used to guide the group coming from the same country]. Hence, I think
international language is useful, and by studying English we don’t have to learn too
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many languages because we can learn only one language as the international
language to use any where we go. That’s my opinion.
Indeed, what Amir and Rani said strengthens the international status of English. It shows that,
despite the cultural or Islamic closeness between Indonesian and Saudi Arabia, which can
possibly replace English with Arabic, English is still chosen as the lingua franca or the
international language because Indonesians do not speak Arabic and Arabs do not speak
Indonesian. Rani’s statement, however, resembles those English speaker monolinguals who
might not see the need to learn another language. In Rani’s case or perhaps in the case of other
non-native speakers of English, they might not see the need to learn another foreign or second
language when they have already learned English as an international language.
Furthermore, the discussion of English as an international language also highlights the
English ideology that exists in the literature, in addition to the language ideology that has been
discussed in the previous section. In general, teachers think of English as a tool that has great
values and that speaking English is considered prestigious. This was brought up by Budi, Dewi,
and Ani in their separate individual interviews. Budi stated that English is used in various fields
such as economic, political, and social fields and thus it is absolute to learn and understand
English for whoever wants to move up in their career as well as those who want to travel the
world. Dewi supported this statement by emphasizing how powerful English is (and English
speakers are). She said,
English as an international language means English as a communication tool. While we
were born in different nations, as I remember, those who seized the international world
were the ones who spoke English. For example, how it was spread to America and
Australia, and then now we can’t help but acquire and speak English if we want to
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communicate with others who don’t speak the same language. That’s what I know.
Even the reference in science, to get the knowledge from the [scientific] journals, if we
want it to be used by many people, then we must write it in English. That’s how it is,
right?
In addition to those values of English, Ani added how English is also an important
element in the development of technology. Ani said that understanding English will help students
to understand technology because most technological instructions are written in English. Ani
stated that “When we understand and can use English, we have our own prestige in the world of
work.” These ideologies in seeing the values of English match the previous literature about the
ideologies of English, in which English is believed to have social and economic power; i.e.
people who can speak English are more likely to be granted higher social status and have more
opportunities for better economic mobility (Menard-Warwick, 2013).

4.2.2 World Englishes
Many of the teachers in this study, 38 out of 64 teachers who completed the survey
(59.38%), state that they knew the term World Englishes prior to this study. Even though they
did not seem to comprehend the notion of World Englishes as discussed by Kachru (1988; 2014),
in that they did not really distinguish English varieties based on inner circle, outer circle, and
expanding circle countries, they did understand that there is more than one English variety aside
from American or British English. This understanding of WE is reflected in the words the
teachers used when describing what they think of WE in the survey. They mentioned key words
such as variety of spoken English, varieties of English, unique features, English pronunciation of
each country, not referring to American or British English only, variety of non-native speakers of
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English, and accents, dialect, as well as intonation. Teachers also mentioned the use of English
as an international language with people from all around the world. This shows that teachers not
only acknowledged that there is more than one English variety developing in the world but also
understood that these varieties might differ from one another, especially in the spoken
discourses.
The emphasis on the differences of English varieties in the spoken discourse is also
stated by the three focal teachers, Nana, Ani, and Rani, who said that they had heard of the term
World Englishes prior to this study. Nana stated that what she understood of World Englishes
was the different pronunciations and that she could not say more since she had no deeper
understanding about WE. Furthermore, Rani highlighted the different accents and linguistic
styles. She, however, showed some doubt in her understanding, because she kept stressing the
words “maybe”. When asked about her understanding of WE, she said, “Maybe what it means is
like the different accent or maybe the linguistic style or maybe there is a new term? I kind of
forgot it.”
Ani, however, revealed that her understanding of World Englishes having distinctive
features still revolves around the English varieties in the inner circle only, e.g. how American
English is different from Australian and British English. It can be seen in the following
transcript.
Me : In the survey you mentioned that you have heard the term World Englishes prior to
this study. How did you know it?
Ani : From the videos. And when I was studying in the college, it was highlighted
briefly.
Me : So you heard about World Englishes when you were in college?
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Ani : But not that deep. Maybe my understanding is wrong, but what I know for sure is
British and American. I didn’t even know about Australian English until recently.
As found in Smith’s (2001) study, i.e. American and British English are still preferred compared
to Australian English in Indonesian ELT. Ani’s as well as Nana’s and Rani’s statements show
that World Englishes might have been introduced in the English teacher education in college.
World Englishes, however, were only introduced briefly without a focus on other specific
varieties of English.
Additionally, the other three focal teachers who said they had not heard the term World
Englishes prior to the study, i.e. the first time they found out about it was when they were taking
the survey, seemed to show similar understanding about WE. Amir, however, added that
studying English means studying the culture and the habit of the user. He further elaborated,
Not only in Indonesia, in other countries like India, for example, it’s very clear, right?
It’s easy to find Indian English, or Japanese English, for example, it’s very obvious.
While in Indonesia, I guess, well, not only guess but, I believe that we can find it. This
is the fact that Indonesia consists of more than a hundred tribes, so of course we can
find so many styles of speaking, concerning or in line with the tribes: Javanese,
Madurese, Batakese, Sundanese, Sasakase, and so on.
In exemplifying India, Japanese, and Indonesian tribes, Amir was trying to convey that he could
tell that someone is from India, Japan, or certain tribes from the way they speak. Indeed, the
similar speaking style will also show when they are speaking English.
Similarly, Budi also discussed WE around spoken discourses while emphasizing the
importance of developing the language in accordance with the local cultures. He stated,
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Languages do not come from only one region, not only from one country. Hence, even
though it initially comes from one country, with English becoming the world language,
it means it is owned by everyone who wants to learn or improve their competence and
they have to learn it based on where they are from. In other words, the style and the
pronunciation should be adjusted based on their own respective regions.
Here Budi implied that people should not use other varieties as the standard, but develop and use
the variety that is in accordance with their needs in the local cultures. Budi’s statement also
confirmed his understanding of the ownership of English, discussed previously.
Meanwhile, as Dewi had never heard the term World Englishes, her understanding
mirrored that of Rani’s understanding of WE. However, instead of mentioning only American
and British varieties, Dewi stated that she also knew Australian English and Singaporean
English. Indeed, similar to the other teachers, Dewi’s understanding of WE also revolved around
spoken discourse, in which she put heavy emphasis on accent and pronunciation. She affirmed
that while we should actually follow the “right” pronunciation, we would still have our
Indonesian accent because it is not something that we can get rid of easily. She stated that
enforcing students to have perfect pronunciation could be burdensome and inhibit them from
speaking English.
Dewi’s statement, again, supports the previous discussion on nativespeakerism and
Standard English, i.e. she approved students’ English (with their distinct pronunciation and
accent) only because they were still learning. In other words, she still saw it as imperfect and she
seemed to prefer English that was close to that of native English speakers (in the inner circle
countries). This also shows that she viewed English of other varieties as deficient, less
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prestigious, and probably incorrect, which WE-based TEIL has been trying to eliminate and
change since it aims to see every English variety as equally prestigious.

4.2.3 Teachers’ Views on WE-based TEIL
Table 4 presented at the beginning of this chapter shows teachers’ ambivalent views on
WE-based TEIL, i.e. while in general teachers seemed to agree that exposure to different English
varieties in addition to American and British English makes more sense, is more realistic, and
can help students to feel more confident with their own English and hence communicate with
various English speakers better, they still had the tendency to think of American and British
English as the standard English or the better version of English and that exposure to only such
varieties can help students learn English easier. This, for example, can be seen from the answers
to items 5- 8. Similarly, these ambivalent views are also shown in regard to English accent.
While many of them agreed to encourage students to speak confidently with their own accent
(item/question 10), they also seemed to encourage students to speak like native speakers
(item/question 9). This is also confirmed in the individual interviews with the focal teachers in
this study. While they said they were okay with students’ own/local accents as long as they
spoke English, they seemed to do it not because they believed speaking with such accents were
as prestigious, but more because they tolerated it, considering that students were still learning in
junior high school level. In other words, they still disfavored local accents and preferred a nativespeaker accent. This, for instance, can be seen from the transcript of the interview with Nana
below.
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Me : You said you encouraged students to speak with their own accent, but you also
said that they should change their accent while it was still early. What do you
mean?
Nana : Right, I’m confused as well. I mean, if they can’t [get rid of their local accent],
then it’s okay. If it can’t be helped, then it’s okay. But while they are still in the
early stage of learning, maybe if they want [to speak like native], maybe they can.
But if they can’t, then they don’t have to, and it’s okay. That’s what I mean.
Me : So you’ve never told students that this variety, American, Indian, or Singaporean
English, for instance, is the correct one, have you?
Nana : Oh, no. Because even I myself am not sure. I don’t know if my English is
American or not, but to the best of my knowledge, I know this is the correct
version. It’s like having no accents.
Me : What do you mean by having no accents?
Nana : Like, you know how people speak English, excuse me, but they have heavy
accents. It means they have been affected by how well they speak Javanese or
Madurese. For example, I tell them, “Like this, not like that” like [saying] “my
name is” [Nana intentionally said it with heavy local accent, i.e. not her usual
accent]. You know, right? There are people who are like that. [So I tell them] Don’t
be like that, be natural. Sometimes.
From this transcript, it could be said that she seemed to believe that with practice, someone can
speak nearly like a native speaker. It also shows that teachers think that native speakers speak
with “no accent”. Indeed, Nana associated “being natural” with speaking with “no accent”, i.e.
speaking like native speakers. In other words, she considered speaking with (heavy) local accent
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as something “unnatural” and it is thus discouraged. However, she acknowledged that this is not
easy so that if students cannot achieve that, she tolerated it.
Similarly, Ani also expressed preference towards American and British varieties, as can
be seen in the transcript below.
Me: In the survey, you seem to emphasize a lot on American and British English, why is
that?
Ani : Well, that was my initial understanding. I only knew American and British. And
then I taught at junior high school level and it wasn’t so different, so maybe it’s
okay if it’s contaminated with Australian, but there were no additional materials
like Japanese [English] or such. So, yes, my reference for pronunciation, accent,
and so forth is only the two that I know [American and British English]. So, for
example, if I trained my students to give speech, or for storytelling, then I used
them as reference, for example, when I was searching on YouTube and such. And
coincidentally, we also have Mr. John [an American Peace Corps volunteer that
teaches at her school] here, so yes, not far from it [i.e. American English].
Me: But do you emphasize that students should speak precisely or exactly like
American and British?
Ani : No. Not at all.
In addition to confirming Smith’s (2001) study, in which even Australian English is not
preferable in Indonesian ELT, similar to Nana, Ani also seemed to use American and British
English as a model or the ideal or end goal to achieve, while accepting or tolerating students’
inability to achieve that goal as long as they can achieve their learning goals, i.e. speaking
English regardless of the accent. Indeed, these contradictory views are also reflected in the

146
results of the survey, especially items or questions 14 and 15. While most of the teachers agreed
to emphasize more on intelligibility and communicative strategies when teaching English, many
of them also agreed to emphasize more on native-like pronunciation and grammar when teaching
English. This indirectly implies that teachers associated intelligibility with native-like
pronunciation. In brief, to be intelligible, one should speak like a native speaker.
Nevertheless, the results of the survey show that many teachers did express the desire to
use World Englishes to help students in being more confident in learning and communicating in
English, as shown in the answers to item 18. Indeed, the majority of them believed that it is
equally important to teach other cultures including their own in addition to American and British
cultures. In fact, the interviews with the teachers reveal that students have been focused more, if
not the most, on their own local cultures with hardly any insights about American or British
cultures. This is in contrast to what is said in the literature (e.g. Addison, 2011; Holliday &
Aboshiha, 2009) that the teaching of English often brings and emphasizesWestern ideologies and
cultures.
Dewi, one of the teachers, said that it is because they use English only as a tool and
hence to be used as a means to introduce their own cultures to the world. The interview with
Dewi can be seen in this transcript.
Dewi: There’s hardly any cultures of other countries. But if we talk about descriptive
text, for instance, we discuss Justin Bieber. Everyone knows, right? The youth
knows Justin is from America [Dewi mistook Justin from USA instead of Canada].
That’s it. We don’t really learn that American cultures are like this or like that,
neither do we with British cultures. So sometimes I just tell them, “In USA you use
English this way, while this one is the English you use in England. But since we’re
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in Indonesia, then you can just talk to people. However, if you talk from people
from abroad, you have to use this English instead, using “would” or “may” [Dewi
was explaining the degree of politeness of using would, may, can, etc.] If you talk
to a friend, you can use “can”. It’s how it is there. But here, maybe what’s
important is that you can speak because the person you’re talking to might be
unaware of which variety of English you use because you both do not understand
English, right? So what matters is that you understand each other while
communicating with each other. Even the teachers, especially my teachers,
sometimes they don’t use “may” and just use “can”, while formally, it shouldn’t be
like that over there, right? But, well, if you talk to your foreigner friend [i.e. native
English speakers], don’t ask how old they are, how many wives and kids they have,
what their job is, etc. because it’s considered rude.” So I just tell them such basic
things. But if it’s about a lot of their cultures, then, no, we hardly have it. So we
only borrow English to be localized.
Me: Borrow English?
Dewi: Yes, right? That’s the case, right? Everything we discuss, if possible, is like what
we did the other day. “Try to write something about the temple in English [Note:
Dewi was referring to a famous temple in the town]. What is the goal? So others
can get the information, so people who don’t speak Javanese or Indonesian can
understand it if written in English. Cambodian or Filipino understand English. So if
you write it in Indonesian or Javanese, they won’t know. So we just borrow
English, but the materials are our own [cultures]. But when I was in college, I did
learn English including its history, American history, British history, Australian
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history, etc. That was in the past. There was no history of Singapore, maybe not yet,
I don’t know if it has changed now. But back then, we learn only the three of them
[i.e. American, British, Australian]. So yes, we learned the cultures from their
histories. But today’s students do not learn such things. They just use English. We
just use it for daily communication. That’s just it.
This transcript mirrors the effort to enforce nationalism through English textbooks in
one of the periods of Japan described by Hino (1988). This also supports the previous studies on
the Indonesian English textbooks that show a lack of international cultures (e.g. Erlina et al.,
2018; Masyita et al, 2018; Qodriani, 2014). It shows that American cultures or cultures of other
countries were not really emphasized in students’ learning. Instead of using English to
understand outside cultures, English is used as a tool to express themselves and help foreigners
to understand their own cultures. This transcript also reveals that the teaching of other cultures
were provided primarily at higher educational levels and that it was not a priority to learn about
other cultures at junior high school level. In addition, if there was cultural aspect discussed at
junior high school levels, it focused on popular cultures or what was currently popular abroad.
However, even though the teaching of English was not focused on understanding foreign
cultures, students were still taught the basic of politeness so that they could avoid being rude or
impolite when communicating with English speaker foreigners.

4.2.4 World Englishes: Important but not Urgent
The focal teachers in this study seemed to differ in their views on the relevance of
exposing World Englishes to students at high school junior level. Some of them believed it is
important but not relevant. Some of them thought it is both important and relevant but cannot be
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a priority, considering the circumstances with the teachers and the students, including all of the
short learning goals they must achieve in a short period of academic time. This is in line with
what Matsuda (2009) found in her study in the English teacher preparation programs in Japan, in
which some respondents considered WE-based TEIL desirable but unnecessary and did not have
to be a priority. However, all of the teachers in this study believed that what matters is that
students become willing to speak or practice English with confidence and use their own styles,
even with a lot of mistakes, with or without exposure to World Englishes.
Amir, for instance, thought that World Englishes were important but exposing students
to World Englishes was not that urgent at the junior high school level and even not at senior high
school level. He said even without discussing World Englishes, he had been encouraging
students to speak with their own accent. Students were not even aware of which English they
were speaking, e.g. whether it was British or American. Hence, it was not important for him
whether he taught American, British or other styles of English. He believed that what was
important in junior high school level was that the students be given space to speak without being
afraid of making mistakes or feeling pressured to use Standard English. He further stated that he
did not care whether students spoke with a Madurese accent or Javanese accent (i.e. the local
languages) as long as his students spoke English. He just wanted to get rid of the idea that
English was difficult and complicated and to convey the idea that “mistakes are not always
mistakes.”
These statements were echoed by Budi. He stated that even though he presented various
kinds of English (i.e. American and British), he had never really explained which one was
American and which one was British, except when it came to telling time, e.g. six forty five vs a
quarter to seven for 6.45. He just wanted the students to know that there are different kinds of
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Englishes but it is not necessary for students to know or remember the name of the variety since
they all could be correct. Like Amir, Budi believed that World Englishes were not the priority.
He stated that he would be happy if students had the willingness, courage, and motivation to
learn English. It did not matter if they did not know American or British English. As long as they
would learn and know more English vocabulary, that would be enough. This implied that
teachers thought that teaching World Englishes would not be effective because the students were
not motivated to learn English in the first place. In other words, even though teachers believed
that liberating students to use their own accent, even with grammar and pronunciation that was
considered “broken” could make students more confident, they did not seem to believe that
exposing students to World Englishes would contribute to students’ motivation and confidence.
Furthermore, Dewi and Ani added that it was hard to focus on World Englishes because
they had other things to prioritize especially given the time constraints. Even though they were
not prohibited from using, exposing, and discussing World Englishes to students, they thought
that the educational system had already demanded too much from them, e.g. meeting short-term
learning goals as in passing the tests with the minimum passing grades. Dewi, for instance, stated
that students were often forced to learn so many materials or content regardless of whether or not
they understood the previous lessons. Hence, she was worried that World Englishes would add to
their burden and made them dislike English even more since they did not see any benefits of
learning World Englishes. Ani then added that such demand was limiting her and made her
unable to think of World Englishes. She thought that perhaps World Englishes could be
discussed outside the formal classes such as in extracurricular activities like English Club, in
which they were not bound with formal learning goals set by the government. This statement was
also said by Amir, who was thinking of reactivating English Club in his school.
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On the other hand, Nana and Rani thought that World Englishes were both important
and relevant. Rani thought that it was 80% relevant to teach students World Englishes at junior
high school level. She argued that since students were still young and at the early stage of
learning, it might be easier for them to absorb the materials such as World Englishes. Indeed,
since students were not required to concentrate on certain majors, such as Science, Social
Studies, and Linguistic Studies, like they should in senior high school, Rani believed it was the
right time to expose students to as much English including the varieties namely World Englishes.
In addition, Nana stated that after being involved in this study, she thought that World Englishes
were important since they could lower students’ insecurity in speaking English. She believed that
seeing others speaking differently from native speakers might motivate students and give them
more confidence to learn and practice their English.
Nevertheless, both Nana and Rani thought that they might not be able to teach World
Englishes even though they knew it was important and relevant. It was because they themselves
as teachers did not understand it well. Nana said, “If we did not understand it, how would we tell
students about it?” Similarly, Rani did not feel like having the knowledge about it. She stated, “If
the teachers themselves were still confused about World Englishes, what would become of the
students?” Hence, Rani thought that teaching World Englishes might not be that good for
students since it could make them even more confused. In her explanation, Rani exemplified how
students were already confused learning only American and British English. Some students, for
example, found it hard to learn about the differences in spelling and pronunciation between the
two varieties. Thus, she was worried that teaching more English varieties would make it harder
for them.
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In conclusion, no matter how realistic, important, and relevant teaching World
Englishes is, the teachers did not feel the urge to teach it at the junior high school level due to
some limitations. The limitations reported by the teachers include the curricular demands and
time constraints, students’ lack of motivation and confusion in learning differences among
varieties, and teachers’ insufficient knowledge about World Englishes and teaching World
Englishes. This condition makes it hard for teachers to set or consider teaching World Englishes
a priority.

4.3 Summary
English teachers with various backgrounds and teaching experience in this study have
similar views on the teaching of English as an international language based on World Englishes.
Their views did not seem to be affected by the location of the school where they taught, their
status as a public officer or a private officer, the status of their school (public vs private), the
number of languages they spoke, as well as the length of their English teaching experience in
general or in junior high schools in particular. Teachers did not seem to oppose the idea of
exposing students to World Englishes and did not use a certain variety as a standard in teaching.
They claimed to put emphasis more on clarity and intelligibility. However, they often showed
preference towards certain English varieties such as American and British English since they
were more familiar with them and felt that they did not have much knowledge to teach other
English varieties. They also believed that English was not exclusive for those coming from the
inner-circle countries only. Nevertheless, they did not think of English as their own language
either. Indeed, speaking more than one language, teachers in this study have pluricentric view of
language, i.e. welcoming the use of other languages to help students understand and learn the
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target language better, which unfortunately often resulted in the overuse of the first language and
thus lacking the practice of the target language. Furthermore, while teachers acknowledged that
it is normal to speak English differently from English speakers in the inner circle countries,
teachers implicitly showed negative views towards other accents especially local accents. Indeed,
while they wished to speak more English with other English teachers, they felt inhibited by the
culture that sees speaking English as a form of arrogance and show-off. In addition, even though
they believed the importance and relevance of WE-based TEIL, teachers did not feel the urgency
to prioritize teaching it considering their limited knowledge of WE, the heavy curricular
demands, and other challenges they had in teaching English. Nevertheless, teachers agreed and
believed that they had taught English in accordance with the idea of WE-based TEIL, i.e. they
had tried to prepare students to use English not only with English speakers from the inner-circle
country but also English speakers in the non-circle countries.
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CHAPTER 5
THE USE OF SOCIAL MEDIA IN GENERAL AND IN RELATION TO WE-BASED
TEIL

This chapter answers the second research question: “How have teachers used social
media as potential resources to incorporate World Englishes into the teaching of English as an
international language at the junior high school level in Indonesia?” However, since teachers did
not consider World Englishes a priority, as discussed in Chapter 4, the data on social media and
World Englishes are presented briefly. The rest of the data are discussed in relation to teachers’
use of social media in teaching English in general and briefly for their professional development.
Discussions are presented to understand how social media have helped teachers in English
teaching and in developing themselves as an English teacher, not only based on the survey in
Phase 1 but also based on the observations during MGMP (Teacher’s Forum) meetings, class
observations, focus group discussion, and individual interviews. I begin by discussing teachers’
familiarity with social media in general, and then explain teachers’ use of social media in relation
to WE-based TEIL and English teaching in general. A brief discussion of social media and
professional development is also presented, but discussed further in Chapter 6.

5.1 English Teachers and Social Media
Research shows that the use of social media can boost teaching effect, enhance
interaction between teacher and student, and provide flexibility in course content (e.g. Shyamlee
& Phil, 2012). Gikas and Grant (2013) stated that with mobile computing devices, social media
can bridge formal and informal learning opportunities as they allow constant connectivity,
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collaboration, and authentic learning while being mobile. Hence, it is first important to
investigate teachers’ familiarity with and aptitude in using social media in general and for
English teaching (and learning) in particular.
Similar to the findings of a study by Agustrianita (2017), who investigated teachers’
perspectives on social media, based on the results of the survey, it was also demonstrated that
social media was not something new for teachers in this study. Most of the teachers (62 out of 64
teachers, 96.88%) stated that they used social media in their daily lives. Even though 2 teachers
(3.12%) stated that they did not use social media in their daily life, it can be argued that they did
use and know how to use social media considering the fact that this study was conducted with
the help of social media, e.g. the link to the survey was sent to the Teacher Forum’s chatroom in
WhatsApp. In other words, if the teachers did not use social media, they would not have been
able to participate in this study. However, it is possible that the two teachers might not use social
media as actively as the majority of the teachers in this study.
Regarding the kinds of social media that the teachers were familiar with, the survey
shows that WhatsApp as a social networking site and service is used by most of the teachers, i.e.
chosen by 61 out of 64 teachers (95.31%). The next social media used the most are YouTube
(used by 49 teachers, 76.56%), Facebook (used by 48 teachers, 75%), and Instagram (used by 34
teachers, 34%). The other social media that teachers used in order from the most to the least
chosen are: Twitter, personal blogs such as blogspot, wikis such as Wikipedia, TikTok,
Telegram, and Path. Two or three teachers even wrote email drive (i.e. cloud storage) and a
search engine such as Google as the social media that they used. These teachers seemed to
mistake internet-based technology in general as social media.
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Nevertheless, these teachers did not seem to actively use social media for in-class
teaching and learning activities. In fact, from my observation during the MGMP (English
Teacher Forum) meetings and the class observations, social media were hardly used other than as
a communication tool and a medium to share information with fellow teachers. This could have
been caused by the unavailability of the service, i.e. the facilities provided in the school were
very limited. For example, only 10 out of 64 teachers (15.63%) stated that their school had
computer and internet access in every classroom and that they had a language laboratory. Only 6
teachers (9.38%) mentioned that their school had built-in projector in every classroom. Only 17
teachers (26.56%) claimed that their school had wi-fi network available for teachers and students
in the classrooms and the whole school area. The majority of teachers stated that their school
only had a computer laboratory (45 teachers, 70,31%), a wi-fi network available only for
teachers (46 teachers, 71.88%), and a projector and laptop available for check-out from the
teachers’ room (53 teachers, 82.81%). This is in line with Inayati’s (2015) finding about the lack
of institutional and infrastructural support in implementing social media in higher education level
in Indonesia. This situation might have made it hard for teachers to utilize social media in their
in-class teaching and learning activities in junior high school levels as well. Hence, they did not
focus on using social media in their teaching even though they found social media helpful for
their teaching and learning outside the classroom.

5.2 Social Media and WE-based TEIL
5.2.1 Social Media and English Teaching
The results of the survey show that most of the teachers (58 out of 64 teachers, 90.63%)
used social media to locate or find teaching materials. Teaching materials were in the forms of
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materials such as reading texts, videos, audios, exercises, etc. that they could share with the
students so that students could use it for their learning. Furthermore, 49 teachers (76.56%) stated
they used social media to give assignments to the students. 45 teachers (70.31%) used social
media to share materials with students and fellow teachers. 5 teachers (7.81%) claimed to not use
social media for teaching. In addition, some teachers mentioned that they also used social media
for assessment and connecting to “students’ atmosphere”, i.e. students’ social worlds. While
teachers seemed to do this to show students that they knew what was going on in today’s world
of the youth and to catch up with what might be popular among the students, this could imply
that teachers were trying to investigate students’ use of social media in order that they could
utilize it for teaching and learning activities beyond the classroom.
In relation to WE-based TEIL, teachers in the survey actually claimed that they, 22 out
of 64 teachers (34.38%), often used social media to learn about, find, create, and share WE
materials to teach in the classroom. 21 teachers (32.81%) mentioned “sometimes”; 9 teachers
(14.06%) stated “very often”; and 5 teachers answered that they rarely used social media to learn
about, find, create, and share WE materials to teach in the classroom. Indeed, in accordance with
the kinds of social media they used in daily life, the social media that they mostly used to find,
create, and share WE materials are YouTube, WhatsApp, Facebook, Instagram, and the other
kinds of social media mentioned in the previous section. This is in line with previous research on
the social media commonly used among English teachers, e.g. YouTube, Instagram, and
Facebook (Al-Arif, 2019; Inayati, 2015; Rafidiyah & Bayeck, 2016).
In general, the results of survey on the use of social media as potential resources to
incorporate WE into the teaching of English as an international language at the junior high
school level in Indonesia are presented in the following table. These parts were taken from the 57
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teachers who claimed to use social media for teaching. Note: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree,
3=Neither Agree or Disagree, 4=Agree, and 5=Strongly Agree.
Table 5
Summary of Teachers’ Use of Social Media in Relation to WE-based TEIL
Number

1

2

3

4

5

6

Statements

1

2

3

4

5

I use social media to
find English teaching
materials to be used in
my class.
I use social media for
teaching and learning
activities in my classes.
E.g. Displaying
YouTube videos, asking
students to make a post
or comment on each
other on Facebook,
Instagram, etc.
I use social media to
share materials that I got
from others with
other teachers. E.g.:
Sharing links to
websites or learning
apps.
I use social media to
share materials that I
created with other
teachers.
I often use social media
to share English
materials with my
students beyond the
classroom.
I often use social media
to assign my students to
practice English and
find English materials
for their own learning.

1

0

2

40

14

(1.75%)

(0.00%)

(3.51%)

0

1

8

(0.00%)

(1.75%)

0

2

(0.00%)

(3.51%)

1

3

5

(1.75%)

(5.26%)

(8.77%)

0

8

8

(0.00%)

1
(1.75%)

(70.18%) (24.56%)

39

9

(14.04%) (68.42%) (15.79%)

6

38

11

(10.53%) (66.67%) (19.30%)

40

8

(70.18%) (14.04%)
34

7

(14.04%) (14.04%) (59.65%) (12.28%)

9

8

36

(15.79%) (14.04%) (63.16%)

3
(5.26%)
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7

8

9

10

11

12

Social media makes it
easier for me to learn
about and find English
materials, not only from
American and British
English speakers but
also from other English
speakers with their
cultures.
Social media makes it
easier for me to create
teaching materials
using not only American
and British English
speakers but also from
other English speakers
and their cultures.
Social media makes it
easier for me to share
English materials, not
only from American and
British English speakers
but also from other
English speakers with
their cultures.
Finding American and
British English materials
through social media
is easier than finding
materials in other
English varieties.
I encourage my students
to use social media to
observe and
communicate with nonnative English speakers
from all over the world.
I encourage my students
to use social media to
observe and
communicate with
native English speakers
only.

0

0

5

(0.00%)

(0.00%)

(8.77%)

0

1

2

(0.00%)

(1.75%)

(3.51%)

0

0

1

(0.00%)

(0.00%)

(1.75%)

1

5

8

(1.75%)

(8.77%)

0

1

(0.00%)

(1.75%)

3

13

(5.26%)

38

14

(66.67%) (24.56%)

42

12

(73.68%) (21.05%)

46

10

(80.70%) (17.54%)

36

7

(14.04%) (63.16%) (12.28%)

9

43

(15.79%) (75.44%)

16

24

(22.81%) (28.07%) (42.11%)

4
(7.02%)

1
(1.75%)
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Table 5 shows that teachers in this study found social media quite helpful in their
teaching. Most of them agreed that social media could help them find English materials to be
used in class, not only limited to American and British varieties but also other English varieties
including the speakers and related cultures. Teachers also used social media for sharing with
students and fellow teachers. Indeed, teachers claimed to encourage students to use social media
for their English learning. However, it might be wise to take the results of this part of the survey
as something that teachers wished to do with social media instead of as social-media practice that
they really implemented in regard to their teaching. This is because most of these items were not
reflected in their teaching practice when I observed them. While it was possible that my class
observations happened to be those times when social media were not utilized, i.e. social media
might have been used in other class meetings, the focus group discussion as well as the
individual interviews revealed that it was not the case.
Among the 6 teachers I observed, only two teachers, Amir and Budi, tried to use social
media in their classes. Amir used WhatsApp group as a medium for students to submit their inclass assignment. On the other hand, Budi attempted to use a local learning application, in which
English materials were provided and teachers could access it for teaching. Budi tried to show
students a video discussing daily activity, the lesson of that day. However, this attempt failed
because at that time his laptop could not connect to the school’s internet network so he ended up
not playing the video. Another teacher, Nana, tried to use non-social media app like Quizziz,
which she had just learned from the English Teacher Forum meeting. The rest of the teachers did
not use social media at all. Some of them argued that it was because the students were not
allowed to bring and use cellular phones to the school. Some of them said that it was because not
all students could afford to buy cellular phones on their own. Indeed, they also mentioned the
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school did not always welcome electronic devices in the school environment or facilitate the
teachers and students in using social media for teaching and learning at school. This indicates
that teachers’ decision in not using social media actively with students follows Lotherington and
Ronda’s (2014) recommendation, i.e. teachers should consider learners’ diversities in term of
digital competencies. As teachers considered students as not digitally-competent enough due to
the existence of limitations, they tried to find other ways to help students learn English well.
Nevertheless, it seemed that when teachers used social media or any other internetbased technology in their teaching, it was not only to help enhance students’ English learning but
also to help “decrease” teachers’ burden or workload, i.e. to make their work easier. Nana, for
instance, mentioned that she used her blog to save the materials and content she wanted to share
with the students. Being the only English teacher in their school, she also found her blog useful
to give instructions to her substitute teacher, who was not an English teacher, when she had to be
away for doing another task assigned to her such as attending meetings or joining certain
professional development programs. She thought that the materials in the students’ workbook
might be too hard to understand. She also thought that the materials in other blogs used language
that was “too high” for not only the students but also the substitute teacher. Hence, she created
the materials in her own blog. She said,
I created it myself because if the students saw others’ blogs, maybe it is too high for
them. Then my friends also told me, “I was trying to find some materials too but I could
not find it.” So I made something simple. For example, “This is an example of
advertisement. This is what it means. This is the content, and this is the example for
exercises. Then you can give them other questions like the ones there. If you find
difficulties to correct [i.e. assess students’ assignment], you can send it to me via
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WhatsApp, or you can also ask the students to send it to my WhatsApp. Or any other
way.”
Similarly, Amir also stressed how social media can lessen his workload. He kept
emphasizing how he wished other teachers knew the benefits of using social media and how he
believed teachers would not stop exploring social media for teaching once they knew its benefits.
To illustrate, he exemplified how he made use of his WhatsApp group chats (with the students he
taught) to share links to google forms in which students could submit their assignment or to share
links to online quizzes he made so that he did not have to worry about leaving the class when he
was assigned to do something else by the school principal at the same time as his class. He stated
that by doing so he did not have to have the students come to him to submit everything in person
and he would still have everything recorded in the forms of word documents, pdf, audio, video,
etc., in accordance with the standard competence established for English in the curriculum.
Apparently, Amir did not see creating those links to share in the social media as an additional or
extra workload.
This contrasts with other teachers in Nana’s experiences. She recalled that when she
was trying to invite some teachers to try something new, some of them gave negative responses
such as, “Let’s not make it complicated. I’m already old. Let’s not do that.” Dewi also expressed
the same concerns. As she was excited to learn new technological tools including social media,
she resented that some teachers did not have the same enthusiasm and motivation. She stated that
some teachers had this kind of mindset: “As long as I teach and I get fully paid, let’s leave it at
that.” Such statement implied that those teachers saw the use of social media as something extra
that added to their workload instead of lessening their workload. They seemed to see that
learning to use social media for teaching was burdensome and thus they tried to avoid doing so.
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This reluctance might also be caused by the disparity in teachers’ tech-savviness or
technological skills and social media literacy. Teachers in this study who were apt at using
technology and social media seemed eager to learn about using social media and other
educational technology for their teaching, while those who were not so skilled with technology
and social media seemed unwilling and burdened to learn about utilizing social media for their
teaching. This might be because they needed more time to understand the procedures. This was
shown during one of my observations of the teacher forum meetings. Amir was in charge of
sharing about Quizizz with the other teachers and giving them a hand-on practice. However,
many teachers seemed to have difficulties setting up their account and even navigating the page.
It took a long time for some teachers to follow each step and explanation. Meanwhile, had the
teachers been apt at using social media and technology, it might have been enough to just share
the link to the Quizizz website so that teachers could set up the account on their own beyond the
teacher forum meeting. However, as some of the teachers were not so skilled at it, they had to be
helped in each step during the hands-on practice. They did not even know what to do to sign up
and what to do afterward. Some of the younger teachers had to come over to help and show them
that they had to “click this tab” to sign up, and then enter their email, and then check their email
to verify, and then back to the Quizizz webpage, etc. Some of them even had to be helped with
creating new email so that they could sign up for Quizizz. This whole signing-up process took
quite a while so that Amir could not immediately continue his presentation as he had to wait for
all teachers to be done signing up so that they could follow the next step and practice using their
own account together. This was in line with what Luo et al. (2020) stated; that is, social media
can be challenging for teachers who are not skilled at it. Indeed, this shows that in addition to
considering the diversity of learners’ digital competencies in using social media or any
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technological tools (Lotherington & Ronda, 2014), the implementation of social media for
teaching should also take into account the diversity of teachers’ digital competencies.

5.2.2 Social Media and Students’ Learning
As discussed in the previous section, even though the scholarly literature has argued that
social media seem promising and helpful to be implemented in teaching and learning, this study
shows that social media cannot always be maximally utilized in bringing the benefits of learning
through social media. In line with Garret (2009) and Guikema and Menke (2014), teachers in this
study are concerned about the limited access to technology and the technological constraints they
have faced in trying to incorporate social media in students’ learning. Not only did schools not
facilitate technology, such as internet connections and the flexibility for students to bring cellular
phones to schools, but also the students themselves might not be digitally literate, contrary to
Prensky’s (2001) claim about today’s learners being digital natives. Not many of them had
cellular phones or computers at home, the tools that are often needed to use social media. Hence,
it is difficult to say that students benefited directly from social media in their learning. The
benefits they get are probably indirect from teachers who used social media to find materials for
their teaching.
Students’ digital illiteracy was noted by some of the teachers. Rani, for example,
mentioned that in addition to the limited technology available at her school, i.e. no internet, no
cellular phone allowed for use, no computer in class, only 1 LCD projector for all, etc., her
students did not even know how to turn on a laptop. The same thing was stated by Dewi when
she was comparing the students from her previous school and those at the current school, where
she was teaching. She said,
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Here I cannot do it [i.e. using phones or social media] because some students do not
even have cellular phones. It would be too troublesome if they had to go here and there,
trying to borrow from a friend. If their friends let them borrow, that’s good, but what if
they didn’t? It would be burdensome. Back then in my previous school, I asked my
students, “Do you not have cellular phones?” [And they answered] “I don’t have one,
but I can use my parents’.” But here, the parents do not have it and the students do not
have it. It is a pity.
Dewi’s statement implies that using social media might make it harder for students to learn
instead of boosting students’ English learning.
Indeed, even though some students had cellular phones, they did not always have the
social media that teachers wished to use with them. Nana, for instance, mentioned that she could
only use WhatsApp to share some information with the students. She could not use other social
media such as Twitter or Instagram because not all students used it. She also added that it might
be harder for students if they had to upload their assignments, such as videos, onto social media
platforms such as YouTube and Facebook. Hence, she decided to just ask the students to submit
their work without using social media, or in a more private space such as WhatsApp status/story,
in which not everyone can see them. This is similar to what Ani did with her students. Even
though she tried to use social media such as Instagram for caption challenge, she could not ask
students to use other social media platforms such as YouTube. Hence, she often used other social
media only “one way”, i.e. for her to share with the students, usually via WhatsApp, but not for
students to upload their work because they still objected to it.
Nevertheless, we might conclude from these statements that it was not that teachers
were against the direct use of social media in English learning. Instead, teachers acknowledged
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that, considering students’ situation, social media might make learning harder for the students in
this study. Meanwhile, these teachers were trying their best to not add a burden to the students
and wanted to make learning easier for them. In other words, teachers did not use social media
directly or actively with the students because, in fact, they wanted to help their students learn
English. This, however, was often done through their teaching, i.e. students benefit indirectly
from teachers who use social media.
Budi, for example, stated that even though he wished the students to use social media,
he found it hardly plausible. Hence, he chose to download the materials from social media such
as YouTube videos so that he could show them offline to the students in the class later. He also
mentioned that he learned different kinds of English pronunciations from Instagram, which he
then could show his students. This practice was similar to Rani. Rani believed that social media
could be a precious learning media and learning resource. However, considering the situation at
her school, she could not use social media directly with the students. Thus, like Budi, she
downloaded YouTube videos to be shown to her students. She stated,
For example, if there is a lesson about conversations such as greetings, maybe the most
basic, usually I would ask students to imitate after the video. So, they [repeat and]
imitate after the video is shown. In my opinion, the learning media do not always have
to be the teachers speaking [i.e. as teachers, I don’t have to always be the model], so
maybe it is better to let students listen to the “original version without accents”, which I
usually found on YouTube. It is because it is impossible for them to learn with internet
here.
In relation to the idea of World-Englishes, however, instead of helping students
acknowledge other English varieties as prestigious, social media in Rani’s practice can be
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considered quite harmful as it can perpetuate the hegemony of Standard English or the preferable
varieties that are considered standard. Rani’s use of “original version without accents” clearly
refers to what she believed is English spoken by “native speakers,” particularly those from inner
circle countries. In that remark, Rani also implies that she might not be good enough as a model
or that her English is “not original” because she has the local accents. Such views might
indirectly make students perceive their English as bad and not original as well even though the
teachers keep encouraging them to speak English and tell them to be confident with their own
accent. In brief, while the teachers verbally tried to motivate students and make them more
confident by not judging them, the way the teachers perceived themselves and judged their
English might lead to students indirectly feeling judged and thus making them feel insecure to
speak English as they can relate to or share similarities with the teachers.
In conclusion, the potential benefits of social media in teaching English as an
International Language based on World Englishes can have its own drawbacks depending on the
teachers. While social media can make it easier for teachers to get and share more content and
materials about World Englishes with the students, it can also preserve the idea that other
English varieties are not as prestigious. Hence, where the use of social media is possible, it is
important to educate teachers about the importance of World Englishes and how as well as why
it is significant to resist the Standard English hegemony. Only then can teachers use social media
accordingly, not only for students’ English learning in general but also in relation to World
Englishes in particular.
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5.3 Social Media as a Medium to Practice English
Garrett (2009) along with the previous studies such as Belz (2003), Lomicka and Lord
(2016), and Ware (2005) show that social media could facilitate communication and provide a
space for language learners to practice the language they are learning with native speakers and
other speakers of that language. This was also shown in this study, even though the ones utilizing
the social media were not the students per se but the teachers themselves. Since English was not
their first language, but second, third, or the fourth language, the teachers in this study lacked
space where they could practice and use English. As Amir pointed out during the focus group
discussion, they lacked an “English-rich environment.” Hence, while it was nearly impossible to
talk in English with other teachers, including English teachers in the schools where they worked,
due to the reasons discussed in Chapter 4, social media became their solution to practice their
English in hopes that they could enhance their English proficiency and prevent it from being
“rusty” due to lack of use. This concern was clearly stated by Dewi when she said, “It’s difficult.
Sometimes even we ourselves find it difficult to speak English because we haven’t really used it
for a long while.”
In attempts to create a space where they could practice their English, teachers tried to
use the WhatsApp group chat of the teacher forum for the English teachers at the local junior
high schools. Huda stated that initially it was hoped that teachers used only English to chat in the
group chat. It was created so that teachers could feel safe practicing their English. Amir,
however, added that they ended up creating more than one group chat because teachers
conversed in Indonesian and local languages, instead of English, in the previous group chat.
Hence, another group chat was created for more “formal” purposes, i.e. for work-related stuff, in
the hope that teachers would use only English in that group chat, while the other group chat
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could be used to discuss other things in a more informal and friendlier way, where the use of
other languages than English was allowed. Unfortunately, as time passed, teachers used less and
less English in all of the created group chats, which made Amir question teachers’ English
competence.
Indeed, the same thing happened with the teacher forum for English teachers who were
not public officers and who taught at private schools. Budi stated that the teacher forum was
particularly created to make non-public officer teachers feel safer and more comfortable as they
might feel insecure and uncomfortable when joining the general English teacher forum which
included public officer teachers. Hence, he hoped that the WhatsApp chat group they created
could help teachers develop not only their teaching but also their own English skills. Budi said,
We hope that our skills in teaching English can be better. We also created that
WhatsApp group chat. Initially in the first two months or so, we communicated in
English, about English, but again, it came loose, it was not updated for long so at the
end the use of Indonesian surfaced and that was it. We no longer use English to
communicate.
This problem was also raised by Nana, one of the private English teachers in this study. She
wished she could optimize their English teacher forum including the WhatsApp group chat to
practice her English because, as she stated, “…because I am one of the people in charge of the
private teacher forum, I speak up more there than in the general teacher forum.”
The use of social media as a medium to practice their own English was not limited to
WhatsApp group chats created for English teacher forums only. Some teachers, like Amir and
Budi, ventured onto other social media independently for personal purposes that were not related
to English teaching but that would require them to speak (only) English. Amir, for example, said
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that he joined an international group on Facebook, which enabled him to not only practice
English but also learned about forex or the foreign exchange market with people from various
countries. Meanwhile, Budi joined an international WhatsApp group chat in which he had to use
English including speaking in English via voice messages or voice notes when responding to the
prompt given by the administrator of the group chat. He said it enabled him to converse with
other English speakers from various countries and various professions. In addition, while other
teachers did not specifically share their current use of social media for English practice, when
discussing this topic in the focus group discussion, they shared their old experiences using such
media as Yahoo Messenger and mIRC, an Internet Relay Chat for Windows, to practice English
with other English speakers from around the world. This shows how social media has the
potential and has been used as a medium to practice English with English speakers from various
countries.
Unfortunately, even though teachers believed that social media could be used as the
medium to practice English, in order to provide an English-rich environment, which they could
treat as an English space or an English world, it seemed difficult to have students use it in the
same way teachers did. As discussed previously, there was a lack of technological and
infrastructural support from the schools. For example, not all schools had the computers and
internet access to enable the use of social media for learning. Indeed, among all of the schools I
observed, only two schools, Amir’s and Nana’s, actually allowed the students to bring and use
cellphones at school territory. The rest of the schools either forbid the students from bringing
cellphones to schools or allowed them to bring cellphones to schools but limited their use to only
break times or before and after school time such as in Budi’s school. In addition, there was also a
disparity in the technological access between students since not all students could afford a
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cellphone to use social media in general and for learning in particular. Indeed, while this
disparity happened even in the same region, this finding mirrors the disparity in technological
access between regions discussed by Lie (2020).
However, where it was possible, social media could still provide a space for English
practice for students like Amir did with his students. Amir mentioned that while he could not
force students to always use English in their WhatsApp group chat due to the fear of getting
teased by their friends for reasons discussed in the Chapter 4, he could still make it mandatory
for the students to use English when sending him messages privately, i.e. not in the group chat.
This shows that social media does have the potential to create a space not only for teachers but
also for students to practice English even beyond the English classrooms.

5.4 Social Media and Professional Development
In addition to how social media facilitated teachers’ practice of English to maintain and
improve their English proficiency, this study shows that social media has immensely helped
teachers with their professional development especially as a medium to connect to other teachers
and share various kinds of information including the availability of professional learning
opportunities. In this study, the teacher forum utilized the WhatsApp group mainly for a
communication tool about almost everything. Some of what they shared in the group chat
included but was not limited to:
• Scheduled activities, plans, events, etc.
• Official invitation and reminder about their regular meeting.

172
• Information about upcoming workshops and seminars and other professional learning
opportunities including information about scholarship to study at a higher education
level and a chance to publish in the local journals.
• Updates and announcements from the local department of education regarding the
latest educational policies, schedules for midterm tests, final tests, and holidays.
• New teaching tools, methods, and techniques as well as teaching materials including
learning exercises and tests that they created or got from others/non-members.
• Other kinds of information including those unrelated to English teaching per se.
The WhatsApp group chat for the teacher forum played a significant role that even
teachers who were no longer active members of the forum and did not really join their regular inperson meetings or participate in their events chose to stay in and join the group chat so that they
could stay updated. Using the group chat, teachers could ask questions and consult other teachers
about their challenges and other teachers could respond and follow up, publicly in the group chat
or directly in private. All of the teachers in this study confirmed how social media, i.e. their
WhatsApp group chat, had been helpful for them as English teachers. As Dewi said, “The
WhatsApp group chat is like our second home. If we don’t join the group, we’ll be left behind as
we’ll miss all of the important information.” This is in line with Bruguera et al. (2019), who
stated that social media could help teachers with professional development.
The social media that is helpful for teacher professional development was not limited to
the use of WhatsApp only or the group chat that was created for the local English teacher forum
only. Some teachers in the survey indicated that they joined other forums in social media to
develop their professionalism as teachers. Indeed, some of the focal teachers in this study
described how they benefited from social media as they could learn new things as English
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teachers including English materials that they could share with their colleagues in the local
teacher forum. However, they also stated that having professional development using social
media was not without challenges. The contributions of social media to teachers’ professional
development along with its challenges is discussed in more detail, in Chapter 6 on professional
development.

5.5 Summary
Teachers in this study were familiar with social media and used social media for various
purposes. However, even though the results of the survey showed that teachers used social media
for teaching, the observations, focus group discussion, and the individual interviews revealed
that teachers’ use of social media was often limited by the available facilitation and policy of
their schools. Hence, as there was a lack of institutional and technological support to use social
media, teachers could not use social media actively with the students in their classes. However,
students still benefited indirectly from teachers’ use of social media since teachers often got
teaching materials from the social media. Furthermore, because teachers’ views on World
Englishes were ambivalent, as discussed in Chapter 4, teachers’ use of social media regarding
WE-based TEIL was found to be generally helpful but not fully optimized. While not using
social media intensively to teach about World Englishes, teachers found social media quite
helpful to locate WE-related teaching content and materials as social media made it easier to find
English varieties spoken by various English speakers around the world. Indeed, social media also
helped teachers develop their professionalism as a medium to practice English and thus improve
teachers’ English proficiency and to help teachers connect to and learn from other teachers.
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However, there were challenges for teachers who were not so experienced with technology in
general and social media in particular.
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CHAPTER 6
TEACHERS’ PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN GENERAL AND
IN RELATION TO WORLD ENGLISHES

This chapter answers the third research question: “How have teachers experienced
professional development in relation to English teaching in general and the incorporation of
World Englishes in particular?” In this chapter, I present the data about teachers’ professional
development experiences and perspectives. Discussions based on the data analysis are presented
not only to understand the professional development they have experienced as an English teacher
in general but also in relation to WE-based TEIL in particular. I also explain how teachers
experience professional development personally and independently and highlight how social
media have contributed to their growth as teachers at junior high school level. Hence, I begin by
presenting teachers’ acknowledgement about the frequency of professional development they
have experienced. Then I proceed to discuss the kind of professional learning opportunities
available for them, the content of those professional learning opportunities, and their views on
them.

6.1 The Frequency of Teachers’ Professional Development
The term professional development has been used to discuss teacher training and
development in the literature. In this study, professional development refers to any professional
learning opportunity, be it formal or informal, systematically programmed or personally sought,
experienced by the in-service English teachers. Richards and Farrell (2005) argued that
professional development is needed to help teachers to grow and improve professionally in their
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career span especially because pre-service education is considered not enough to meet the
educational demands that keep changing over time. Teachers in this study encountered
challenges in their professional development experiences.
Almost all of the teachers in this study (63 out of 64 teachers, 98.44%) claimed that they
have joined a workshop, training, or other professional development programmed by the
government, school, or other parties. Only 1 teacher (1.56%) claimed to have never taken such
professional learning opportunities. This response was puzzling considering that all of these
teachers, who took the survey, were at least members of English Teacher Forum, in which
professional development was the goal. This could indicate that teachers, despite being the
members of English Teacher Forum, might not always get the same opportunity to learn, which
is discussed in the next sections.
Regarding the frequency of attending professional development programmed by the
government, 4 teachers (6.35%) stated they joined such events “very often”, 17 teachers
(26.98%) said “often”, 28 teachers (44.44%) answered “sometimes”, 13 teachers (20.63%)
claimed “rarely”, and 1 teacher (1.56%) said “never”. As the exact numbers or frequencies were
not given as an option in the survey so that teachers could freely interpret and give the number
that they associated with their chosen answer (see Appendix C, Part IV), it is interesting to see
that these teachers perceived the frequency differently. For example, a teacher who claimed that
they often joined such government’s professional development program said that they joined the
program twice in a year. Meanwhile, other teachers who stated that they joined such programs
twice or even three times a year believed that such frequency can be categorized as rare, hence,
they answered that they rarely joined such programs. This could indicate teachers’ different
needs and perspectives on the sufficiency of the professional development program available or
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given to them. In other words, some teachers thought joining two professional development
programs in a year was enough, while some other teachers believed that they needed or could
have attended more even though they have actually attended more events than those teachers
who attended professional development programs only twice. Indeed, similar to the discussion in
the previous paragraph, this could also indicate that teachers did not get the same professional
learning opportunities available to them for some reasons.
This situation with professional development programmed by the government is also
mirrored in teachers’ answers about the workshop, training, and any professional development
that they joined independently in a year. Only 1 teacher (1.56%) said they did it very often, 8
teachers (12.50%) often, 29 teachers (45.31%) sometimes, and 19 teachers (29.69%) said rarely.
Meanwhile, 7 teachers (10.94%) said they have never joined such professional development
program independently, meaning that they only participated in the professional development
activities offered by the government. Similar to the different perspectives on the frequency of the
government’s professional development programs, teachers also perceived the frequency of the
independent professional development program differently. In other words, some teachers who
attended a workshop, training, and any professional development independently three times in a
year thought it was rare and some others believed that was fairly frequent.

6.2 The Availability of Professional Learning Opportunities
Many teachers who joined the English Teacher Forum in this study agreed that in
addition to joining the English Teacher Forum, they also made other efforts to develop their
professionalism. Not only did they join the workshops, training, and other professional
development provided by the local English Teacher Forum but also those provided by the central
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government. They shared their teaching experiences with other teachers and they also joined
other teacher forums on social media. Table 6 shows the more detailed result of the survey. Note:
1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agree or Disagree, 4=Agree, and 5=Strongly
Agree.
Table 6
Summary of What Teachers Do to Develop Their Professionalism as English Teachers
Number

1

2

3

4

5

6

Statements
I join a workshop,
training, or any
professional
development provided
by the government.
I join a workshop,
training, or any
professional
development provided
by English Teacher
Forum in Lumajang.
I share and discuss my
teaching experience
with other English
teachers in my
school(s).
I share and discuss my
teaching experience
with other English
teachers in English
Teacher Forum
in Lumajang
I share and discuss my
teaching experience by
writing in journal or
other media
Besides English Teacher
Forum in Lumajang, I
join other teacher
forums or groups for
English teachers in

1

2

3

4

5

0

3

1

48

12

(0.00%)

(4.69%)

(1.56%)

1

1

4

(1.56%)

(1.56%)

(6.25%)

0

1

2

(0.00%)

(1.56%)

(3.13%)

0

0

4

(0.00%)

(0.00%)

(6.25%)

3

8

20

(4.69%)
4
(6.25%)

(75.00%) (18.75%)

46

(71.88%) (18.75%)

53

15

8

(82.81%) (12.50%)

49

11

(76.56%) (17.19%)

31

(12.50%) (31.25%) (48.44%)
14

12

27

(21.88%) (23.44%) (42.19%)

2
(3.13%)
4
(6.25%)
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social media, not only
from Indonesia
but also from abroad.

Table 6 above shows even though many teachers agreed to the statements about what
they did to develop their professionalism as English teachers, it also shows that there were, in
fact, some teachers who disagreed and even strongly disagreed with some statements in the
survey about professional development. This indicates that, for these teachers, their only
professional learning opportunities might be ones available by joining the local English Teacher
Forum. While this could have been the case in which the teachers were new and thus have not
been exposed to other professional learning opportunities, it could also imply how important it is
for the local English Teacher Forum to provide professional learning opportunities for the
members, help them develop their professionalism, and inform them of other professional
learning opportunities outside the forum. Indeed, the focus group discussion and the individual
interviews with the focal teachers in this study reveal more professional learning opportunities
that were available to teachers, which is discussed in the following section.

6.2.1 English Teacher Forum
6.2.1.1 General English Teacher Forum
Musyawarah Guru Mata Pelajaran Bahasa Inggris (MGMP Bahasa Inggris) is a
general English teacher forum that is sometimes recognized as Subject Matter Teachers
Convention of English. It is an association for teachers teaching a certain subject, in this case
English, at a certain level including both public-officer teachers (paid by the state) and privatelyhired teachers (paid by school), teaching either at public or private school or both in one certain
district or regency. It is also a professional learning opportunity in which teachers are supposed
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to be able to learn from each other and develop their professionalism. The Head of the English
Teacher Forum in this study affirmed that MGMP Bahasa Inggris, henceforth English Teacher
Forum, aimed to help teachers develop their competence in providing a good teaching and
learning process for the students.
In one academic year, the English Teacher Forums had 16 supposedly-weekly meetings.
The meetings were not always equally split in the first semester and second semester. The year
this study was conducted, for example, they had more meetings in the first semester (first-half of
the academic year) and fewer meetings in the second semester (second-half of the academic
year). This is because the second semester was usually hectic as teachers were busy with national
exams and students’ graduation. Hence, they tried to have more meetings in the first semester.
The meetings themselves comprised various activities, from discussing and designing lesson
plans and syllabi or learning about teaching methodologies. Once in a while, they also used the
meetings for having a workshop or a seminar by inviting a speaker from a university or another
expert considered eligible for the theme of their discussion. This workshop was also sometimes
led by an appointed teacher, who was also a member of the English teacher forum. Sometimes
they also used the meeting to plan an English-related event such as English on Stage, in which
students from different schools competed and showcased their work completed in English, such
as storytelling or singing competition in which local songs were translated into English. They
also had a program called MGMP sister, through which they did a comparative study by visiting
a good school in another town or connected to other local English Teacher Forums to observe
and learn from them. The head of English Teacher Forum stated that these activities were
tailored based on Buku 4, a guide on Continuing Professional Development Programs for In-
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service Teachers, issued by The Director General of Teachers and Educational Personnel, under
the Indonesian Ministry of Education and Culture (2016).
The English Teacher Forum was not funded by the government even though the head of
English Teacher Forum claimed that it was actually part of the government’s teachers’
professional development program for teachers. He mentioned that the English Teacher Forum
was actually under the local Association of The School Principals or School Principal Forum
(Musyawarah Kerja Kepala Sekolah, abbreviated as MKKS). Hence, they usually got some grant
from MKKS as much as IDR 500000 (now around USD $36) for stationery or office supplies
such as pens and papers. Other than that, each teacher member was obliged to pay a membership
or contribution fee as much as IDR 130000 per year (now around USD $10). However, this fee
was usually paid by the school where they worked since the school usually programmed to send
one to two teachers to join the English teacher forum. If the teachers were not delegated by the
school but still wished to join the English teacher forum, they would have to pay the fee
themselves. However, the head of English teacher forum said that even though the contribution
fee was actually IDR 130000, sometimes the school only paid as much as IDR 100000 (now
around USD $7). The head of teacher English forum mentioned that the contribution fee was
usually used for consumption, i.e. providing food during the meetings. Hence, when they had an
extra plan or agenda such as inviting an expert as a speaker, or for their MGMP sister program,
teachers had to pay a contribution fee accordingly based on that agenda or activity.
The membership of English teacher forum was optional and not obligatory. If teachers
did not wish to join the forum, there was no penalty. However, the head of English teacher forum
mentioned that joining the forum could give a lot of benefits. In addition to the professional
knowledge that they received through their meetings and activities, the teachers could get a sort
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of certificate that could be used to advance their careers. This is because after three meetings, the
forum issued a letter of notification that certified that teachers attended the meetings. This letter
of notification could then be submitted as a proof that teachers participated in the professional
development activities. As this letter of notification was worth several points, they could collect
these points to certain amount in order for them to qualify for a promotion in their occupational
status or rank, in which the higher their rank was, the higher the salary and the allowance they
received.

6.2.1.2 Private English Teacher Forum
Private English Teacher Forum was not that different from the General English Teacher
Forum, except that this forum was meant only for teachers who taught at private schools. The
private English teacher forum was under the local Association of Private School Principals
(MKKS Swasta). Different from that in General English Teacher Forum, these teachers were not
obliged to pay a contribution fee per academic year. Instead, they could pay only when they
came to the meetings, i.e. if the teachers did not come to the meeting, they did not have to pay
any contribution fee, which was IDR 15000 (now around USD $1.10) per meeting. The meetings
themselves were held only occasionally, usually monthly, when they had a specific agenda, such
as when they were about to have exams or mid-term activities. Other than that, they usually
followed up with the focus from the General English Forum meetings since some of teachers
were also members of both forums.
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6.2.2 Zone-based Learning Competency Improvement Program
One of the professional learning opportunities that the teachers mentioned in this study
is Zone-based learning competency improvement program known as Program Peningkatan
Kompetensi Pembelajaran (PKP) berbasis zonasi. The Indonesian Ministry of Education and
Culture through Director General of Teachers and Teaching Personnels created this program in
attempt to improve students’ outcome, focusing on the high-order thinking skills (HOTS), by
giving some training to the teachers. In its implementation, PKP was supposed to work with and
involve the local subject-based Teacher Forum, in this case the English Teacher Forum, to help
record the teachers in their community, propose which teachers could join as the focal teachers,
and implement the program accordingly. The program was zone-based to take into account the
fact that the quality of education might differ between schools, supposedly reflected from their
accreditation status, students’ graduation rate, the average scores of national exams, etc. The
zone-based term itself means region-based, indicating that the implementation is neither
simultaneous at the national level nor centralized in one place but flexible and specific to each
region, in which the settings might be different from one another.
This program was usually held for, more or less, one to two months, in which teachers
had to attend classes with an In-service learning and On-the-job learning structure. During the
In-service learning period, teachers learned in person with the focal teachers as the facilitator.
The focal teachers themselves received some training prior to being the focal teachers in this
program. Together with other selected or appointed focal teachers from different regions, they
were sent to a broader region to learn with the experts, usually appointed by the central
committee. For example, the appointed teachers received the training to be focal teachers for
around one week along with other selected teachers from different regencies in the same
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province. After the training, these teachers were then sent back to their region to teach other
English teachers in their region through PKP program. The PKP program itself was usually once
a week, depending on the dates agreed and scheduled in each region. In this study, however, the
program was merged with the weekly English Teacher Forum (MGMP) meeting to avoid clashes
with teachers’ teaching schedule.
Meanwhile, On-the-job learning was the continuation of In-Service learning processes,
in which teachers were supposed to independently seek and acquire deeper understanding of the
materials and accomplish the tasks that they received during the In-Service learning period. They
would usually upload their assignments onto the determined official site. At the end, teachers did
In-Service learning again with the focal teachers to submit their accomplished tasks and report
their progress. They were also required to present their best practice, i.e. choosing among the
materials they received during the program which they considered the best to be applied and
implemented for their students in their teaching. Teachers were also given some post-tests such
as tests on TIU (Tes Intelegensi Umum, i.e. literally general intelligence test), pedagogical
competency, professional competency, etc. Their participation in this program and their scores
would be reflected in their SIM PKB (Sistem Informasi Manajemen Pengembangan Keprofesian
Berkelanjutan or Management Information System for Continuing Professional Development),
which was used to record and track teachers’ competency development and through which
teachers could get some benefits such as teacher allowance. In a way, this program applies what
Sandholtz (2002) suggested to be done in teacher professional development; that is,
implementing the teacher-teaching-teacher scheme to educate teachers and develop their
professionalism.
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6.2.3 Teacher Professional Education
Teacher professional education is also one of the professional learning opportunities
available to the teachers in this study. The Indonesian Ministry of National Education (2010)
through the Ministerial Regulation Number 9 Year 2010 defined professional education as higher
education, after an undergraduate program, that is aimed to prepare students to get a job that
requires specific skills. Teacher professional education is hereby a special higher-level education
programmed to equip students with teaching skills as it prepares them to be professional
teachers. While teacher professional education was initially available for both pre-service
teachers and in-service teachers, the teacher professional education in this study focused mainly
on the latter. Known as Pendidikan Profesi Guru (PPG), this program is designed for in-service
teachers to prepare them to fully master the teacher competencies in accordance with the national
standards of education in order to attain teacher certificates. In addition, “PPG program aims at
producing professional teachers with competencies in planning, implementing, and assessing
learning; guiding and coaching students in following up the results of assessment; and
conducting research as well as developing sustainable professionalism” (translated, Indonesian
Ministry of National Education, 2010).
Different from teacher education programs at the undergraduate level, PPG is held for
only one year or two semesters for pre-service teachers in several universities that were
considered qualified or met the requirements to hold the program. However, for in-service
teachers, both public-officer and non-public-officer teachers, the program was only one semester,
with the first half held online and the second half held in person. As this program is funded by
the government, the in-service teachers should fulfill some requirements to be able to join this
program such as having gotten a bachelor’s degree or the equivalent, teaching a subject in
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accordance with their bachelor’s degree, having passed UKG or Uji Kompetensi Guru (i.e.
teacher competency test), and having NUPTK or Nomor Unik Pendidik dan Tenaga
Kependidikan, literally translated as Unique Number of Teachers and Teaching Personnels for
those teaching at public schools, or such that indicates that they have been registered in the
national system and recorded as in-service teachers. The curriculum for PPG program requires
teacher to learn subject specific pedagogy (SSP) comprising the competency standards,
materials, strategies, methods, media, and evaluation. In addition to joining SSP workshop, they
also had to do a practicum such as microteaching and peer-teaching practice as well as doing an
internship, which is intensively supervised by an appointed expert lecturer. At the end of the
program, they had to take final tests, which consisted of both written and performance tests. If
they passed the tests, they would get a teacher certificate, which allowed them to receive certain
benefits, usually in the form of an allowance. However, non-public-officer teachers who attained
this certificate but worked at public schools would not be able to get the allowance until they are
instated as or appointed public officers. Furthermore, if teachers who joined PPG program did
not pass the tests, they would not get the certificate but would be given six chances to retake the
written tests. If they still failed after retaking the test six times, they would not get the certificate
and could not join PPG programs anymore. In other words, teachers who have passed the
competency test in PPG program did not have to take another PPG and if they failed all chances
to retake the test, they would not be given another chance to join another PPG either. However,
the policy could be different in each region. Some places seem to have a different policy, in
which they allow teachers who failed PPG to take another PPG but with their own funding.

187
6.2.4 Independent Workshop, Seminar, Conference, and Training
In addition to the programs that were held by the English Teacher Forum and the
Central Government, teachers could also join other workshops, seminars, conferences, and
trainings. These events were usually held independently by a third party such as universities or
other educational institutions. The availability of these professional learning opportunities,
however, depended on teachers’ accessibility to the information regarding the events. If teachers,
for instance, did not get the information about the event, they would definitely be unable to make
choices such as to attend or not. On the other hand, when they got the information about such
events, even though they could not always attend for some reasons, they could also decide to go
and attend if they wanted. In other words, information about such events could be obtained
randomly or coincidentally. For instance, teachers could get the information from a friend, a
colleague teaching at other places, and from social media. This information could then be shared
with other teachers joining the local English Teacher Forum.

6.2.5 Social Media
Professional learning opportunities are also available to teachers through social media.
In the survey (see Table 6), for example, most of the teachers indicated that in addition to joining
English Teacher Forum in Lumajang, they joined other teacher forums or groups for English
teachers in social media, not only from Indonesia but also from abroad. When presented with the
statement, only 4 out 64 teachers (6.25%) strongly disagreed, and 14 teachers (21.88%)
disagreed. 15 teachers (23.44%) neither agreed nor disagreed, and the rest showed agreement,
i.e. 27 teachers (42.19%) agreed, and 4 teachers (6.25%) strongly agreed. Indeed, in social
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media, teachers can connect to and share with other teachers, not only about English teaching
and learning, but also to enhance their own English proficiency.
In fact, the interviews with the focal teachers show that teachers often used social media
not only to get updates and materials for English teaching, but also – and more likely – to
practice and improve their skills. Budi, for example, joined an international group called ITALK
on WhatsApp. He knew the group from his friend. However, he mentioned that the members
were not all teachers. In fact, he did not know whether or not there was an English teacher in the
group. He stated that he joined the group only to improve his English. He explained that even
though the administrator of the group was an Argentinian, the members were from all over the
world such as from Middle East, Pakistan, and India. The group was basically a discussion
group, in which the administrator gave a prompt for them to discuss for the day. The members
could then share their opinion using the voice message feature. Hence, they got the chance to
listen to authentic spoken English as well as speak English themselves.
The same thing was also stated by Amir. Resenting the absent usage of English in the
English Teacher Forum that he joined, he used his foreign-exchange hobby to connect to
international people, in which he had to speak English. He confirmed that it was not about
teaching, but more about broadening his knowledge and networks while practicing his English.
When asked about his experience joining English Teacher Forum in social media, he referred to
a WhatsApp group of the English Teacher Forum that he joined in this study. He expressed some
disappointment in the use of Indonesian in their group. He stated,
In that Teacher English Forum group chat, I had some kind of obsession that my
colleagues would not use Indonesian at all [i.e. would use English only]…To reduce
joking, we even made two separate groups to distinguish [the group to discuss] serious
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stuff from [the group for] less serious stuff. One of them was where full Indonesian was
allowed. They could talk about anything there. While the other one was, more or less if
I’m not mistaken, for formal only [i.e. where people were expected to use English].
However, as I observe, the use of English decreased and finally they mixed the use of
English and Indonesian. As a form of little protest, I changed the name of the group into
Indolish, Indonesian English. It’s a form of my protest to my colleagues to say, “Come
on [let’s talk in English].”
However, some teachers did join Teacher Forums, either a general forum for teachers,
or forums specifically for English teachers. Dewi, for example, joined the Indonesian Teacher
Association and groups to learn about TOEFL and improve her English skills on Facebook.
Similarly, Ani joined the Indonesian English Teacher Forum. She also admitted that she
followed some English teachers from abroad, who often shared some e-books with followers. In
short, social media provided learning opportunities for teachers, not only to develop their skills
in terms of teaching but also to improve their own English skills.

6.3 The Content of Professional Learning Opportunities
6.3.1 Instructional Planning
Huda, the head of English Teacher forum in this study, stated that one content of some
teacher professional development programs was instructional planning. For example, teachers
were taught to formulate a syllabus and lesson plan. They were also taught to map out the
competency standards required in the syllabus in their lesson plans. Depending on the teacher
professional development program, the content on instructional planning could be general. In
other words, teachers were only taught about how to make the syllabus and lesson plans
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correctly. Teachers learned about what to include in their syllabus and lesson plans such as the
competency standards, basic competences, learning materials and resources, etc. based on the
correct general format and in accordance with the curriculum, but not focusing specifically on
the subject that they taught. Nana, for instance, stated that when she was taught to make a lesson
plan, it focused more on mechanics like “the use of conjunction, period, and comma.” However,
there were also some professional development that provided such instructional planning
materials specific to the subject that they taught, i.e. English.

6.3.2 Updates on Educational Policies and Curriculum
Professional development events are usually a place where teachers receive updates on
the latest educational policies and curriculum. It has become an opportunity for the central
government to socialize changes to teachers and teaching personnel at regional levels. Huda, the
head of English teacher forum in this study, for example, said that when Curriculum 2013 or K13 was established, the English teacher forum managed to work with the staff from Lembaga
Penjaminan Mutu Pendidikan (LPMP, i.e. Institution of Education Quality Assurance), Pusat
Pengembangan dan Pemberdayaan Pendidik dan Tenaga Kependidikan (P4TK, i.e. The Center
for the Development and Empowerment of Educators and Educational Personnels), and
educational experts or lecturers from the university to familiarize teachers with the changes. This
way teachers could learn how it was different from the previous curriculum. Teachers also
received some guidance on how to adjust their teaching in order to achieve the desired outcomes
in line with the new curriculum. Furthermore, teachers were informed about their responsibilities
in addition to teaching in the classroom, such as administrative tasks, e.g. a new way to record
their attendance, a report to the regional office of education, etc. Depending on the kind of
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professional development events they attended, the content might be very general for teachers of
all subjects. Indeed, Huda mentioned that the content materials were usually general and even
merged with teacher forums of other subjects. Similar to Huda, Dewi stated that such events
usually focused more on the educational aspects and not specifically on English teaching.
However, they could also receive the content specific for English teachers in the professional
development events designated specifically for English teachers.

6.3.3 Teaching Methodologies and Techniques
As teacher joined professional development programs, they also learned teaching
methodologies and techniques. Similar to the content of professional learning opportunities
previously discussed, the content focusing on teaching methodologies and techniques could be
general and used for other subjects. However, sometimes it is also made specific and adjusted for
teaching English. Dewi, for instance, mentioned that she learned how to teach high-order
thinking skills to the students, the materials of which were adjusted specifically for English
classes. She learned how to structure the English to be used as well as how to create the
questions for students’ exercises.
Moreover, teachers usually received this content through microteaching and peer
teaching. They could have a facilitator and their peers demonstrate how they taught in the class.
They could also demonstrate and share with their peers about how they taught English.
Furthermore, they could also explain why they used such teaching methodologies and techniques
and receive feedback accordingly, such as when they joined PPG or Teacher Professional
Education. Indeed, they learned teaching methodologies and techniques by observing other
teachers at other schools, such as when they did MGMP sister program by doing a comparative
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study and visiting another school. As Budi reckoned, for instance, they visited Pare, a town that
was famous for its English courses, to focus on not only the teaching and learning materials but
also the methods and techniques that enabled students to practice their English. Budi said,
“We’re wondering how they could learn English in Pare in only two months. They could even be
fluent in one month. Thus, we copy the methods.”

6.3.4 Teaching-Learning Materials (Learning Resources)
Engaging in professional learning opportunities can help teachers get teaching-learning
materials. Different from teaching materials that teachers used for their teaching such as
instructional planning (i.e. lesson plan, syllabus, etc.), the teaching materials in this section are
learning resources for students, i.e. English materials that students could use for their learning
such as grammar or vocabulary exercises, English texts or story books, English videos, etc. The
individual interviews reveal that professional development was excellent for this since many
English teachers could share with them. Ani, for example, stated that in the English Teacher
Forum on Facebook that she joined, she often got English story texts and books that she could
print for her students. She stated,
I often get materials from Indonesian English Teacher Forum. There are a lot of
materials and learning sources including e-books. I join them on telegram too (note:
telegram is an app like WhatsApp). They share questions for exercises and many
interesting English story books. So I’m thankful. When I think it’s really interesting, I
read and print it.
Similarly, Nana also mentioned that, when she joined PPG, her instructor shared a lot of blogs
that could be used as references when she needed to find English materials for teaching and for

193
their students’ learning. She added that she could not remember the names of the blogs because
she bookmarked them in her laptop. However, she emphasized how useful these blogs were for
her teaching.
Aside from receiving or copying such materials as learning exercises and questions for
students, sometimes teachers were also taught to formulate the questions themselves. When the
government required teachers to focus on higher-order thinking skills, for instance, in the
professional learning opportunities available to them, teachers were trained to create questions
that could improve students’ critical thinking. By formulating such questions, teachers learned to
teach students how to analyze the texts and the questions. However, depending on the kind of
professional development program that they joined, the training on formulating such exercises
and questions for students might not be as detailed and thorough.

6.3.5 Social Media and Technological Learning Apps
Professional development programs provided teachers with content about technological
development especially ones that can be used for educational purposes. Not only were they
informed about the kind of technological tools such as social media and learning apps that can be
used for teaching and learning, but also how to use them and implement them in their teaching.
In the survey focusing on professional development, most of the teachers agreed that they have
been informed about how to use social media for teaching. 44 out of 64 teachers (68.75%) agreed
that they have been informed and taught to use social media for teaching in the government’s PD
program that they have joined; 8 teachers (12.50%) strongly agreed with the statement, 8
teachers (12.50%) neither agree nor disagree, 4 teachers (6.25%) disagreed, and no teachers
strongly disagreed with the statement. Similar results were also obtained in the question about
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the teacher group that teachers joined in social media. 44 out of 64 teachers (68.75%) agreed that
they have been informed and taught to use social media for teaching in the teacher groups that
they join in social media; 8 teachers (12.50%) strongly agreed with the statement, 10 teachers
(15.63 %) neither agree nor disagree, 2 teachers (3.13 %) disagreed, and no teachers strongly
disagreed with the statement.
Moreover, in one of the English Teacher Forum meetings that I observed, for instance,
English teachers in this study were introduced to Quizziz, a learning platform in which teachers
can “find and create gamified quizzes, lessons, presentations, and flashcards for students,
employees, and everyone else” (quizizz.com). Teachers were taught how to use the platform
from the scratch. They were trained on how to sign up with their email and set up their account.
They were shown how to search, find, import, and modify quizzes created by other English
teachers. They were also taught about how to create their own quizzes and specify the settings of
the quizzes and tailor it to their own needs and convenience, e.g. to minimize the chance of
students cheating from another student. Furthermore, not only did they receive this information
passively, but they also got hands-on practice on the content of using the platform. Indeed, Amir,
the teacher who was trusted with presenting the technological content on the teacher forum
meeting, said that he got to know about such applications when he was appointed a national
instructor and joined some training with other teachers. He then even created a separate
WhatsApp chat group to focus on the technological aspect of teaching and create YouTube
videos to share them with other teachers.
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6.3.6 English Practice
Professional development programs that focus on English teachers offer an opportunity
for teachers to practice their English. This kind of practice is usually voluntary unless teachers
are conditioned to use only English or positioned as students who should demonstrate their
English proficiency. Since practicing English is often not the main content of professional
development programs, teachers could usually use other languages than English, except if they
were given topics to discuss in English or explicitly instructed to use English. Hence, different
from being an English learner in English classes, teachers did not get any feedback, neither were
they assessed or evaluated on their English skills. Ani, for example, stated that she tried her best
to use as much English as possible when attending the English Teacher Forum meetings even
though they ended up using Indonesian. Indeed, in some cases teachers deliberately joined
forums in which they had no option but to speak or use only English, e.g. when they had to
communicate with the international community, just so they could keep using English and
become more fluent in the language that they teach, as Amir and Budi did. Ani, furthermore,
expressed her contentment for using full English when she joined an English event, in which the
teachers were required to speak only English.

6.3.7 Planning for English Events
Professional learning program, mainly the local English Teacher Forum in which this
study was conducted, provided teachers with an opportunity to work in a team to plan and
organize an English event or competition for their students. Huda said that the events vary from
English storytelling and speeches to musical performances in which students translate the lyrics
from a local song into English and perform it in English. This kind of opportunity trained
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teachers to be creative in thinking about how their students could showcase their English skills.
Indeed, these events also provided students with an opportunity to practice their English outside
the classroom, especially because students usually would have to practice a lot before the day of
their performance to win the competition.

6.3.8. Journal Writing
Huda, someone with the leadership role in the English teacher forum, said that the
content of professional development in their regular meetings was sometimes based on what
might be important for teachers. He stated, for example, that they planned on to discuss journal
writing to archive teachers’ writing such as best-practice and classroom action research. Similar
statement was given by Amir. He said,
The teacher forum itself tries to accommodate what teachers want. For example, when
the teachers feel like they are lacking in journalism or journal writing, we invite [the
experts] or sometimes there are offers from outside [the teacher forum] to give
workshop on how to write a good scientific writing, so we invite them. But we don’t
have a fixed or regular schedule for that.
In relation to writing content, Ani also shared her experience joining a seminar on writing.
However, she mentioned that it did not really have anything to do with English teaching as it was
more about writing for a magazine, and she did it as a hobby and to broaden her insights.

6.4 Professional Development and World Englishes
On the topic of World Englishes content in professional development for teachers, the
results from the survey were quite different from the results obtained from individual interviews
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with the focal teachers. In the survey, shown in Table 7, most teachers seem ambivalent in their
answers about World Englishes content in the professional development that they received. In
the first four questions, which contained positive statements, most teachers stated that, both in
the teacher forum that they joined in social media and the professional development from the
government, they have been informed about World Englishes, the importance of exposing
students to various English varieties, and suggestions for integration to their English teaching in
the classroom. Even though a few teachers disagreed with these statements, the teachers who
agreed and strongly agreed outnumber those who disagreed and those who neither agreed nor
disagreed. However, these answers did not seem consistent when the questions were given in the
form of negative statements in the next four questions. Had teachers been consistent with their
answers, the teachers who disagreed with these negative statements would have outnumbered
those who agreed with the statements that said they have never been informed or suggested to
use World Englishes both in the government’s professional development programs and the
teacher forums they joined on social media. In fact, the numbers of teachers who agreed with
these statements were still higher than those who disagreed like those in statements 5 and 6;
while for statements 7 and 8, the answers were distributed relatively evenly between those who
agreed, disagreed, and who neither agreed or disagreed. While a conclusive finding cannot be
drawn from these survey results, this could still indicate that teachers perceived World Englishes
differently and received as well as experienced professional development differently as well.
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Table 7
Summary of Teachers’ Experience of Professional Development in Relation to WE-based TEIL
and Use of Social Media
Note: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither Agree or Disagree, 4=Agree, and 5=Strongly
Agree.
Number

1

2

3

4

5

Statements
In the government’s PD
program that I have
joined, I have been
informed about the
importance of exposing
students to different
English varieties in the
classroom.
In the government’s PD
program that I have
joined, I have been
suggested to use
different English
varieties in my
classrooms.
In the teacher group that
I join in social media, I
have been informed
about the importance of
exposing students to
different English
varieties in the
classroom.
In the teacher group that
I join in social media, I
have been
suggested to use
different English
varieties in my
classroom.
In the government’s PD
program that I have
joined, I have never

1

2

3

4

5

3

4

12

42

3

(4.69%)

(6.25%)

3

7

(4.69%)

2
(3.13%)

1
(1.56%)

6
(9.38%)

(18.75%) (65.63%)

19

34

(10.94%) (29.69%) (53.13%)

7

13

40

(10.94%) (20.31%) (62.50%)

9

17

37

(14.06%) (26.56%) (57.81%)

9

14

32

(14.06%) (21.88%) (50.00%)

(4.69%)

1
(1.56%)

2
(3.13%)

0
(0.00%)

3
(4.69%)
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6

7

8

been informed about the
importance of exposing
students to different
English varieties in the
classroom.
In the teacher group that
I join in social media, I
have never been
informed about the
importance of exposing
students to different
English varieties in the
classroom.
In the government’s PD
program that I have
joined, I have never
been suggested to use
different English
varieties in my
classrooms.
In the teacher group that
I join in social media, I
have never been
suggested to use
different English
varieties in my
classroom.

5
(7.81%)

3
(4.69%)

3
(4.69%)

15

17

25

(23.44%) (26.56%) (39.06%)

20

16

19

(3.13%)

22

(31.25%) (25.00%) (34.38%)

21

2

3
(4.69%)

19

(32.81%) (29.69%) (29.69%)

2
(3.13%)

In contrast to the results of the survey, however, the results from the focus group
discussion and individual interviews show the consistency of teachers’ answers in regard to
World Englishes content in their professional development. All of the focal teachers in this
study, including the Head Teacher Forum, stated that they have not been informed about World
Englishes, the importance of exposing students to various Englishes, or provided with
suggestions to teach it in the classroom in any of professional development programs that they
have experienced, including those teacher forums they join in social media. Huda said that World
Englishes has never been the focus, though occasionally they discussed certain words they
happened to encounter to see which English variety they were. The rest of the teachers said
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exactly the same. Dewi, for example, said that World Englishes has never been discussed
specifically. She stated that, when the topic focusing on English was concerned, the emphasis
was always about “English as a communication tool,” and not on the English varieties. Indeed,
when English varieties were discussed, it was usually only in the form of information on
differences between varieties but had never really been about how it should be integrated in the
teaching, like what Dewi learned from her online friends on Facebook.
However, even though World Englishes has never been suggested or taught in any of
their professional development, they also stated that they were not restricted to use only a certain
English variety. Similar to a study by Matsuda (2009), Huda said that the English varieties that
they could use in teaching were “up to the teachers.” While teachers were neither suggested nor
encouraged to use English varieties other than those varieties from the inner circle countries,
they were not prohibited from using them either. However, teachers seemed to perceive that the
English used in their professional development leaned towards American English. Huda, for
instance, stated that “We did not discuss it [i.e. World Englishes] specifically but [I think] it
seems American oriented.” When asked why he thought so, he said that “it seems more popular,
and [because] they [i.e. experts who shared materials in professional development events] came
from universities that seem to orient towards American English.” Similarly, Budi stated that
content on American English might have been emphasized compared to other English varieties
because the speaker in the seminar he attended was American. He reckoned that there was a
Peace Corps volunteer who was invited to present in the Teacher English forum meeting. As an
American, he tended to emphasize the American style such as the spelling and the pronunciation
or speaking style.
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6.5 Teachers’ Motivation in Joining Professional Development Programs
Teachers’ motivation in joining the local English Teacher Forum as a part of their
professional development was relatively high, considering that it was not always free for them.
Some teachers had to pay the contribution fee out of their personal pockets because the school or
the institution they worked for did not pay for them. Amir and Ani, for instance, had to pay the
contribution fee themselves because, while the school paid for them in the previous year, this
year the school delegated different teachers in turn. The high motivation was also found in
teachers who worked in private schools such as Budi and Nana. It was especially high because
not only did they have to pay the contribution fee for the general English teacher forum but also
for when they attended the meetings of English teacher forum for teachers specifically working
at the private schools. This was worth pointing out because in some cases teachers were reluctant
to join professional development programs for financial reasons. Nana, for instance, recalled that
a friend of her teacher friend from another province in another island in Indonesia was quite
surprised to know that Nana actually had to pay for it. In Nana’s own words, translated into
English:
The friend of my friend in City X or somewhere once said this. We shared about our
experiences joining teacher forums. “Here I should pay [some contribution fee], it’s
IDR 130000.” And then they said this, “Here in City X we would be grateful if people
just came. How could you pay?” [They wondered why] we pay here.
Nana’s statement implied that in City X the teacher forum was free but teachers were still
reluctant to join or come to the meetings. Hence, they were surprised to know that Nana and
other teachers still joined the English teacher forum even though they had to pay by themselves.
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Using this comparison, it is relatively safe to conclude that teachers in this study were quite
motivated to join English teacher forums as a part of their professional development.
Nevertheless, despite the high motivation, it seems that teachers joined English Teacher
Forum and other professional development programs not solely to develop their professionalism
such as their teaching skills. Teachers joined such forums and professional development program
often to keep in touch with their colleagues or fellow English teachers. Amir, for example, stated
that what motivated him to join English Teacher Forum was the fact that he could keep in touch
with his fellow English teachers. Moreover, since his motto was “sharing is caring,” he felt that
the English teacher forum gave him the opportunity to share with them especially because he
was in charge of the research and development division.
In addition, teachers seemed to join professional development programs also for their
career development, i.e. to get promoted or move up their occupational rank in the system, which
eventually leads to better salary and allowances. While, as Huda said, there was not really a
penalty for not joining the English teacher forum, teachers could get some benefits, directly or
indirectly, by becoming a member. Directly, teachers could gain some points or credits from the
certificates or notification letters obtained by joining and actively attending the regular meetings
of the English teacher forum, which, when accumulated, could increase their chances to be
promoted. Furthermore, Dewi affirmed that it was actually one of the drawbacks of attending an
online seminar or workshop for professional development, i.e. they did not give out certificates
of participation or attendance. Dewi stated that, especially for public officer teachers, those
certificates could help to get a better position. She said,
For public officers, [the certificates could be used to get] promotion or credit points.
There is a credit point, and for teachers we could apply for promotion every four years.
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For non-teachers, structural positions, usually they’ll automatically be promoted after
2.5 years. But teachers should seek credit points, and it is one of the ways [i.e. attending
seminars and workshops and getting a certificate as the evidence]. If the workshop is
more than 30 hours, 30 hours is usually 3 days in a row, so it is considered 32 hours and
above and it gets 1 credit point. But if it is just a seminar, the credit point is only 0.15.
But it’s good enough since you could get 1.5 credit points if you join 10.”
Indirectly, in some cases, joining the English teacher forum was made as a requirement
for teachers to be able to join other professional development programs that could give them
long-term financial benefits as English teachers. Rani, for instance, stated that the reason she
joined the general English teacher forum before was because in order to join the PPG program,
she had to be registered as an MGMP or Teacher forum member. Hence, she did not really have
an option to not join the English teacher forum since she considered PPG important for her
career. However, Nana affirmed that this was not the case because she once used PPG as an
excuse to not join the English teacher forum for some time. Nevertheless, she affirmed that what
Rani meant might be that she joined the English teacher forum to get allowance disbursement
because it was also one of her reasons. She confirmed that some teachers might join the English
teacher forum because when they were certified, they might not be able to disburse their
certification allowance if they were not registered as an English teacher forum member.
Nonetheless, an opportunity to have a better position was not their only motivation.
Some teachers like Budi and Ani did state that they joined the English teacher forum to develop
their teaching professionalism. Budi, for instance, stated,
In MGMP, we have activities, and in each of it, there is usually a new thing. Maybe
some colleagues joined some kind of workshop or something and then they

204
implemented it in MGMP. Or maybe they have a certain skill, then they can present it
and share it in MGMP. So we get those.
Similarly, Ani said that by joining the English teacher forum, she hoped she could learn
something new such as when the materials presented during the meetings concerned technology
or applications that could be implemented in her classes.

6.6 Teachers’ Perspectives on Their Professional Development
Teachers have both positive and negative perspectives on their professional
development experiences. Positively, they admitted that, to some extent, the professional
development programs that they have joined, either independently or programmed by the
government, have helped them with their teaching and career. It helped them get in touch with
fellow English teachers. It also helped them catch up with updates in the curriculum and
educational policy. Indeed, they could learn something new when their fellow teachers shared
with them. However, the teachers seemed to think that their professional development could be
better. Hence, they often expressed some resentment towards the professional development that
they have experienced.
Nana, for instance, stated that when the appointed teachers scheduled to present were
absent, the meetings ended up with no content. This was echoed by Ani, who mentioned that the
meetings held by the English teacher forum in this study was unstructured and thus boring. In
more details, she explained,
We already had the schedule but sometimes it just was not in accordance with it. And
then somebody else took over but then they talked about something else but it was
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longwinded and unclear. We had no idea what the focus was. Meanwhile, I had been
waiting for that meeting.
Ani then added that it made her more selective about her coming to the meeting. She would
usually text the Head of MGMP to ask about the material or the agenda for the day. If she felt
like she did not have to come, she did not attend. For instance, when the discussion was about
the plan to have an English competition event for all high school students in the regency, she did
not feel like attending because she believed it was not something to be discussed in such a
roundabout way in the English teacher forum meetings since they have already shared the format
in advance. However, if she thought the material would be useful, e.g. introducing a new
learning application, she would come. That was because she joined the English teacher forum
independently, i.e. the contribution fee was self-paid and not paid by the school, so she did not
feel obliged to attend all the meetings.
Amir also expressed some disappointment in the fact that English was not really used
during the English teacher forum meetings. As he believed that English teachers were “the model
of English” for their students, he thought English teachers should demonstrate and practice their
competence by speaking English. He emphasized the significance of practicing English for
English teachers in comparison to teachers of other subjects. For instance, a Math teacher could
showcase their skills by solving Math problems. Hence, he believed that English teachers would
be acknowledged if they could speak English. Speaking in English, he stated, “We are respected
to be English teacher if we can show to the students that we can speak English, we can
communicate with our students in English.” In addition to speaking English with students, he
added that it was just as important to communicate in English with their colleagues, i.e. fellow
English teachers. He was so disappointed in the lack of English use among the English teachers
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that he decided to change the name of the Teacher English Forum WhatsApp group chat, in
which teachers were expected to use English, into “Indolish” to refer to Indonesian English,
because teachers used Indonesian and hardly any English.
The same disappointment was also expressed by other teachers. Nana, for instance, was
disappointed that she did not get to listen to English songs when they were going on a trip for
their comparative study. She complained that the other English teachers preferred to play
Dangdut songs, an Indonesian music genre that mostly used Indonesian. She then expressed her
happiness when she could finally speak English when she first joined the private English teacher
forum. She felt encouraged and empowered to speak English because the Head of the forum
initiated speaking in English. However, she later was disappointed again as the older or senior
teachers asked to be excused for speaking Indonesian because “they were old.”
Furthermore, Ani expressed her disappointment in a different way. While she admitted
that she did not always speak English in the English teacher forum meetings, when she was
given the opportunity to present or share materials, she always tried to speak English at least at
the beginning. She affirmed that she did that to quip or satirize her fellow English teachers that
hardly spoke English. She wanted them to feel the presence of English in the forum. However,
she stated that even though she started sharing in English, it would usually end up in Indonesian.
Some teachers even smiled it away when she told them that, as English teachers, they should at
least practice some English.
Nevertheless, Huda said that it was hard to make an English-only rule in such meetings.
Even though he agreed that as English teachers they should at least practice English on that one
day of English teacher forum meetings, he thought that it might be burdensome for teachers. He
stated that since they worked hard the whole week with a lot of pressure, teachers might want to
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relax in their regular weekly meetings. Hence, they tried to talk about something light, something
that was interesting and not boring, implying that such discourses were easier in Indonesian than
English. Hence, he did not protest when teachers did not speak English in the forum.
Similar resentment was also expressed regarding the content of professional
development provided by the government, which some teachers felt was too general and not
specific to English teaching and learning. Nana, for instance, said that in one of the professional
development sessions she joined, the instructor or the facilitator focused too much on the
mechanics such as the use of punctuations and conjunctions. While she knew it was important,
she thought the session should have been more than that. In the interview, she said,
They talked about the curriculum, how to make a lesson plan and such but it is more
general. But I think, for example, Indonesian and English are different, but when they
discussed how to make a lesson plan, they talked more about the use of conjunction,
period, and comma. Oh my God, it’s like, ok, it’s true that it’s important too. “This is
right, this is wrong.” I know it’s right, but, isn’t our focus supposed to be how to
implement it to our [English] teaching such as, perhaps, the syntax, or the teaching
techniques and methods?
Nana resented that she could not receive take-home materials to actually implement in her
classes. This supports the discussion on professional development in the existing literature, such
as the mismatch between the conceptual knowledge and the real practice (Grossman et al, 2009)
and the inability or infeasibility to implement what teachers learned in the PD once they return to
their classes (Schlager & Fusco, 2003; Zein, 2016a).
Nana also compared this experience to a workshop held by USAid, which she believed
was more useful and applicable, which thus supports the previous study by Harjanto et al. (2018)
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about the success of professional development sponsored by private non-government agencies
for teachers in remote areas. Nana recounted how “cool” the workshop was because, for
instance, it taught her to make good media for teaching. She emphasized that it was much better
than the professional development programs provided by the Indonesian government. She
wondered if it was good because it was organized by foreigners. She recounted, “It was really
cool, like, they shared the applications with us. We were taught how to create good media.
They’re much better. But it seemed that they’re not the government program, right? I don’t
know.”
In regard to foreigners, however, Dewi complained that sometimes native speakers were
good only at English but not really at teaching or communicating with English teachers. When
the Peace Corps volunteer was invited as a speaker for one of the workshops in the English
teacher forum, for example, Dewi thought that they were not expert in the field. She believed
that they came as a volunteer to teach English only because they could speak English and not
because they actually received formal education in English teaching. Hence, when they presented
in the workshop, it felt “flat” because they could not grasp the characteristics of the attendees.
Dewi said,
They would not laugh if they did not have to so it was flat. Thus, teachers sometimes
did not really pay attention to the materials they shared. Meanwhile we, Indonesians,
love to have some smiles, laughter, and jokes, right? Only then we could grasp it. That
is something we can learn by socializing. They should have known our characteristics,
“Oh, if I teach Indonesians, I should do it this way.” They should learn from it, right?
Like when we go abroad, we would try to understand the foreigners’ characteristics. But
when they come here, they refuse to learn Indonesians’ characteristics. Isn’t it unfair?
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Dewi implied that even though the facilitator spoke English, the materials could not really be
understood because of the way it was delivered, which was not in accordance with the style
usually used in Indonesian professional development. Indeed, this statement was interesting
because Dewi was actually one of those teachers who had low scores in her view on World
Englishes in the survey, i.e. having more negative views towards WE and leaning more towards
American or Standard English variety.
Overall, the professional development teachers experienced might not be as fulfilling in
improving their teaching skills or students’ learning. This could be seen from teachers’
motivation and attitudes especially in joining the English teacher forum. Some teachers like Ani
might not feel obligated to attend unless they were sure the meeting would be really important
and useful. Some teachers like Rani might not have joined the forum if it had not been made
compulsory for their PPG program, which was evidenced by the fact that they stopped being an
active member once they were done with their PPG program and chose to join only the private
English teacher forum. Some teachers might also not have joined the forum if it did not affect
their financial status like Nana, who excused herself from coming to the forum meetings while
joining the PPG program but had to rejoin so that she could get disbursement of her certification
allowance. These examples show that what pulled teachers into joining and staying int the
English teacher forum as a part of their professional development was not only the fulfillment of
improving their teaching quality or students’ learning.
In fact, some teachers believed that the professional development from the government
was not programmed seriously for teachers’ improvement or professional development. Amir
and Nana were quite vocal about this. Amir recounted that in some workshops that he joined,
sometimes he was just given the files but was not really coached or trained to learn the content in
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the files. He assumed that those workshops were just a part of project to spend the year-end
budget. He stated that this kind of workshop was an open secret between the teachers. However,
he could not really complain because he admitted that sometimes teachers benefitted from it, e.g.
teachers who had never stayed in a five-star hotel got to experience it when they attended the
professional development program. Hence, they were happy.
Similarly, Nana also talked about this problem with the other teachers, emphasizing that
not only English teachers had that complaint. She stated,
It came to a point where we think negatively. All of us, not just the English teachers.
We said, “Isn’t this just wasting money?” It really felt like they [i.e. the government]
were just trying to spend or use up their budget. The last time it happened in Y [i.e. a
local college where the workshop was held]. It was not Y that held the workshop but it
took place there. There were two classes for us, English teachers. My name was not
listed even though my colleagues and I had registered. But I wanted to join. I wanted to
know how it differed from the previous workshops. But because I registered at the last
minute, I was enrolled in Class B. And the teacher, I mean the national instructor, was
not even an English teacher. I was like – [really disappointed].
Similar to Amir, Nana implied that because the workshop lacked seriousness in the attempts to
improve teachers’ professionalism, she believed that the workshops were held and organized
only to spend the budget.
Furthermore, Amir questioned the way teachers were evaluated. He affirmed that
sometimes he simply did not know how he was evaluated and who did the evaluation. He
recalled that there was a teacher competency test called UKG starting in 2014. He thought that it
was supposed to be held annually. He recalled that in 2016 the test was computer-based and
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internet-based using the server from the central government. However, he could not figure out
how this evaluation was done afterwards. He wondered if the central government had a certain
way in evaluating teachers. He said,
Back in 2014 and 2015, we answered the computerized questions from the central
server. It was assessed and evaluated, but we had no idea how it was assessed. Suddenly
our scores were there in the system. For example, if we had two red marks before,
suddenly we had three red marks this year, and I had no idea when they tested us. Many
teachers wonder about it.
Amir found it strange because there was no direct evaluation, and he did not know what caused
the change in the scores. This shows that teacher evaluation was not transparent and hence it was
difficult for teachers to improve and develop since they were not informed about the areas they
were considered lacking.
These complaints from teachers in regard to their professional development could
indicate that the professional development programs were not effective in improving teachers’
professionalism in terms of teaching skills. This complaint supports the findings of Ree, AlSamarrai, and Iskandar (2012) and World Bank (2016) about the certification programs
implemented as professional development. The studies show that the program increased
teachers’ financial income and changed their behavior, e.g. teachers who usually were not
inclined to join a seminar, workshop, etc. became eager to join PD events. However, the studies
indicated that there was not a significant impact on teacher quality or student outcomes. Indeed,
the professional development experienced by teachers in those studies and in this study reflected
that of traditional professional development such as in Grossman et al., (2009), Sandholtz
(2002), Schlager and Fusco (2003) and Zein (2016a). Their articles stated that traditional PD
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looks like a formality, in which teachers are given some training and thus assumed to get the PD
they need, when in reality they do not benefit from it because they do not get enough support to
apply what they get from the PD into their classroom. Some of the professional development
experiences shared by teachers in this study also portrayed traditional and ineffective
professional development given by outside experts and teachers were left alone without
supervision for the implementation (Desimone et al., 2002; Garet et al., 2001; Penuel et al.,
2007).

6.7 Professional Development Challenges
6.7.1 Challenges in Participation
Some teachers expressed challenges in regard to English teaching at junior high school
level and their professional development experiences. Challenges that came up in the survey
were limited opportunities, time inflexibility and limited time due to too much workload
including administrative work given to teachers, mismatch between the content of professional
development (PD) and the reality teachers faced in their schools, limited facilities such as
technological support to implement what they got from the PD, lack of funding, difficulties in
catching up with technology, incompetent instructors in the PD programs, students’ low skills,
complicated attendance-taking systems and permission procedures, and too many materials and
content or lessons for the students. Some of these challenges were also mentioned during the
focus group discussion and individual interviews with the focal teachers, which could be
summarized as logistics, attendance list system, lack of support from the school or institution,
and pressure from the curriculum. Teachers believe that these factors affect their professional

213
learning opportunities and limit their freedom in implementing what they receive from their
professional development experiences.
Some teachers mentioned that it was hard to join professional learning opportunities
independently because these workshops, seminars, and other professional learning opportunities
were often available far away in other towns. Ani confirmed that there was a lot of information
on professional learning opportunities or events shared in the teacher forums or groups that she
joined. However, they were mostly held out of town. While she really wanted to join, she could
not due to the complicated process that she had to go through. In addition to the fact that she has
children at home, she stated that as a public officer, the attendance-taking system made it
difficult for her to go far from where she was instated.
The attendance-taking system, called SiPERLU, required the public officers to do their
work attendance by logging into the online system using an Android-based mobile application
with facial recognition. This application was location-based, i.e. it would enable public officers
to be logged in and thus noted as present or coming to work only in their designated areas of
work. Indeed, they had to do this twice: when they came to work and when they left work and it
had to be from the same place. This is to say, if A registered their attendance in the morning but
did not register when they left work, they would be considered absent. Furthermore, if A was
registered to be working in Region X, they would not be able to log in and register their
attendance when they were in Region Y. The app would not function nor enable them to do so
from a place outside Region X, unless they notified the operator in advance to move their
designated region to another place, such as when they were officially assigned to do some work
out of town. While this could prevent teachers from faking their work attendance while skipping
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work, it created a hassle for when teachers needed to independently attend professional
development events located out of town.
Moreover, regarding this work attendance reporting system, Budi and Nana, despite
being teachers at a private school themselves, believed that some public-officer teachers came to
the English teacher forum meeting only because they needed to register their attendance in the
system. It was because the location in their app had been moved or set in advance to register
from the area where the meeting was regularly held. Hence, they could not mark their attendance
from the school where they worked, i.e. they would be registered as absent unless they came to
the meeting. In other words, they did not have a choice to not attend the meeting. Budi added
that this was what made it different from the private English teacher forum. Budi said that the
non-public-officer teachers did not need to go through such a hassle to come to the teacher forum
meetings or other professional development as long as their school principal gave them
permission.
Dewi, as a public officer herself, confirmed that it was easier to join professional
development before SiPERLU was implemented. Even though she had to pay for the forum
herself, she could always attend after asking the school principal for permissions and preparing
assignments for her students. After SiPERLU was implemented, however, it was harder to do it
because not only did she need to ask the school principal for permission, she also needed to
notify the operator to move her location for her work attendance, which took documents and time
to be approved, and she found it troublesome. As another public officer, Ani echoed Dewi’s
statement. When she was appointed as a focal teacher by the central government and had to
attend some training, it was not difficult for her because the work attendance-taking system was
taken care of as she had already received the permission from the central government.
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Nevertheless, she found that her opportunities to join professional development events
independently were quite limited because it was hard to get permission from her school
principal. She stated,
Sometimes the school principal look like they object to it. Well, they did give me
permission, but it looks like they did it unwillingly, and I find it discouraging. Even
when I was assigned by the central government [i.e. when she was appointed a focal
teacher for the PKP program], they objected to it.
Dewi’s and Ani’s statements show that aside from the complication SiPERLU has
caused, the professional learning opportunities teachers can take outside the English teacher
forum and what is programmed by the government sometimes depends on the school principal in
giving permission and support. Some teachers might have it easier than others, and this applies
not only to public-officer teachers but also non-public-officer teachers, who work at private
schools. Budi, for instance, stated that it was not that hard for him to get permission to join
professional learning opportunities outside the teacher forums and government programs. Budi
added that some non-public-officers teachers were actually highly motivated to develop and
improve themselves by taking professional learning opportunities available to them. However,
the foundation, school, or institution where they worked made it difficult for them to get
permission to be away from school as they could not afford to have students left unattended with
assignments. Budi mentioned Rani as an example, who happened to also be the focal teacher in
this study. Budi said Rani was highly motivated but she often came late to the meetings and
sometimes could not even attend because the school did not allow her.
In her interview, Rani described the same situation that was explained by Budi.
However, she said that it was actually easy to get permission from her school principal.
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Nevertheless, being the only English teacher in the school, it made her feel a bit irresponsible to
leave her classes too often. Hence, she allowed herself to attend teacher forum meetings or other
professional development programs at most only once a month. She said, “If I leave every week,
it automatically means there is one class that I cannot teach. I cannot do that. It [i.e. my schedule]
is already full, not to mention there are extracurricular activities, student affairs, and others.” For
the same reason, Rani chose to be more selective in joining the English teacher forums. Since she
felt she did not get much benefit from the general English teacher forum’s weekly meetings, she
chose to join only the private English teacher forum. Not only was it because she belonged there,
but also because she paid only when she came and the meetings were not as frequent as the
general English teacher forum meetings. Hence, she did not have to leave her classes as often.
In addition, Rani mentioned that it was also hard to join professional development
programs because sometimes she simply did not get the invitation. Hence, she had no idea if she
actually received one. She mentioned that the invitation was usually given to the principal but
since the principal was often late and sometimes absent in the school meetings, often times she
received the invitation late, i.e. when the event had already been over and she did not know about
it. Getting invitations and permissions was also discussed by Nana, another non-public-officer
teacher. She mentioned that her school often did not get invited to participate in the professional
development programs. Hence, because she did not get the official invitation, she could not ask
permission as she was worried that she would not be allowed to attend. She knew that there was
an event because she could see it from the pictures posted on the teacher forum groups or social
media. However, when she asked the principal, she was sometimes told that the school was not
invited and so she did not need to come.
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On the other hand, Dewi mentioned that sometimes she could join professional
development events online or through social media, although this was not easy either. For
instance, joining professional development through social media did not give her a certificate and
hence she could not use the experience to upgrade her credit points in the system as she could not
provide the certificate as the evidence. Furthermore, when she joined an online professional
development, sometimes there was a trouble with the internet connection. She recounted her
experience joining one organized by the central government. She acknowledged that the
professional development was well structured and useful as she was informed about what to do
clearly and she could get the certificate sent online too. However, she affirmed that it was not
without a challenge because sometimes she had to repeat steps due to a bad internet connection
on her part or other participants. Indeed, she mentioned that this might be what caused senior or
older teachers to not be motivated in joining such professional development programs; that is
because it was too much of a hassle for them.

6.7.2 Some Problems That Are Not Addressed in PD
In addition to the challenges that they faced with professional development experiences,
teachers also felt a lack of support regarding the curriculum. The focal teachers in this study
particularly thought that the curriculum put a lot of pressure on them. During the focus group
discussion, for instance, teachers mentioned that the content they had to teach students was too
much and so they did not have enough time to make sure students really understood what they
were taught before moving on to the next content or lesson, which they thought was sometimes
not realistic. In his individual interview, for example, Budi stated that the curriculum had
students provided with too much content. He said,
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We were fed with too many materials. We aren’t done focusing on one, but we have to
finish the next lessons and then the next lessons, and so forth. Hence, when students
haven’t really grasped, understood, and practiced the previous lessons, they should learn
another. At the end, they forgot [the previous lesson], learned [new lessons], forgot,
learn, and so forth. Because they haven’t really practiced the previous lesson but they
had to learn new lessons so they got so much that in the end they forget everything.
Budi added that because the curriculum demanded teachers to teach many lessons, teachers
resorted to covering everything listed as their target, implying that students’ outcomes did not
really matter as long as the checklist of the lessons to teach was completed.
Other teachers like Nana, Dewi, and Ani also expressed the same concerns. Nana
thought that students should not have to be burdened with too many complicated lessons. Dewi
echoed this statement saying that the curriculum load was too “heavy” for students at junior high
school level. She even stated that some of the lessons might not be useful for students. Ani,
moreover, said that the established minimum passing grade quite limited teachers’ creativity
because no matter how they prepared, at the end there would always be students who had to take
remedial tests. Ani stated that this might be because students’ skills were so low that the
materials were simply too difficult for them. Indeed, Ani stated that this might also be the reason
teachers did not really talk about World Englishes, i.e. it was because they had already had so
much content to deliver.
In regard to students’ low skills, other teachers noted the same problems. Rani stated
that the students in her school were different from students in other schools. Nana, moreover,
was told by the school principal that the students enrolled in their school were usually so “low”
that Nana should not rely or stick too closely to the books, i.e. she must be creative in her
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teaching to make sure that students learned what they needed. Dewi, on the other hand,
compared the students in her previous school and her current school. She stated that students in
the school where she taught was better. However, the students in her previous school were really
low in their knowledge to a point that they did not even know the English vocabulary of basic
colors. She also affirmed that now that English was not compulsory in elementary school levels,
students’ knowledge of English was not the same, i.e. some learned some English in the
elementary schools and some did not. This caused the lessons to be too hard for some students.
Her comment also shows the disparity in students’ English skills and knowledge when they
entered junior high school.
In this regard, Ani actually confirmed that teachers – in agreement with other teachers
of the same subject in the same school – had the freedom to decide on the minimum passing
grades for their students. However, the school usually restricted that freedom and established
minimum passing grades that did not put students’ real skills into consideration and hence were
not realistic. Ani said,
Actually, each teacher has the authority to determine the minimum passing grade, but
now the school had a say in it. The school looks at other schools. And that’s when I
think it is not realistic. Like, in the beginning, I was given the freedom to decide on it so
I said around 60 and 62. But in the school meetings, it was admonished by the school
principal because the minimum passing grade for English was considered too low.
[They said,] “Don’t make it too low. If it’s too low, we’ll lose to other schools.”
Because it will also be accumulated when they continue to a higher level, senior high
school level.
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Ani added that sometimes she found it problematic when she had to give students a score that
they did not deserve. However, she understood the principal’s concerns about the school’s
reputation if many students were to get scores below the minimum passing grades. Still, she was
often unwilling to give a higher grade because the score would be fake and did not reflect
students’ real skills. Furthermore, she did not like this practice because she thought that it made
students lose motivation and underestimate their study. It was because students knew that even
though their real score was low, it would be raised to give the school a good reputation.
Nevertheless, she admitted that some students, around 30% of the classes she taught, were
skilled and did not need unnecessary points added to their real scores.
Ani’s experience might not reflect what happened in other schools; however, this may
be a problem in other schools. It also reveals that teachers were often pressured between acting
based on students’ real skills and situations and teaching and evaluating based on mandates by
the school or upper administration. Teachers seemed to not have much freedom not only in their
teaching but also in their way to evaluate and assess students. Furthermore, the professional
development that they experienced did not seem to help them with such problems.

6.8 Teachers’ Hopes on Future English Teaching and Professional Developments
Teachers shared their hopes regarding English teaching at junior high school level and
professional development they hope to get as English teachers. Their hopes that were mentioned
in the survey were:
• To get more opportunities to join PD.
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Teachers felt that they did not get enough opportunities to join professional
development programs, either because the PD was not available to them or they
simply could not join because of work.
• To have less workload and no administrative work.
Teachers thought they had too much workload and they also had to do administrative
work in addition to teaching. This gave them no time to attend PD events.
• To have more PD available in town.
Many of PD events were often held out of town, making it hard for teachers to attend
them.
• To have more native speakers and more professional instructors invited as speakers.
Teachers thought that having native speakers could help them more effectively with
their English so they felt compelled to speak in English. Having more experts and
professional instructors were also believed to be more helpful as what they taught
and shared were more likely to be feasible and could be implemented in their classes.
• To speak more English with fellow English teachers.
Teachers resented that many English teachers did not speak English. They hoped to
practice and speak more English with them so they could be a role model for their
students.
• To have more technological support and facilities as well as other forms of support
from school and parents.
Some PD events shared technological content for teaching and learning. However,
teachers felt that they were not feasible or applicable because the technology was not
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available at their school. Sometimes parents were also not supportive of the use of
technology for students’ learning.
• To have more specific and appropriate content that is suitable and feasible to be
implemented in their schools.
Some of PD content was not suitable to be implemented in teachers’ classes.
Sometimes the content was also so general that it was hard to apply to English
teaching and learning.
• To have continuous PD, and so forth.
The PD that teachers attended were usually a one-time PD with no follow-up. This
made it hard to practice what teachers got from the PD as they felt like they were left
on their own.
Some of these expectations and suggestions were also echoed by the focal teachers
during the focus group discussion and individual interviews. Dewi, for example, resented that the
financial scholarship given to public officer teachers to pursue higher level of education were
often available only for those teaching at university levels but rarely for teachers at junior high
school levels. She argued that maybe it was because it was considered unnecessary for junior
high school teachers to pursue higher education since they only taught basic stuff. She also
thought that it was easier for teachers at senior high school level to pursue higher education.
Indeed, when there was an opportunity for teachers at junior high school level to get a
scholarship to pursue a study at higher education level, they had to go through a process that was
complicated and time-consuming. She explained,
There used to be P2TK Dikdas [a kind of PD program from the government] for
teachers at high school level, but I don’t think it is still available now. To join it, we had
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to get permission from BKD [a kind of institution of employee affairs and human
resource and development]. After we passed the administrative phase, there was another
test. Back then we had to join the test in Makassar [another city in another island]. To
go there, we had to pay it ourselves but when we returned, we could claim [a
reimbursement]. But, well, to take care of it was really troublesome. We had to go to the
educational board, then go to BKD, and then we had to wait for months. And after all of
that, they’d notify us, “Yes, you can go.” And it was even before we started our study.
Then there was a selection test. Before we started our study, we had to take the test, and
we had to get the permission to take the test. After we passed the test, we should get
another permission such as study permit. And once we graduated, would we be able to
return to our previous workplace? It should be stated in the study permit, otherwise we
would have nowhere to return to for work.
Dewi wondered if it was intentionally made difficult to prevent teachers from leaving the school
and the classes they taught. However, she wished it were not as complicated because she really
wanted to learn and have the opportunity to pursue higher education, especially abroad.
In addition, teachers wanted more specific and appropriate content that could be
implemented in their schools. They also wanted to be coached to develop the skills themselves
and not just given the information about the skills. Nana, for instance, resented that she was
neither involved nor taught to create good questions to assess the students. Since they had a team
that focused on preparing the questions for the test, the teachers who were not involved only had
the questions shared with them. However, Nana wished that she was also taught how to create
the questions for the test. She added that, often, teachers copied and pasted others’ work into
their lesson plans and questions for exercises. She, however, thought it would be more
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meaningful if they could go through the process together, i.e. learning and making it together.
This wish of Nana is actually in line with what is considered effective PD by experts, i.e.
teachers should be actively engaged in their PD and given the autonomy and flexibility to
develop and improve while working with other teachers (Desimone et al., 2002; Butler et al.,
2004; Burbank & Kauchak, 2003; Garet et al., 2001; Ingvarson et al., 2005; Penuel et al., 2007).
Furthermore, seeing how much students had to learn, teachers hope the curriculum
could be more realistic. Budi hoped that students could be more focused on practice with the
language instead of tests and theoretical knowledge of English. Similarly, Dewi believed that it
was more relevant to focus on students’ communicative skills that could be applied in their daily
lives. Ani, on the other hand, stated that it was more realistic to lower the minimum passing
grades so that students could pass without teachers having to fake their scores. However, Rani,
who believed that her students were low, said that she did not have much expectation of their
students. Meanwhile, Nana just hoped that English classes could be made more fun for her
students.
What all of these teachers agreed, however, was described by Amir, who said they hope
teachers could speak more English, not only with English fellow teachers, but also with students.
They believed that the more English they spoke, the better their English would be and the more
they would be acknowledged as English teachers. Indeed, as they speak more English, they think
it could encourage students to practice more English as well since they could look up to teachers
as role models.
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6.9 Summary
The professional development programs for in-service English teachers at junior high
schools in Indonesia have not focused on WE-based TEIL as it was not considered relevant or
significant at junior high school levels. However, there did not seem to be any restrictions on the
kind of English to be used in the teaching and learning process. In addition, while the English
Teacher forum in this study has attempted to help teachers develop their professionalism, some
teachers expressed resentment about the content and the implementation. The lack of
opportunities available to them and the complicated process teachers had to go through to join
the PD made it hard for teachers to get the PD they needed. In addition, the lack of support and
follow-up made it harder to implement what they got from PD sessions. In short, the mismatch
between the PD teachers experienced and the reality they faced in their classrooms has made the
PD seem less relevant, i.e. the PD programs teachers joined did not seem to address the real
problems and challenges that teachers faced and wished to solve. Finally, teachers hoped for
more better-structured and more appropriate PD made available to them with an easier access to
join and attend such PD events.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION

In this final chapter, I begin by restating the purpose of the study, the theoretical and
critical frameworks, and the method used in the study. I then proceed to summarize the key
findings that offer pedagogical implications in regard to English language teaching in Indonesia
in general and particularly in relation to WE-based TEIL, social media, and professional
development. Directions for future research are also presented so that researchers can continue to
explore and expand the topic of this dissertations. A conclusion is then provided at the very end
of this chapter.
This study investigated in-service junior high school English teachers who were
members of a local English forum known as MGMP (Musyawarah Guru Mata Pelajaran) in
Lumajang, Indonesia. The main purpose of the study was to explore and understand teachers’
views on the teaching of English as an international language based on World Englishes
including their professional development and use of social media to implement WE-based TEIL
at Indonesian junior high schools. How they carried out their views in practice was also
examined to understand the challenges they faced in the implementation of WE-based TEIL in
particular and in English teaching at junior high school levels in general. Furthermore, I was also
interested to explore how the local English teacher forum provided support for teacher
professional development and what kind of improvements teachers hoped to have in the future.
To understand these issues, several theoretical and critical frameworks were used.
Focusing on World Englishes in relation to the teaching of English as an international language
as the main theoretical framework, this study also examined theory and research on language
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ideology, social media, and professional development. This is because the views on and the use
of World Englishes in the teaching of English as an international language were inevitably
related to teachers’ language ideology, use of social media, and the professional development
they experienced. Teachers’ language ideology could either motivate teachers to expose students
to World Englishes or refrain teachers to use English varieties other than those from the inner
circle countries. Social media could help teachers not only realize the inevitability of
communicating with English speakers from both inner circle and non-inner circle countries but
also find WE-related materials for their teaching practice. Moreover, as teachers’ knowledge on
WE could also be updated and improved through professional development, it could also shape
teachers’ views on WE-based TEIL and its implementation.
A mixed method research design was used to collect both quantitative and qualitative
data in two phases using online questionnaires, observations, focus group discussion, and
interviews. The first phase involved the participation of many teachers in the English teacher
forum and the second phase focused on only six focal teachers selected based on the results of
the survey in the first phase. This method was thus considered the best fit to achieve the goal of
this study to examine teachers’ views both in general and in more details and hence understand
the issues better and deeper. Data analysis were also done accordingly using descriptive and
inferential statistics with the quantitative data and using a coding method with the qualitative
data. Some measures were also taken to ensure that the data were trustworthy and to protect
participants’ confidentiality.
The findings of this study showed that English language teaching at Indonesian junior
high schools was quite complex. For example, regarding the first research question, which was
“What are teachers’ perspectives on incorporating World Englishes into the teaching of English
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as an international language at the junior high school level in Indonesia?”, the findings show
quite ambivalent views among teachers. While teachers acknowledged the importance of the
World Englishes in the teaching of English as an international language, they did not find it
urgent to make it a priority as they were facing more pressing issues in their local contexts as
English teachers. Even though the teachers were not fixated on only inner-circle English varieties
as the standard, they used them more because they felt more familiar and more knowledgeable
about those varieties compared to others. Teachers’ pluricentric views of language also resulted
in a lack of English practice as they tended to primarily use local languages in teaching other
than English, the target language.
In answering the second research question, which was “How have teachers used social
media as potential resources to incorporate World Englishes into the teaching of English as an
international language at the junior high school level in Indonesia?”, the findings showed
relatively little of use of social media despite its usefulness. In other words, while social media
was reported to be helpful in general and in relation to WE-based TEIL in particular, the
insufficient infrastructural and institutional support made it hard for teachers to use social media
especially with students. Teachers mostly used social media to get teaching materials to later be
used for students’ language learning. However, teachers did not have students learn directly by
using social media themselves.
Addressing the third research question, which was “How have teachers experienced
professional development in relation to English teaching in general and the incorporation of
World Englishes in particular?”, the findings showed that the professional development that
teachers experienced did not have a focus on World Englishes. Hence, they were not informed
about the significance of WE and its proper implementation, and thus they did not feel
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knowledgeable enough to implement WE-based TEIL in their classes. Indeed, even though they
found the professional development they experienced helped them grow as English teachers,
they felt that the content often did not address some of the problems and challenges that they
faced in reality. Hence, based on these findings, some implications and directions for future
research are suggested and presented in the following sections.

7.1 Implications
7.1.1 Content of Professional Development
The findings of this study reveal the kinds of content teachers need in their professional
development. Hence, it could be used to determine the content of future professional
development for in-service teachers teaching English at junior high school levels. Some of the
contents that could be suggested based on the findings in this study are World Englishes, how to
integrate culture into teaching, content that involves speaking English, strategies in using first
languages to support students’ English learning, and how to optimize the use of the available
social media.
The findings of this study suggest that while teachers were not prohibited from using
certain English varieties, they were also not encouraged to use varieties other than those from the
inner-circle countries. Teachers were not updated with knowledge about the importance and the
significance of exposing students to World Englishes in any of the professional development
they experienced. However, in their own ways teacher managed to learn about how important
World Englishes is for students. For example, by being involved in this study, some teachers
came to realize the significance of World Englishes and acknowledged that it was normal to have
local accents when speaking English. Hence, just as previous studies show that the teaching of
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WE-based TEIL in teacher preparation program could positively affect teachers in
acknowledging other varieties of English (e.g. Floris, 2014; Zacharias, 2014), it is also necessary
to give WE-related PD to in-service teachers since it is important in raising awareness about the
significance of WE-based TEIL (Matsuda, 2003; Kilickaya, 2009). This can be done by
explicitly encouraging teachers to expose students to World Englishes in their professional
development and by engaging them in such discussions. For instance, the government and the
local teacher English forum could design a professional development program in that regard, i.e.
explicitly encouraging and teaching teachers about implementing WE in TEIL. While World
Englishes might not be the main focus in the professional development programs, it should be
continuously discussed explicitly so that teachers can be aware of its importance. This way
teachers do not merely see World Englishes as an option but a must to share with students.
Indeed, as this study revealed that while the cultural aspects were not fixated only on
those of the inner-circle countries, the teaching of English seemed to lack content on the cultures
of these countries as it focused too much on local cultures and the diversity of Indonesia, as also
discussed in the previous studies (e.g. Erlina et al., 2008; Masyita et al., 2018; Qodriani, 2014;
Santosa, 2015). Meanwhile, the teaching of other cultures seemed to depend on individual
teachers and their willingness to introduce and share these cultures with students. It might be
understandable considering that it is still at junior high school levels, in which students might be
prioritized to recognize, learn, and love their own cultures before learning about other cultures.
However, it is also important to start introducing students to other cultures to prevent them from
being insular and ignorant especially in today’s global world, when students will inevitably deal
with people from other cultures and countries. This could be done by integrating other cultures
into students’ textbooks such as giving cultures a special corner or discussing culture in classes
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as an additional activity. While the discussion might not be thorough and detailed as there might
be other foci and priorities, the teaching of other cultures should not be absent in English
language teaching at Indonesian junior high schools. This, of course, should also be addressed in
a teacher professional development program so that teachers get to know its importance and
hence implement culture in their classes.
Furthermore, teachers mentioned the lack of English use both with students and fellow
English teachers and hoped to be able to practice English more to keep their proficiency. Hence,
professional development should be designed to deliver content that requires or encourages
teachers to speak (more) in English. This can be done by giving discussion materials presented in
English. For example, teachers could be presented with an article discussing the current issues,
pedagogical or not, locally, nationally, or globally, or something that they care about or might be
interested in. Then, they can be asked to share their understanding and thoughts on the issues.
Teachers could also be asked to read English short stories or picture books and then have a
discussion in English with one another. They could also be asked about the use of the story or the
book for teaching junior high school students. Indeed, teachers can also be asked to listen to
English podcasts or even currently popular English songs occasionally for fun activities. Having
these kinds of activities can make teachers get used to thinking in English as they also need to
comprehend what they read or listen to before they can share their opinions and discuss it with
other teachers.
Meanwhile, to prevent teachers from overusing students’ first languages in English
classes, which lead to the lack of English practice, professional development can be designed to
deliver content about strategies in using first languages to support language learning in the
teaching English as an international language. For example, teachers can be taught when to use
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first languages and when to not use first languages. Teachers can also be taught when to use
simple English and when to use more sophisticated English. A simulation can also be given, in
which teachers are required to paraphrase their English and make it simpler in case students do
not understand their instruction the first time. This way teachers can learn various strategies and
have some knowledge about when to use the best strategy at the right time before finally
resorting to using Indonesian or students’ first languages if they have to. Not only can this give
more English input and models for students, but also give students an example of communicative
strategies, i.e. paraphrasing or simplifying language to make it more understandable or
intelligible, right from their teachers. Indeed, this might motivate teachers to use more English in
their teaching and, again, as it becomes a habit, students can get more English input from their
teachers.
In addition, even though this study shows that teachers may not have access to social
media due to the lack of resources, it might still be relevant to share the kinds of social media
teachers can use to locate and get materials for their teaching, their students’ English learning,
and their professional development. For example, teachers can be informed about blogs that
provide or share English teaching and learning materials. Teachers can also be informed about
other teacher professional development groups that they can join in social media. Hence, the
more information and options they have, the more they can choose which one that might help
them teach and grow as an English teacher the most.

7.1.2 Professional Development Designs
A lot of the challenges that teachers had and what they hoped for English language
teaching including teacher professional development are actually in accordance with what has
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been discussed in the scholarly literature on effective professional development. In short, the
solution to their problems could be solved by addressing some key factors leading to effective
PD such as flexibility and autonomy, ongoing and follow-up coaching and feedback, school and
community support, etc. (Burbank & Kauchak, 2003; Butler et al., 2004; Desimone et al., 2002;
Garet et al., 2001; Ingvarson et al., 2005; Penuel et al., 2007; Sandholtz, 2002). For example,
teachers stated that they had limited professional learning opportunities as many of the
professional development sessions were often held out of town, which were difficult to access
for them. Teachers also hoped to have more professional experts as speakers and instructors.
Hence, it would be best if the government involves local or nearby universities as well as private
agencies in designing well-structured professional development programs for English teachers.
For example, the government cooperating with the local and nearby universities could develop
and regularly offer professional development programs, such as workshops and seminars, and
invite experts to come to town as speakers. The programs could be made regular and recurring,
i.e. not just one-time, monthly, per trimester, etc. That way teachers can have the professional
development regularly in town and not have to go out of town just to get a professional learning
opportunity to learn or improve their knowledge or teaching skills. What is also important is
integrating a professional development program into teachers’ scheduled responsibilities so that
teachers do not see it as something extra or additional, but as a part of their job as a teacher.
Indeed, teacher study groups (Corapi & Short, 2015) can also be used as a part of
professional development program. Corapi and Short (2015) defined a teacher study group as
a voluntary community of educators who meet to challenge their thinking about
educational theory and classroom practice. A study group provides a context for

234
professional learning through dialogue and inquiry as educators negotiate a shared
agenda that values their voices and tensions. (p. 8)
However, as it is hoped that all teachers can benefit from the professional development, the
teacher study groups can be made mandatory at the beginning to ensure all teachers participate
but the other aspects of teacher study groups can be kept voluntary in terms of their focus and
membership. For example, teachers can be engaged in deciding whom they want to be in a group
with, how they want to schedule their meetings, where, and how often, what resources they want
to use, what kind of study groups they want to form, what kind of approaches they want to use,
etc. This way teachers can use their autonomy in deciding what is best for them or what best
serves their needs and purposes even though the participation is mandatory.
Additionally, the teacher study groups can also use a jigsaw method. For example,
teachers can be grouped into smaller groups or divisions in the teacher forum. This grouping can
be based on teachers’ similar interests, concerns, challenges, or problems. Each group can be
assigned different responsibilities such as connecting with other English teacher forums, joining
a certain group of teacher professional development, or researching a technological learning app,
website, or social media, etc. Then, they can be asked to share what they have learned with the
whole group in the local English forum. These smaller groups can ensure each teacher’s active
participation in contributing to teachers’ professional development as a whole in the local teacher
forum as they can learn to be the expert, share their expertise with others, and have others share
their expertise with them. Alternatively, the smaller groups can be reshuffled so that one member
of each group can be regrouped with one another so that they each can share in another small
group of teachers. However, this kind of practice requires teachers’ strong commitment to learn
and grow together.
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Furthermore, teacher study groups can also be used to evaluate teachers’ performance as
a follow-up to their professional development. As revealed in this study, it was not really clear
how teachers were evaluated and by who. Hence, teachers had no idea about what they were
lacking that caused them to have negative scores or rating in the reporting system. Accordingly,
they did not know what and how to improve themselves. Therefore, having other teachers from
their teacher study groups to observe them in turn can help to point out what teachers did well
and what they needed to improve. The detailed result of the evaluation can then be given through
feedback and suggestion and presented in teachers’ report system so that they could reflect on
these comments and grow or improve accordingly. Indeed, as this evaluation should not be onetime occurrence, i.e. teachers can take turns evaluating one another throughout the year.
Teachers can continue to reflect on and assess their own teaching practice and, again, instead of
seeing it as something extra, they can see it as a regular part of their job of being an English
teacher. Alternatively, in addition to having peer teachers observe and evaluate each other, some
outside experts can also be occasionally invited to observe, evaluate, and give feedback to
teachers. This can also give teachers another example, model, and perspective on how to
observe, evaluate, and give feedback to their peer teachers. In short, this kind of practice follows
what has been suggested in ensuring effective professional development in the literature (e.g.
Garet et al., 2001; Penuel et al., 2007).
Indeed, the concept of teacher study groups also supports the professional development
that teachers might have experienced. Some of the professional development in this study was
actually in line with what Sandholtz (2002) suggested, i.e. “teachers teaching teachers” (p. 827).
The selection of teachers to be national instructor and focal teachers who were then assigned to
teach other teachers in their respective region, for example, suggests that the government has
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tried to implement the principles of collective collaboration including teacher mentoring and
communities of practice. Unfortunately, similar to the lack of feedback and evaluation, this effort
also lacks follow-up as it seems to be a one-time occurrence only. It would be better if such
professional development programs are designed for the long run. For example, instead of
making it a one-time event happening only in a span of few months in one single year, it could
be designed as recurring events that happen annually and in which teachers take turns to be the
coach or mentor for other teachers within and through the teacher study groups that they form.
This will give teachers a sense of responsibility as they would inevitably prepare and hence
improve themselves so that they could teach or share with other teachers.
In addition, teacher study groups can also be used as a medium for teachers to speak
English more comfortably. As discussed in the previous section about the content of professional
development, teachers need content and activities that enable them to speak English. However, it
is worth remembering that these teachers are not just English teachers. They were English
learners themselves and, considering their concerns about their English skills, they might still be
learning to maintain or improve their own English proficiency. Hence, English content in
professional development for English teachers can also be designed and given similar to how
English learners are usually given opportunities to use a lot of English. For example, using
smaller groups such as teacher study groups, teachers can feel safer to speak English. Teachers
might also find it easier to negotiate and convey meanings to teachers in their small teacher study
group. Indeed, teachers could also be praised for using and speaking English or for how good
and intelligible their English is so that they can be more confident with their English and
motivated to speak more English.
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However, when it comes to a larger group, considering that practicing with their
colleagues might be considered a show-off in the local cultures, having an outside expert,
someone of higher position, or someone that they respect to supervise the discussion might give
them a stronger reason to keep the discussion in English and thus they can practice more English.
For instance, using social media such as WhatsApp, which most teachers seem to be familiar
with, the experts from the local universities through a teacher forum could create a program in
which teachers can participate in a discussion in English. They then can use their teacher study
groups to discuss and share ideas first before sharing it with the larger English teacher forum.
The main focus is to give teachers a reason to really talk in English, for them to realize how
important it is, and for them to feel safe, comfortable, and confident in speaking in English.
However, where it might be hard to implement, the participation in the larger group could be
made mandatory at the beginning and recorded in their professional development report. Hence,
teachers would inevitably have to use English and as they can realize its worth, the participation
can be made voluntary as they get used to it, i.e. making it as a habit. Accordingly, they can
maintain their proficiency, enhance their English skills, and thus be more confident speaking
English with their colleagues and students as well as encouraging students to practice English
with them.

7.1.3 School and Governmental Support
Similar to teacher professional development for EFL teachers at primary education
(Zein, 2016a; Zein, 2016b, 2017), teacher professional development for English teachers at
junior high schools also seemed to be complex as it involved many stakeholders. For instance,
teachers’ lack of use of social media, despite how helpful teachers found it to be, was not caused
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by teachers’ reluctance. On the contrary, it was caused more by insufficient support from the
institutions or schools both in the forms of policy and infrastructures. Hence, the government
should aid schools to provide infrastructural support as well as encouraged them to establish
more technology-friendly policies to support teachers to use social media not only to teach
students but also to help them with their professional development. Teachers who are not so apt
with technology and social media then can be given intensive training like noted by Shaban and
Egbert (2018). This way teachers – and students – could benefit more from social media as
discussed in the literature.
On the other hand, since teachers claimed to have limited time to join professional
development due to too much workload including administrative work, the government could
make a policy in which schools must hire staff to do administrative work so that teachers could
focus on teaching. To prevent clashes between professional development programs and teaching
schedules, the regular professional development could be coordinated with schools so that
schools could adjust the schedule for teachers’ classes accordingly, such as done by the teacher
forum in this study in designing their regular meeting for professional development. As they
decided to meet regularly on Tuesdays, they cooperated with all schools to make sure that the
English teacher members of their English forum did not have a class to teach on that day. This
way teachers could attend the meeting safely without worrying about leaving their classes
unattended. Hence, new forms of professional development could apply the same scheme, e.g.
holding the events on certain pre-scheduled days and cooperating with the schools to ensure
teachers’ availability for professional development program on those days. For example, the
professional development could be scheduled on the Friday of exam weeks when teachers do not
have to teach. This way teachers can see the professional development program as a part of their
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job and not as an extra work that they must seek independently as it has been integrated to their
academic year calendar.
Nonetheless, even though such a professional development program is made available
and integrated as a part of teachers’ job or responsibilities, teachers should not be restricted from
finding other professional learning opportunities on their own. In this case, the stakeholders
should find new ways to support teachers in getting additional professional development or
professional learning opportunities. For example, teachers mentioned that the financial
scholarships for teachers at junior high school levels were limited compared to the ones available
for those teaching at higher education levels. Hence, the government could increase the
scholarship opportunities for English teachers at junior high school levels. They can also
simplify the registration and selection process so that teachers do not have to spend too much
time taking care of it while also doing their responsibilities as an English teacher at their
workplace. Hence, the simple route to get the scholarship will not discourage teachers from
taking the opportunity to join the professional development. On the contrary, it might encourage
and motivate teachers to apply for and take advantage of the professional learning opportunity.
In addition, teachers stated that it was difficult to attend professional development due
to the work attendance system that obligated them to report their attendance only at school or
where they worked, otherwise they had to go through a complicated process to get permission
and be allowed to join a professional development program and report their attendance from
where it was held. Hence, the attendance system should be made more flexible and easy so that
teachers do not have to have difficulty getting the permission in joining additional professional
development programs independently. Alternatively, the attendance can be waived or replaced
with proof of their joining the professional development. For example, teachers can be asked to
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submit a short report about it or to present and share what they have learned with other teachers
in the teacher study group or general school meetings.
Another concern is, however, the fact that some of teachers’ concerns and challenges
were not addressed in their professional development program including the teacher English
forum. Hence, it would be best to do a needs analysis and continue evaluation for every
professional development program designed for teachers, such as recommended by Ree et al.
(2012), Utami (2012), and Zein (2017). While the local teacher forum in this study has done
quite a good job in adjusting their regular events such as meetings and workshops with what they
believed teachers needed, it is also important to continuously allow teachers to voice their
concerns and needs as these concerns and needs are subject to change. This could be done by
creating a program where teachers could continuously evaluate and reflect on their professional
development. The evaluation along with the concerns can be then shared with other teachers or
officials, who could facilitate a serious discussion as a group. If teachers feel unsafe about
expressing their thoughts directly, e.g. for cultural reasons, it could be managed that teachers
share their thoughts anonymously. However, this evaluation system needs to include all teachers
so their voices can be heard and thus everyone can contribute to improving the professional
development programs and the growth of all teachers.
In regard to teachers’ concerns, it should also be noted that teachers think that the
current curricular demand is too much and unrealistic considering that students’ skills vary
greatly. Hence, if possible, it could be designed to have mandatory credit systems for English
subject, i.e. students are given a placement test, and instead of requiring students to learn English
in every grade, students are required to take and pass only two English classes to graduate. For
example, English classes could be provided in the form of beginner, low intermediate, and high
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intermediate classes in which each class can be taken by students of any grade (Grades 7, 8, and
9) depending on the result of their placement test. Hence, students can learn English at their own
pace within the scope of their understanding and level of proficiency. For example, if students
happened to have learned English previously in the elementary school and the result of their
placement test shows that they are not at the beginner level, they can start taking an English class
at low intermediate level as a 7th grader and, if passed, proceed to the high intermediate level at
Grade 8, and so forth. If students are at a beginner level, then they can start taking classes for
beginner at Grade 7, continue to the higher level at Grade 8, etc. However, this might be
unfavorable for some considering that by the time students graduate from junior high school,
they will not have learned the same kind of English and hence might not have acquired the same
proficiency of English, which is not in line with the goal of Indonesian primary education or
minimum compulsory schoolings, which requires all students to learn the same things. However,
considering the disparity between students’ skills, implementing a mandatory credit system for
English classes is actually very reasonable as it will be more effective for students’ learning and
development instead of forcing them to learn many things without really understanding them.
Otherwise, where the credit system is not doable, a students-coaching-students method
can be developed and implemented as a curricular activity or mandatory English clubs or extra
lessons, in which students with higher proficiency can teach and help students with lower
proficiency, possibly indicated by their English scores or grades. This way the classes can be
focused on accomplishing the materials or lessons demanded in the curriculum and at the same
time students with lower proficiency can catch up through their extracurricular activities. This,
however, might add to teachers’ workload, which teachers do not want. Hence, teachers should
be given more autonomy to exercise their agency in teaching and giving honest evaluations of
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students’ outcomes. Teachers should not be pressured to pass the students or give good scores
just for the sake of school reputation, for instance, as found in this study. In other words, the
government should find a way to minimize the possibility of such a corrupt practice by listening
to teacher voices, protecting them, continuously doing proper evaluation of the schools and the
curriculum.
Indeed, a better solution is by evaluating, adjusting, and changing the curriculum to be
more realistic and effective for students’ learning. As Zein et al. (2020) pointed out, the
curriculum changes usually occur without proper study and rationalization. Hence, the
government should pay more attention to such research, including this study, so that they can
take implications based on the findings into consideration. Indeed, it would be best for the
government to also do their own research at a bigger scale so they can recognize the real
problems in different settings across the country. Hence, they can provide better solutions and
establish better curriculum to implement, not only for junior high school levels but also for other
levels of education in Indonesia.

7.2 Future Directions
This study has contributed to the discussion of TEIL in the field of World Englishes
with findings in the context of junior high school in Indonesia and on the perspectives and
professional development experiences of in-service teachers, which is rarely discussed in the
literature. The findings also support previous studies such as Matsuda (2009), which revealed
that WE-based TEIL was sometimes considered desirable but unnecessary. This study shows that
the presence and acceptance of WE-based TEIL sometimes goes beyond ideologies of treasuring
the inner-circle standard varieties and their hegemony or rejecting other English varieties. This
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study indicates that the lack of WE-based TEIL presence in classrooms is more often the result
of more pressing ELT issues faced by the teachers, such as complex structural problems in their
professional development and the established curriculum, which led teachers to believe that WEbased TEIL is not urgent and thus not a priority. Hence, the findings of this study have led to
some implications to improve English language teaching in Indonesia including the professional
development programs designed for teachers. Some future studies could also be done to explore
the issues better with different methods and or at different settings.
Firstly, while the findings in this study revealed some phenomena of English language
teaching in the specific teacher population in the town where this study was conducted, the
findings of this study could not be generalized to other populations especially other English
teachers at junior high schools in the other parts of Indonesia that might have different
characteristics. Hence, it would be good to do more case studies and look at other populations to
see the differences and similarities in teachers’ experiences with their professional development
and World Englishes. Thus, future research can be conducted at different places such as bigger
cities whose schools might have better facilities or where more professional learning
opportunities are available and more accessible for teachers. Future research can also be done at
smaller cities especially those outside Java island to examine how English language teaching is
conducted and how teachers have experienced professional development that helped them to
grow.
Secondly, because of the time constraint, the observations of the English teacher forum
meetings and teachers’ classes in this study were conducted only twice. This might have resulted
in the limited data related to the topics being researched. For example, it was possible that when
the classes were observed, the discussion on WE-based TEIL did not emerge and the use of
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social media was not shown. However, it might have showed up in other classes that I did not
observe. Hence, future research can use different designs that enable observations for a longer
period of time such as longitudinal studies or ethnographic research, e.g. observing teachers for
one academic year to see how they teach English in general and in relation to WE-based TEIL as
well as how they experience professional development in that span of time. Doing such research
will give richer data as it can reveal other challenges teachers faced and hence additional
pedagogical implications can be generated.
Furthermore, as this study focused on English teachers at junior high school levels,
future research might want to do similar research focusing on senior high school levels. In this
study, English might still be new to students as it is the first stage where it is officially a
compulsory subject at schools. However, senior high school students would have been familiar
with English as they would have learned it at junior high schools. Hence, doing this study will be
interesting as teachers might have different views from the junior high school teachers about
WE-based TEIL. Moreover, the use of social media can also be explored as senior high school
students are usually older and might be more apt and familiar with social media. Hence, the use
of social media for their English learning can be examined and explored. The focus can also be
expanded to the use of social media to communicate not only with English speakers from innercircle countries but also with English speakers from non-inner circle countries.

7.3 Conclusion
This mixed-method study examining teachers’ perspectives on the teaching of English
as an international language based on World Englishes, social media, and professional
development revealed that English language teaching at the Indonesian junior high school level
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is much more complex than merely focusing on which English varieties to teach. The complexity
and challenges of teachers make it hard for teachers to even be concerned about exposing
students to World Englishes especially because they believe they are not against World
Englishes and have never forced students to be like English speakers from inner-circle countries.
Indeed, the benefits of using social media also do not lead teachers to intensively using it for
students because they do not have the support they need. The professional development teachers
have experienced also did not always address the problems and challenges they had both in
teaching English at junior high school and in developing professionally as English teachers.
Hence, I have suggested some implications to improve English teaching in general and
in relation to WE-based TEIL in particular especially at Indonesian junior high school levels.
Most of these suggestions relate to how teachers’ concerns can be addressed through wellstructured professional development programs involving various stakeholders such as the
government, the school, and private agencies. It is worth noting, however, that these implications
require strong commitment and need to be planned and designed for a long-term implementation
as well as integrated as a part of teachers’ responsibilities or job descriptions. Most importantly,
it is my hope that these suggested implications will not end as yet another report of research on
paper, but also can be considered seriously by the government in making changes for a more
effective English curriculum and professional development programs for English teachers,
especially at junior high school levels. In addition, I also suggest some directions for future
research to get a better picture and understanding of the broader scope of English education in
various contexts in Indonesia. I hope that future researchers can do similar studies and explore
more to contribute to improving English language teaching in Indonesia especially regarding
WE-based TEIL. It is my hope that future ELT can be more effective, that teachers can be more
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aware of WE and able to implement it in their teaching, that teachers can be supported to use
social media for their teaching and students’ learning, and that teachers can be better supported
to learn, grow, and continuously improve their skills and professionalism through well-designed
teacher professional development programs.
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Appendix A
Consent Form for Online Survey (English Version)
Consent Version: 12/09/2019
Page 1 of 2

University of Arizona
Consent to Participate in Research
Study Title: World Englishes based Teaching of English as an International Language in
Indonesia: Teachers' Perspectives and Professional Development
Principal Investigator: Siti Juwariyah
You are being asked to participate in a research study.
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. This document contains important information
about this study and what to expect if you decide to participate. Please consider the information
carefully. Feel free to ask questions before making your decision whether or not to participate.
This study is conducted as dissertation research to fulfill a partial requirement of my PhD study. It is
aimed at exploring in-service teachers’ perspectives and implementation of WE in the teaching of
English as an international language along with the professional development they have experienced,
including the use of social media as the potential resources for WE-based TEIL implementation at the
junior high school levels. In this phase, you will need to take this survey once for around 30 minutes, and
shall you choose to participate in the next phase of the study, your class will be observed at least twice
and you will be interviewed and asked to participate in a focus group discussion.
There are no expected risks to you as a result of participating in this study. It will not affect your
employment status or any professional standing. The only anticipated cost to you is your time. However,
while you will not benefit directly from participating in this study, your participation can help to get a
better understanding on the topic. The findings are also expected to shed some light on how to improve
the professional development in general and related to WE in particular both through formal PD
programs and the use of social media. However, participants who take the online survey will be drawn
randomly and two lucky participants will get IDR 150000 (USD $10) each. Six participants who choose to
participate in the next phase of the study will be compensated for their time and get IDR 300000 (USD
$20) each.
Efforts will be made to keep your confidentiality. Your name will not be used in any report and will be
replaced with pseudonyms. Identifiable research data will be encrypted and password protected. Your
responses will be assigned a code number. The list connecting your name to this code will be kept in an
encrypted and password protected file. Only the principal investigator will have access to the file.
When the study is completed and the data have been analyzed, the list will be destroyed. However,
because of the nature of the data, it may be possible to deduce your identity; however, there will be no
attempt to do so and your data will be reported in a way that will not identify you.
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Consent Version: 12/09/2019
Page 2 of 2

Shall you choose to participate in the next phase of the study, your class will be observed at least twice
and you will be interviewed and asked to participate in a focus group discussion. With your permission, I
will write only field notes for the class observations and I would
audiotape the focus group discussion and interview so that I can make an accurate transcript. Once I
have made the transcript, I will erase the recordings. Your name will not be in the transcript or my
notes. However, even though we will tell all participants in the study that the comments made during
the focus group discussion should be kept confidential, it is possible that participants may repeat
comments outside the group.
The information that you provide in the study will be handled confidentially. However, there may be
circumstances where this information must be released or shared as required by law. The University of
Arizona Institutional Review Board may review the research records for monitoring purposes.
For questions, concerns, or complaints about the study you may contact Siti Juwariyah at Email:
stjwryh@email.arizona.edu Phone: +1631 264 5463/+6281559687332.
For questions about your rights as a participant in this study or to discuss other study-related concerns
or complaints with someone who is not part of the research team, you may contact the Human Subjects
Protection Program at 520-626-6721 or online at http://rgw.arizona.edu/compliance/human-subjectsprotection-program.

Signing the consent form
By clicking “Agree”, I have read (or someone has read to me) this form, and I am aware that I am being
asked to participate in a research study. I have had the opportunity to ask questions and have had them
answered to my satisfaction. I voluntarily agree to participate in this study.
I am not giving up any legal rights by signing this form. I will be able to get a copy of this form, shall I
want to, by contacting the Principal Investigator at stjwryh@email.arizona.edu.
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Appendix B
Consent Form for Online Survey (Indonesian Version)
Consent Version: 12/09/2019
Page 1 of 2

University of Arizona
Persetujuan untuk Berpartisipasi dalam Riset
Judul Penelitian: World Englishes based Teaching of English as an International Language in Indonesia:
Teachers' Perspectives and Professional Development (Pengajaran Bahasa Inggris sebagai Bahasa
Internasional berbasis World-Englishes di Indonesia: Pandangan Guru dan Pengembangan Profesi)
Peneliti Utama: Siti Juwariyah
Anda diminta untuk berpartisipasi dalam sebuah penelitian. Partisipasi Anda dalam penelitian ini bersifat
suka rela. Halaman ini memuat informasi penting tentang penelitian terkait beserta apa yang akan anda
dapatkan jika anda memutuskan untuk berpartisipasi. Mohon pertimbangkan semua informasi dengan
baik. Anda bisa mengajukan pertanyaan sebelum memutuskan untuk berpartisipasi atau tidak.
Penelitian dilakukan sebagai riset disertasi untuk memenuhi persyaratan Pendidikan jenjang Doctor of
Philoshopy (PhD). Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk mengeksplor pandangan guru dan penerapan World
Englishes dalam pengajaran Bahasa Inggris sebagai bahasa internasional beserta pengembangan profesi
yang dialami guru termasuk penggunaan media sosial sebagai sumber daya yang berpotensi untuk
pelaksanaan pengajaran Bahasa Inggris berbasis WorldEnglishes di tingkat SMP. Di tahap penelitian ini,
Anda hanya perlu melengkapi survei ini satu kali saja dalam waktu sekitar 30 menit dan bila Anda bersedia
untuk berpartisipasi di tahap selanjutnya, kelas Anda akan diobservasi setidaknya dua kali, Anda akan
diwawancara, dan dilibatkan dalam diskusi kelompok terarah.
Tidak ada resiko yang akan Anda dapatkan dengan berpartisipasi dalam penelitian ini.
Partisipasi Anda tidak akan berdampak pada status pekerjaan atau professional sebagai seorang guru.
Anda hanya harus meluangkan waktu Anda untuk penelitian ini. Namun, meskipun Anda tidak akan
diuntungkan secara langsung dengan berpartisipasi dalam penelitian ini, partisipasi Anda dapat membantu
memberikan pemahaman yang lebih baik tentang topik penelitian ini. Hasil penelitian juga diharapkan
untuk memberikan penerangan dalam memperbaiki pengembangan profesi guru secara umum dan terkait
dengan World Englishes secara khusus baik melalui program pengembangan profesi formal atau pun
penggunaan media sosial. Namun, peserta yang mengisi online survei akan dipilih secara acak dan dua
peserta yang beruntung akan mendapatkan uang masing-masing sebesar Rp. 150000. Enam peserta yang
berpartisipasi di tahap selanjutnya akan dikompensasi atas waktunya dan masing-masing akan
mendapatkan uang sebesar Rp. 300000.
Kerahasiaan Anda akan dijaga. Nama Anda tidak akan dipakai dalam laporan apa pun dan akan diganti
dengan nama samaran. Data riset yang bisa diidentifikasi akan disimpan dalam file yang diamankan dengan
kata sandi. Jawaban Anda akan diberi nomor kode. Daftar yang menghubungkan nama Anda pada kode ini
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akan disimpan dalam file yang diamankan dengan kata sandi. Hanya peneliti utama yang akan mempunyai
akses pada data ini. Setelah penelitian ini selesai dan data selesai dianalisa, daftar ini akan dimusnahkan.
Walaupun ada kemungkinan data Anda dapat diidentifikasi; tidak akan ada upaya apa pun untuk
melakukan hal-hal yang dapat mengungkap identitas Anda.
Jika Anda berpartisipasi dalam tahap penelitian selanjutnya, kelas Anda akan diobservasi setidaknya dua
kali dan Anda akan diwawancara serta dilibatkan dalam diskusi kelompok terarah. Dengan izin Anda, saya
akan membuat catatan saat observasi kelas dan saya akan merekam, diskusi kelompok terarah dan
wawancara sehingga saya bisa membuat transkrip yang akurat. Setelah saya selesai membuat transkrip,
saya akan menghapus rekaman tersebut. Nama asli Anda tidak akan dicatat dalam transkrip maupun
catatan saya. Akan tetapi, meskipun saya akan memberitahu peserta bahwa percakapan selama diskusi
kelompok terarah harus dirahasiakan, ada kemungkinan peserta menceritakan kepada pihak luar.
Informasi yang anda berikan dalam penelitian ini akan dijaga kerahasiaannya. Akan tetapi, ada
kemungkinan dalam kondisi tertentu informasi tersebut harus dipublikasikan atau dibuka apabila diminta
oleh hukum. Ada juga kemungkinan Dewan Pengkajian Lembaga (Institutional Review Board) The
University of Arizona The University of Arizona akan mengkaji catatan penelitian untuk tujuan
pengawasan.
Untuk pertanyaan, permasalahan, dan keluhan tentang penelitian ini, anda bisa menghubungi
Siti Juwariyah di
Email: stjwryh@email.arizona.edu
Phone: +1631 264 5463/+6281559687332.
Untuk pertanyaan tentang hak-hak anda sebagai partisipan penelitian dalam penelitian ini atau untuk
mendiskusikan permasalahan atau keluhan terkait yang lain dengan seseorang yang tidak terlibat dalam
penelitian ini, anda bisa menghubungi Program Perlindungan Subjek Manusia di 520-626-6271 atau online
di http://rgw.arizona.edu/compliance/human-subjects-protectionprogram.

Persetujuan Partisipasi Penelitian
Dengan memilih “Saya bersedia untuk berpartisipasi”, dengan ini saya menyatakan sudah membaca (atau
seseorang sudah membacakan untuk saya) formulir ini, dan saya menyadari sepenuhnya bahwa saya
diminta untuk berpartisipasi dalam sebuah penelitian. Saya sudah mendapatkan kesempatan untuk
bertanya dan sudah mendapatkan jawaban dengan memuaskan. Saya dengan suka rela bersedia untuk
berpartisipasi dalam penelitian ini.
Saya tidak melepaskan hak-hak hukum pribadi saya dengan menyetujui formulir ini. Jika saya
menginginkan salinan lembar persetujuan ini, saya dapat mendapatkannya dengan menghubungi peneliti
utama di stjwryh@email.arizona.edu.
HSPP Use Only:
Consent Script non-federalProtocol 1911181146 Approved by Univ. of Arizona IRB (Expires 10-Dec-2024) v2019-02

251
Appendix C
Online Questionnaires
WE-Based TEIL in Indonesia: Teachers' Perspectives and Professional Development
You are asked to participate in a study. A description will be provided and a consent form will be
presented before you can continue. You can choose to read them in English or in Indonesian.
Anda diminta untuk berpartisipasi dalam penelitian ini. Gambaran tentang penelitian dan
lembar persetujuan akan diberikan pada halaman berikutnya. Anda bisa memilih untuk
membacanya dalam Bahasa Inggris atau dalam Bahasa Indonesia.
[Appendices A and B are attached]
By clicking “I consent, begin the study”, I have read (or someone has read to me) this form, and I
am aware that I am being asked to participate in a research study. I have had the opportunity to
ask questions and have had them answered to my satisfaction. I voluntarily agree to participate
in this study. I am not giving up any legal rights by signing this form. I will be able to get a copy
of this form, shall I want to, by contacting the Principal Investigator at
stjwryh@email.arizona.edu
Dengan memilih "Saya bersedia untuk berpartisipasi," dengan ini saya menyatakan sudah
membaca (atau seseorang sudah membacakan untuk saya) formulir ini, dan saya menyadari
sepenuhnya bahwa saya diminta untuk berpartisipasi dalam sebuah penelitian. Saya sudah
mendapatkan kesempatan untuk bertanya dan sudah mendapatkan jawaban dengan memuaskan.
Saya dengan suka rela bersedia untuk berpartisipasi dalam penelitian ini. Saya tidak
melepaskan hak-hak hukum pribadi saya dengan menyetujui formulir ini. Jika saya
menginginkan salinan lembar persetujuan ini, saya dapat mendapatkannya dengan
menghubungi peneliti utama di stjwryh@email.arizona.edu.
•
•

I consent, begin the study. Saya bersedia untuk berpartisipasi.
I do not consent, I do not wish to participate. Saya tidak bersedia untuk berpartisipasi.

Part I Survey on WE-based TEIL: Perspectives and Professional Development
Survey tentang Pengajaran Bahasa Inggris sebagai Bahasa Internasional berbasis World
Englishes: Perspektif dan Pengembangan Profesi
Part I: Teachers’ Demographic
Bagian I: Demografis Guru
This part is seeking to get information on your background and workplace.
Bagian ini bertujuan untuk mendapatkan informasi tentang latar belakang Anda dan tempat
Anda bekerja.
Q1 Please write your name.
Mohon tuliskan nama Anda.
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Q2 Identify your gender.
Tuliskan jenis kelamin Anda.
Q3 Are you a public officer teacher?
Apakah Anda seorang PNS/ASN?
Q4 How many languages do you speak?
Berapa banyak bahasa yang Anda kuasai?
Q5 Did you hold a degree on English Teaching/Education?
Apakah Anda mempunyai ijazah di bidang Pendidikan/Pengajaran Bahasa Inggris?
Q6 What is your education’s degree?
Apakah ijazah terakhir Anda?
Q7 What year did you get your latest degree?
Tahun berapa Anda mendapatkan ijazah terakhir Anda?
*Please scroll and choose the correct answer. Silakan pilih satu jawaban yang benar.
Q8 How long have you been teaching in general?
Sudah berapa lama Anda mengajar?
*Please scroll and choose the correct answer. Silakan pilih satu jawaban yang benar.
Q9 How long have you been teaching at junior high school level?
Sudah berapa lama Anda mengajar di tingkat SMP?
*Please scroll and choose the correct answer. Silakan pilih satu jawaban yang benar?
Q10 What classes have you been teaching? Check all that apply.
Pilih jenjang kelas yang pernah dan sedang Anda ajar. Boleh memilih lebih dari satu.
Q11 Do you teach at more than one school?
Apakah Anda mengajar di lebih dari satu sekolah?
Q12 Write the name of the school where you mainly work.
Tuliskan nama sekolah tempat Anda mengajar paling utama.
Q13 How would you describe the school(s) you work at?
Bagaimana Anda menggambarkan sekolah (sekolah) tempat Anda mengajar?
Q14 Does your school have these facilities?
Apakah sekolah Anda memiliki fasilitas ini?
• Language laboratory. (Laboratorium bahasa)
• Computer laboratory. (Laboratorium Komputer)
• Computer with Internet access in every classroom. (Komputer dengan akses internet di
setiap ruangan kelas)
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• Built-in projector in every classroom. (Proyektor yang sudah terpasang di setiap ruangan
•

•
•
•

kelas).
Wi-Fi network available for teachers and students in the classrooms and the whole school
area. (Jaringan wifi yang tersedia untuk guru dan siswa di kelas dan seluruh area
sekolah).
Wi-Fi network available only for teachers in the teachers’ room or anywhere at school.
(Jaringan wifi yang tersedia hanya untuk guru di ruang guru dan di semua area sekolah).
Projector and laptop (available for check out from teachers’ room). (Proyektor dan laptop
(yang tersedia untuk dipinjam/diambil dari ruang guru).
Others, please write. (Lain-lain, mohon dituliskan)

Part II: Teachers’ Perspectives on WE
Bagian II: Pandangan Guru akan World Englishes
This part seeks to inquire teachers' perspectives on World Englishes (WE). World Englishes is
the idea that there are legitimate English varieties from other parts of the world in addition to
American and British English. For example: Indian English, Malaysian English, Filipino
English, and other Englishes spoken by “non-native” speakers of English.
Bagian ini bertujuan untuk mempelajari pandangan guru akan World Englishes (WE). World
Englishes merupakan sebuah konsep tentang adanya variasi Bahasa Inggris dari seluruh dunia
termasuk American English dan British English. Sebagai contoh: Indian English, Malaysian
English, Filipino English, dan variasi Bahasa Inggris lain yang diucapkan oleh “non-native”
speakers of English (“bukan penutur asli” Bahasa Inggris).
2Q1 Have you heard the term of World Englishes prior to this study? Pernahkah Anda
mendengar istilah World Englishes sebelum mengikuti penelitian ini?
2Q2 What do you think of World Englishes? Apa pendapat Anda tentang World Englishes?
2Q3 What do you understand of the idea of teaching English as an international language?
Menurut Anda, apa yang dimaksud dengan mengajar Bahasa Inggris sebagai bahasa
internasional?
2Q4 How much do you agree and disagree with these statements? Choose one answer.
Seberapa banyak Anda setuju atau tidak setuju dengan pernyataan-pernyataan berikut.
Pilih salah satu:
1=Strongly Disagree (Sangat Tidak Setuju) 2=Disagree (Tidak Setuju) 3=Neither Agree or
Disagree (Ragu-ragu) 4=Agree (Setuju) 5=Strongly Agree (Sangat Setuju)
1. I think students should be exposed to different English varieties in addition to American and
British English. Saya rasa siswa harus dikenalkan pada berbagai variasi Bahasa Inggris selain
American dan British English.
2. I think students should be exposed to American and British English only. Saya rasa siswa cukup
dikenalkan dengan American dan British English saja.
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3. I think exposing students to different English varieties will help them learn and communicate in
English better. Saya rasa menunjukkan berbagai variasi Bahasa Inggris pada siswa akan
membantu mereka belajar dan berkomunikasi dalam Bahasa Inggris dengan lebih baik.
4. I think exposing students to different English varieties spoken by various English speakers will
make students more confused and hinder their English learning. Saya rasa menunjukkan
berbagai variasi Bahasa Inggris yang diucapkan oleh beragam penutur Bahasa Inggris pada
siswa akan membingungkan dan menghambat pembelajaran Bahasa Inggris mereka.
5. I think exposing students to different English varieties spoken by various English speakers will
make students more confident with their own English. Saya rasa menunjukkan berbagai variasi
Bahasa Inggris yang diucapkan oleh beragam penutur Bahasa Inggris pada siswa akan
membuat mereka lebih percaya diri akan Bahasa Inggris mereka sendiri.
6. I think exposing students to American and British only will make English learning easier and
more motivating for my students. Saya rasa menunjukkan American dan British English saja
pada siswa akan membuat belajar Bahasa Inggris lebih mudah dan lebih memotivasi untuk
siswa.
7. I think exposing students to different English varieties is more realistic because students will use
English not only with American and British people but also others in the world. Saya pikir
menunjukkan berbagai variasi Bahasa Inggris pada siswa terasa lebih realistis karena siswa
akan menggunakan Bahasa Inggris tidak hanya dengan orang Amerika dan Inggris tapi juga
dengan orang-orang dari belahan dunia lainnya.
8. I think exposing students to American and British English is more realistic because they are the
standard of English. Saya pikir menunjukkan American dan British English saja pada siswa
terasa lebih realistis karena kedua varian itu merupakan standar dari Bahasa Inggris.
9. I encourage my students to speak like an American or British speaker. Saya mendorong siswa
saya untuk berbicara seperti penutur American atau British English.
10. I encourage my students to speak confidently with their own accent. Saya mendorong siswa
saya untuk berbicara penuh percaya diri dengan aksen mereka sendiri.
11. I specifically search for a native English speaker to be used for my teaching materials. Saya
secara khusus mencari penutur asli (native speaker) Bahasa Inggris untuk digunakan sebagai
materi/bahan mengajar.
12. I specifically search for a non-native English speaker to be used for my teaching materials. Saya
secara khusus mencari penutur non-asli (non-native speaker) Bahasa Inggris untuk digunakan
sebagai materi/bahan mengajar.
13. I do not really care about the English speaker when searching for teaching materials. Saya tidak
begitu mempedulikan tentang jenis penuturnya ketika mencari materi/bahan untuk mengajar
Bahasa Inggris.
14. I emphasize more on native-like pronunciation and grammar when teaching English. Saya lebih
menekankan pada pelafalan dan grammar seperti penutur asli ketika mengajar Bahasa
Inggris.
15. I emphasize more on intelligibility and communicative strategies when teaching English. Saya
lebih menekankan pada kejelasan maksud dan strategi berkomunikasi ketika mengajar
Bahasa Inggris.
16. In addition to American or British cultures, I think it is equally important to teach students about
other cultures including their own culture in English. Selain budaya Amerika dan Inggris, saya
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pikir sama pentingnya untuk mengajarkan siswa tentang budaya lain termasuk budaya
mereka sendiri dalam Bahasa Inggris.
17. I think American and British cultures are more relevant to be taught in English classes compared
to other cultures. Saya pikir budaya Amerika dan Inggris lebih relevan/tepat untuk diajarkan
di kelas Bahasa Inggris dibandingkan dengan budaya lainnya.
18. I (want to) purposefully use World Englishes to make my students more confident in learning
and communicating in English. Saya (ingin) sengaja menggunakan World Englishes untuk
membuat siswa saya lebih percaya diri dalam belajar dan berkomunikasi menggunakan
Bahasa Inggris.
19. I (want to) purposefully use only American and British English to teach students about the only
correct English. Saya (ingin) sengaja menggunakan hanya American dan British English saja
untuk mengajarkan siswa tentang satu-satunya variasi Bahasa Inggris yang benar.

Part III: Teachers’ Use of Social Media
Bagian III: Penggunaan Media Sosial oleh Guru
This part seeks to inquire about teachers' use of social media. Social media is any application or
technology through which users participate in, create, and share media resources and practices
with other users by means of digital networking. Examples of social media are wikis, blogs,
social networking sites and services (SNSs) such as YouTube, Facebook, Instagram, Twitter,
WhatsApp, etc.
Bagian ini bertujuan untuk mengetahui penggunaan media sosial oleh guru. Media sosial
(medsos) adalah semua aplikasi dan teknologi di mana pengguna dapat berpartisipasi,
membuat, dan berbagi praktik dan sumberdaya media dengan pengguna lain melalui
jaringan/hubungan digital. Contoh media social adalah wiki, blog, SNSs seperti YouTube,
Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, WhatsApp, dll.
3Q1 Do you use social media in your daily life?
Apakah Anda menggunakan media social dalam kehidupan sehari-hari Anda?
3Q2 List all social media that you use:
Tuliskan semua media sosial yang Anda gunakan:
• Wikis
• Blogs
• YouTube
• Facebook
• Instagram
• Twitter
• WhatsApp
• TikTok
• Other (Lainnya)
3Q3 How do you use social media for teaching? Choose all that applies.
Bagaimana Anda menggunakan media sosial untuk mengajar? Pilih semua yang sesuai.
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•

I use social media to find teaching materials. Saya menggunakan media sosial untuk mencari
materi mengajar.

•

I use social media to give assignment to my students. Saya menggunakan media sosial
untuk memberikan tugas pada siswa saya.
I use social media to share materials with students and other teachers. Saya
menggunakan media sosial untuk membagikan materi dengan siswa dan guru lain.
Other, please write. Lainnya, mohon tuliskan.
I do not use social media for teaching. Saya tidak menggunakan media sosial untuk
mengajar.

•
•
•

3Q4 How often do you use social media to learn about, find, create, or share WE materials to
teach in the classroom?
Seberapa sering Anda menggunakan media sosial untuk mengetahui/mempelajari, menemukan,
membuat, atau berbagi materi/bahan WE untuk mengajar di kelas?
a. Very often (Sangat Sering)
b. Often (Sering)
c. Sometimes (Kadang-kadang)

d. Rarely (Jarang)
e. Never (Tidak pernah)

3Q5 What kind of social media do you use to learn about, find, create, or share WE materials to
teach in the classroom?
Jenis media sosial apakah yang Anda pakai untuk mengetahui/mempelajari, menemukan,
membuat, atau berbagi materi/bahan WE mengajar di kelas?
• Wikis
• Blogs
• YouTube
• Facebook
• Instagram
• Twitter
• WhatsApp
• TikTok
• Other (Lainnya)
3Q6 How much do you agree and disagree with these statements? Choose one answer.
Seberapa banyak Anda setuju atau tidak setuju dengan pernyataan-pernyataan berikut.
Pilih salah satu:
1=Strongly Disagree (Sangat Tidak Setuju) 2=Disagree (Tidak Setuju) 3=Neither Agree or
Disagree (Ragu-ragu) 4=Agree (Setuju) 5=Strongly Agree (Sangat Setuju)
1. I use social media to find English teaching materials to be used in my class. Saya menggunakan
media sosial untuk mencari/menemukan materi mengajar Bahasa Inggris.
2. I use social media for teaching and learning activities in my classes. E.g. Displaying YouTube
videos, asking students to make a post or comment on each other on Facebook, Instagram, etc.
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3.

4.
5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

Saya menggunakan media sosial untuk kegiatan belajar mengajar di dalam kelas. Contoh:
Menunjukkan video YouTube, meminta siswa untuk membuat postingan di Facebook,
Instagram, dst. dan saling berkomentar.
I use social media to share materials that I got from others with other teachers. E.g.: Sharing
links to websites or learning apps. Saya menggunakan media sosial untuk membagikan materi
yang saya dapat dari orang lain kepada sesama guru Bahasa Inggris. Contoh: Membagikan
link untuk websites dan aplikasi yang bisa digunakan untuk belajar atau mengajar.
I use social media to share materials that I created with other teachers. Saya menggunakan
media sosial untuk membagikan materi yang saya buat kepada sesama guru Bahasa Inggris.
I often use social media to share English materials with my students beyond the classroom. Saya
sering menggunakan media sosial untuk membagikan materi Bahasa Inggris pada siswa saya
di luar kelas/jam pelajaran.
I often use social media to assign my students to practice English and find English materials for
their own learning. Saya sering menggunakan media sosial untuk menugasi siswa untuk
mempraktikkan Bahasa Inggris dan mencari materi Bahasa Inggris untuk mereka pelajari
sendiri.
Social media makes it easier for me to learn about and find English materials, not only from
American and British English speakers but also from other English speakers with their cultures.
Media sosial membuat saya lebih mudah mencari dan menemukan materi Bahasa Inggris,
tidak hanya dari penutur American dan British English tetapi juga penutur Bahasa Inggris dari
beragam negara beserta budayanya.
Social media makes it easier for me to create teaching materials using not only American and
British English speakers but also from other English speakers and their cultures. Media sosial
membuat saya lebih mudah merancang materi mengajar menggunakan berbagai variasi
Bahasa Inggris, tidak hanya dari penutur American dan British English tetapi juga penutur
Bahasa Inggris dari beragam negara beserta budayanya.
Social media makes it easier for me to share English materials, not only from American and
British English speakers but also from other English speakers with their cultures. Media sosial
membuat saya lebih mudah berbagi materi Bahasa Inggris, tidak hanya dari penutur
American dan British English tetapi juga dari penutur Bahasa Inggris yang lain beserta
budayanya.
Finding American and British English materials through social media is easier than finding
materials in other English varieties. Lebih mudah menemukan materi American dan British
English di media sosial dibandingkan menemukan materi dari variasi Bahasa Inggris yang lain.
I encourage my students to use social media to observe and communicate with non-native
English speakers from all over the world. Saya mendorong siswa untuk menggunakan media
sosial untuk mengamati dan berkomunikasi dengan pengguna serta pembelajar Bahasa
Inggris dari seluruh dunia.
I encourage my students to use social media to observe and communicate with native English
speakers only. Saya mendorong siswa untuk menggunakan media sosial untuk mengamati
dan berkomunikasi hanya dengan penutur asli Bahasa Inggris (native speaker) saja.
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Part IV: Teachers’ Professional Development
Bagian IV: Pengembangan Profesi Guru
This part seeks to inquire about teachers' professional development. Professional development
(PD) is any professional learning (opportunities), be it formal or informal, systematically
programmed or personally sought, experienced by in-service English teachers. Some examples
are training, workshop, seminar, writing for publication, joining professional group in social
media, etc.
Bagian ini bertujuan untuk mengetahui pengembangan profesi guru. Pengembangan
profesi(onal) guru (selanjutnya akan disebut PD) adalah (kesempatan) belajar/mengembangkan
profesi, baik formal maupun informal, diprogram secara sistematis ataupun dilaksanakan
dengan inisiatif sendiri oleh guru/pengajar Bahasa Inggris. Beberapa contoh adalah pelatihan,
workshop, seminar, menulis untuk diterbitkan, bergabung dengan kelompok profesi guru di
media sosial, dll.
4Q1 Have you ever joined any workshop, training, or other professional development
programmed by the government, school, or other parties?
Pernahkah Anda mengikuti workshop, pelatihan, atau program pengembangan profesi yang
diadakan pemerintah, sekolah, atau pihak lain?
4Q2 How often do you usually join a workshop, training, or any professional development
programmed by the government in a year? Write how many times a year.
Seberapa sering Anda biasanya mengikuti workshop, pelatihan, atau program pengembangan
profesi (PD) yang diadakan pemerintah dalam satu tahun? Tuliskan berapa kali dalam satu
tahun.
a. Very often (Sangat Sering)
d. Rarely (Jarang)
b. Often (Sering)
e. Never (Tidak pernah)
c. Sometimes (Kadang-kadang)
4Q3 How often do you usually join a workshop, training, or any other professional development
independently in a year? Write how many times a year.
Seberapa sering Anda biasanya mengikuti workshop, pelatihan, atau pengembangan profesi
(PD) lain secara mandiri (atas inisiatif sendiri) dalam satu tahun? Tuliskan berapa kali dalam
satu tahun.
a. Very often (Sangat Sering)
d. Rarely (Jarang)
b. Often (Sering)
e. Never (Tidak pernah)
c. Sometimes (Kadang-kadang)
4Q4 What are some challenges that you face regarding professional development that you
experience?
Apa saja tantangan yang Anda hadapi terkait pengembangan profesi yang Anda alami?
4Q5 What are other things that you want to say about professional development for English
teachers especially in junior high school levels in Lumajang?
Hal lain apakah yang ingin Anda ungkapkan terkait pengembangan profesi untuk guru Bahasa
Inggris khususnya di tingkat SMP di Lumajang?
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4Q6 The followings are what I do to develop my professionalism as an English teacher.
Berikut ini adalah yang saya lakukan untuk mengembangkan profesionalisme saya sebagai guru
Bahasa Inggris.
1=Strongly Disagree (Sangat Tidak Setuju) 2=Disagree (Tidak Setuju) 3=Neither Agree or
Disagree (Ragu-ragu) 4=Agree (Setuju) 5=Strongly Agree (Sangat Setuju)
1. I join a workshop, training, or any professional development provided by the government. Saya
mengikuti workshop, pelatihan, dan program pengembangan profesi lain yang diberikan oleh
pemerintah.
2. I join a workshop, training, or any professional development provided by English Teacher Forum
in Lumajang. Saya mengikuti workshop, pelatihan, dan program pengembangan profesi lain
yang disediakan oleh MGMP Bahasa Inggris, Lumajang.
3. I share and discuss my teaching experience with other English teachers in my school(s). Saya
berbagi dan membahas pengalaman mengajar saya dengan guru Bahasa Inggris lain di
sekolah tempat saya mengajar.
4. I share and discuss my teaching experience with other English teachers in English Teacher Forum
in Lumajang. Saya berbagi dan membahas pengalaman mengajar saya dengan guru Bahasa
Inggris lain di MGMP Bahasa Inggris, Lumajang.
5. I share and discuss my teaching experience by writing in journal or other media. Saya berbagi
dan membahas pengalaman mengajar saya dengan menulis di jurnal dan media lain.
6. Besides English Teacher Forum in Lumajang, I join other teacher forums or groups for English
teachers in social media, not only from Indonesia but also from abroad. Selain MGMP Bahasa
Inggris Lumajang, saya bergabung dengan kelompok atau forum guru Bahasa Inggris yang
lain di media sosial, tidak hanya dari Indonesia tapi juga dari luar negeri.

4Q7 The followings are what I have experienced about professional development as an
English teacher.
Berikut adalah yang saya alami terkait pengembangan profesi sebagai guru Bahasa Inggris.
1=Strongly Disagree (Sangat Tidak Setuju) 2=Disagree (Tidak Setuju) 3=Neither Agree or
Disagree (Ragu-ragu) 4=Agree (Setuju) 5=Strongly Agree (Sangat Setuju)
1. In the government’s PD program that I have joined, I have been informed about the importance
of exposing students to different English varieties in the classroom. Dalam program
pengembangan profesi (PD) dari pemerintah yang saya ikuti, saya diajarkan tentang
pentingnya mengenalkan siswa pada berbagai variasi Bahasa Inggris di kelas.
2. In the government’s PD program that I have joined, I have been suggested to use different
English varieties in my classrooms. Dalam program pengembangan profesi (PD) dari
pemerintah yang saya ikuti, saya disarankan untuk menggunakan berbagai variasi Bahasa
Inggris di kelas.
3. In the teacher group that I join in social media, I have been informed about the importance of
exposing students to different English varieties in the classroom. Dalam kelompok guru yang
saya ikuti di media sosial, saya diajarkan tentang pentingnya mengenalkan siswa pada
berbagai variasi Bahasa Inggris di kelas.
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4. In the teacher group that I join in social media, I have been suggested to use different English
varieties in my classroom. Dalam kelompok guru yang saya ikuti di media sosial, saya
disarankan untuk menggunakan berbagai variasi Bahasa Inggris di kelas.
5. In the government’s PD program that I have joined, I have never been informed about the
importance of exposing students to different English varieties in the classroom. Dalam program
pengembangan profesi (PD) dari pemerintah yang saya ikuti, saya tidak pernah diajarkan
tentang pentingnya mengenalkan siswa pada berbagai variasi Bahasa Inggris di kelas.
6. In the teacher group that I join in social media, I have never been informed about the
importance of exposing students to different English varieties in the classroom. Dalam
kelompok guru yang saya ikuti di media sosial, saya tidak pernah diajarkan tentang
pentingnya mengenalkan siswa pada berbagai variasi Bahasa Inggris di kelas.
7. In the government’s PD program that I have joined, I have never been suggested to use different
English varieties in my classrooms. Dalam program pengembangan profesi (PD) dari
pemerintah yang saya ikuti, saya tidak pernah disarankan untuk menggunakan berbagai
variasi Bahasa Inggris di kelas.
8. In the teacher group that I join in social media, I have never been suggested to use different
English varieties in my classroom. Dalam kelompok guru yang saya ikuti di media sosial, saya
tidak pernah disarankan untuk menggunakan berbagai variasi Bahasa Inggris di kelas.
9. In the government’s PD program that I have joined, I have been informed and taught to use
social media for teaching. Dalam program pengembangan profesi (PD) dari pemerintah yang
saya ikuti, saya diberitahu dan diajarkan untuk menggunakan media sosial untuk mengajar.
10. In the teacher group that I join in social media, I have been informed and taught to use social
media for teaching. Dalam kelompok guru yang saya ikuti di media sosial, saya diberitahu dan
diajarkan untuk menggunakan media sosial untuk mengajar.

Part V: Further Study
Bagian V: Penelitian Lebih Lanjut
There will be a second phase to this study. You might be contacted and selected to participate.
You will also have a chance to win IDR 150,000 if your contact is drawn. Please provide your
contact number below.
Akan ada fase kedua dari penelitian ini. Kemungkinan Anda akan dihubungi dan dipilih untuk
berpartisipasi. Anda juga berkesempatan memenangkan undian sebesar Rp. 150.000. Mohon
berikan nomor yang bisa dihubungi di bawah ini.
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Appendix D
Consent Form for Focus Group Discussion and Individual Interview with Focal
Participants (English Version)
Consent Version: 12/09/2019
Page 1 of 2

University of Arizona
Consent to Participate in Research
Study Title: World Englishes based Teaching of English as an International Language in
Indonesia: Teachers' Perspectives and Professional Development
Principal Investigator: Siti Juwariyah
You are being asked to participate in a research study.
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. This document contains important information
about this study and what to expect if you decide to participate. Please consider the information
carefully. Feel free to ask questions before making your decision whether or not to participate.
This study is conducted as dissertation research to fulfill a partial requirement of my PhD study. It is
aimed at exploring in-service teachers’ perspectives and implementation of WE in the teaching of
English as an international language along with the professional development they have experienced,
including the use of social media as the potential resources for WE-based TEIL implementation at the
junior high school levels. In this phase of the study, your class will be observed at least twice and you will
be interviewed and asked to participate in a focus group discussion. Each will be around 30-45 minutes.
The interview is private (and not at the same time as the focus group discussion). The total time for each
(focus group + interview) should not be more than 2 hours. In addition, when I observe your class, I will
not interact with you and your students. This is not to evaluate your teaching in any way.
There are no expected risks to you as a result of participating in this study. It will not affect your
employment status or any professional standing. The only cost to you is your time. However, while you
will not benefit directly from participating in this study, your participation can help to get a better
understanding on the topic. The findings are also expected to shed some light on how to improve the
professional development in general and related to WE in particular both through formal PD programs
and the use of social media. However, in this phase of the study you will be compensated for your time
and get IDR 300000 (USD $20) each.
Efforts will be made to keep your confidentiality. Your name will not be used in any report and will be
replaced with pseudonyms. Identifiable research data will be encrypted and password protected. Your
responses will be assigned a code number. The list connecting your name to this code will be kept in an
encrypted and password protected file. Only the principal investigator will have access to the file.
When the study is completed and the data have been analyzed, the list will be destroyed. However,
HSPP Use Only:
Consent Script non-federalProtocol 1911181146 Approved by Univ. of Arizona IRB (Expires 10-Dec-2024) v2019-02
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Consent Version: 12/09/2019
Page 2 of 2

because of the nature of the data, it may be possible to deduce your identity; however, there will be no
attempt to do so and your data will be reported in a way that will not identify you.
In addition, with your permission, I will write only field notes for the class observations, and I would
audiotape the focus group discussion and interview so that I can make an accurate transcript. Once I
have made the transcript, I will erase the recordings. Your name will not be in the transcript or my
notes. However, even though we will tell all participants in the study that the comments made during
the focus group discussion should be kept confidential, it is possible that participants may repeat
comments outside the group.
You can also withdraw from the study at any point. If you decide to withdraw, only data (survey, audio
recording, and any existing transcripts) collected by that point may be used.
The information that you provide in the study will be handled confidentially. However, there may be
circumstances where this information must be released or shared as required by law. The University of
Arizona Institutional Review Board may review the research records for monitoring purposes.
For questions, concerns, or complaints about the study you may contact Siti Juwariyah at Email:
stjwryh@email.arizona.edu Phone: +1631 264 5463/+6281559687332.
For questions about your rights as a participant in this study or to discuss other study-related concerns
or complaints with someone who is not part of the research team, you may contact the Human Subjects
Protection Program at 520-626-6721 or online at http://rgw.arizona.edu/compliance/human-subjectsprotection-program.

Signing the consent form
I have read (or someone has read to me) this form, and I am aware that I am being asked to participate
in a research study. I have had the opportunity to ask questions and have had them answered to my
satisfaction. I voluntarily agree to participate in this study.
I am not giving up any legal rights by signing this form. I will be able to get a copy of this form, shall I
want to, by contacting the Principal Investigator at stjwryh@email.arizona.edu.

Printed name of subject

Signature of subject

Date
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Appendix E
Consent Form for Focus Group Discussion and Individual Interview with Focal
Participants (Indonesian Version)
Consent Version: 12/09/2019
Page 2 of 2

University of Arizona
Persetujuan untuk Berpartisipasi dalam Riset
Judul Penelitian: World Englishes based Teaching of English as an International
Language in Indonesia: Teachers' Perspectives and Professional Development
(Pengajaran Bahasa Inggris sebagai Bahasa Internasional berbasis WorldEnglishes di
Indonesia: Pandangan Guru dan Pengembangan Profesi)

Peneliti Utama: Siti Juwariyah
Anda diminta untuk berpartisipasi dalam sebuah penelitian.
Partisipasi Anda dalam penelitian ini bersifat suka rela. Halaman ini memuat informasi penting tentang
penelitian terkait beserta apa yang akan anda dapatkan jika anda memutuskan untuk berpartisipasi.
Mohon pertimbangkan semua informasi dengan baik. Anda bisa mengajukan pertanyaan sebelum
memutuskan untuk berpartisipasi atau tidak.
Penelitian dilakukan sebagai riset disertasi untuk memenuhi persyaratan Pendidikan jenjang Doctor of
Philoshopy (PhD). Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk mengeksplor pandangan guru dan penerapan World
Englishes dalam pengajaran Bahasa Inggris sebagai bahasa internasional beserta pengembangan profesi
yang dialami guru termasuk penggunaan media sosial sebagai sumber daya yang berpotensi untuk
pelaksanaan pengajaran Bahasa Inggris berbasis WorldEnglishes di tingkat SMP. Dalam tahapan
penelitian ini, kelas Anda akan diobservasi setidaknya dua kali, Anda akan diwawancara, dan dilibatkan
dalam diskusi kelompok terarah. Masingmasing akan berlangsung selama 30-45 menit. Wawancara
bersifat tertutup (dan tidak dalam waktu yang bersamaan dengan diskusi kelompok terarah). Total
waktu untuk masing-masing kegiatan (diskusi kelompok + wawancara) seharusnya tidak lebih dari 2 jam.
Selain itu, ketika saya mengamati kelas Anda, saya tidak akan berinteraksi dengan Anda maupun siswa.
Observasi ini tidak untuk menilai cara Anda mengajar.
Tidak ada resiko yang akan Anda dapatkan dengan berpartisipasi dalam penelitian ini.
Partisipasi Anda tidak akan berdampak pada status pekerjaan atau professional sebagai seorang guru.
Anda hanya harus meluangkan waktu Anda untuk penelitian ini. Namun, meskipun Anda tidak akan
diuntungkan secara langsung dengan berpartisipasi dalam penelitian ini, partisipasi Anda dapat
membantu memberikan pemahaman yang lebih baik tentang topik penelitian ini. Hasil penelitian juga
diharapkan untuk memberikan penerangan dalam memperbaiki pengembangan profesi guru secara
umum dan terkait dengan World Englishes secara khusus baik melalui program pengembangan profesi
formal atau pun penggunaan media sosial. Namun, dalam tahap penelitian ini Anda akan mendapatkan
masing-masing Rp. 300000,- sebagai kompensasi atas waktu Anda.
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Consent Version: 12/09/2019
Page 2 of 2

Kerahasiaan Anda akan dijaga. Nama Anda tidak akan dipakai dalam laporan apa pun dan akan diganti
dengan nama samaran. Data riset yang bisa diidentifikasi akan disimpan dalam file yang diamankan
dengan kata sandi. Jawaban Anda akan diberi nomor kode. Daftar yang menghubungkan nama Anda
pada kode ini akan disimpan dalam file yang diamankan dengan kata sandi. Hanya peneliti utama yang
akan mempunyai akses pada data ini. Setelah penelitian ini selesai dan data selesai dianalisa, daftar ini
akan dimusnahkan. Walaupun ada kemungkinan data Anda dapat diidentifikasi; tidak akan ada upaya
apa pun untuk melakukan hal-hal yang dapat mengungkap identitas Anda.
Selain itu, dengan ijin Anda, saya akan membuat catatan saat observasi kelas dan saya akan merekam
diskusi kelompok terarah dan wawancara sehingga saya bisa membuat transkrip yang akurat. Setelah
saya selesai membuat transkrip, saya akan menghapus rekaman tersebut. Nama asli Anda tidak akan
dicatat dalam transkrip maupun catatan saya. Akan tetapi, meskipun saya akan memberitahu peserta
bahwa percakapan selama diskusi kelompok terarah harus dirahasiakan, ada kemungkinan peserta
menceritakan kepada pihak luar.
Anda juga bisa memutuskan untuk berhenti berpartisipasi di tengah penelitian ini. Jika Anda
memutuskan demikian, hanya data (survey, rekaman audio, dan transkrip) yang terkumpul pada tahap
itu saja yang akan digunakan.
Informasi yang anda berikan dalam penelitian ini akan dijaga kerahasiaannya. Akan tetapi, ada
kemungkinan dalam kondisi tertentu informasi tersebut harus dipublikasikan atau dibuka apabila
diminta oleh hukum. Ada juga kemungkinan Dewan Pengkajian Lembaga (Institutional Review Board)
The University of Arizona The University of Arizona akan mengkaji catatan penelitian untuk tujuan
pengawasan.
Untuk pertanyaan, permasalahan, dan keluhan tentang penelitian ini, anda bisa menghubungi Siti
Juwariyah di Email: stjwryh@email.arizona.edu Phone: +1631 264 5463/+6281559687332.
Untuk pertanyaan tentang hak-hak anda sebagai partisipan penelitian dalam penelitian ini atau untuk
mendiskusikan permasalahan atau keluhan terkait yang lain dengan seseorang yang tidak terlibat dalam
penelitian ini, anda bisa menghubungi Program Perlindungan Subjek Manusia di 520-626-6271 atau
online di http://rgw.arizona.edu/compliance/human-subjects-protectionprogram.
Persetujuan Partisipasi Penelitian
Saya menyatakan sudah membaca (atau seseorang sudah membacakan untuk saya) formulir ini, dan
saya menyadari sepenuhnya bahwa saya diminta untuk berpartisipasi dalam sebuah penelitian. Saya
sudah mendapatkan kesempatan untuk bertanya dan sudah mendapatkan jawaban dengan
memuaskan. Saya dengan suka rela bersedia untuk berpartisipasi dalam penelitian ini.
Saya tidak melepaskan hak-hak hukum pribadi saya dengan menyetujui formulir ini. Jika saya
menginginkan salinan lembar persetujuan ini, saya dapat mendapatkannya dengan menghubungi
peneliti utama di stjwryh@email.arizona.edu.

Nama

Tanda tangan

Tanggal
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Appendix F
Sample Questions for Focus Group Questions and Individual Interviews with Focal
Teachers
1.

How would you describe your experience teaching English at junior high school level?

2.

Which English variety do you usually teach in your classes? Why?

3.

What is your consideration in choosing materials or giving assignments to your students?

4.

What do you think of the idea of World Englishes?

5.

How have social media helped you teach English?

6.

How have you used social media to get more English varieties?

7.

How have you experienced professional development?

8.

Has any of the professional development you experienced suggested or encouraged you to
use World Englishes?

9.

What challenges you have and how have you overcome them?

10. How do you think you should be prepared to teach WE-based TEIL?
11. What grade do you think is the most suitable to introduce different English varieties to the
students?
12. How relevant do you think exposing students to World Englishes to JHS students is?
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Appendix G
Sample Questions for Individual Interview with the Person with a Leadership Role in the
English Teacher Forum (MGMP)
1.

How would you describe what English Teacher Forum (ETF) is in brief?

2.

What does ETF do in general?

3.

Is it funded by the government and integrated into government professional development
program?

4.

Is joining EFT mandatory or optional? If it is mandatory, is there any sanction for teachers
who refuse to join EFT or do not actively participate?

5.

What kind of English teachers’ professional need that ETF aims to accommodate?

6.

How often does EFT hold events or provide activities for teachers’ professional
development?

7.

Has EFT ever discussed about World Englishes or English varieties in addition to American
and British English for the teaching of English in junior high school level?

8.

Has EFT ever shared and discussed the importance of using different varieties in teaching
English in junior high school level?

9.

Is EFT concerned about teachers’ or students’ accent when speaking English?

10. How has EFT used social media for teachers’ professional development?
11. How has EFT encouraged teachers to use social media in teaching English to students?
12. How has EFT mediated teachers with other English Teacher Forums for their professional
development?
13. How has EFT received updates about the current trends of English teaching?
14. What kind of things are discussed and shared in the English Teacher Forum WhatsApp
Group Chat?
15. What challenges does EFT have and how have they been overcome?
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