
  

 

Teaching research in undergraduate English language teacher education degree 

programs in Indonesia: A case study 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WIDYA HANUM SARI PERTIWI 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thesis presented for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy (Education ) 

College of Education  

Charles Darwin University 

Darwin, Australia 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

August 2020 

 

 



i 

 

Statement of originality 
 

This thesis is composed of my original work and contains no material previously 

published or written by another person except where due reference has been made 

in the text. I have clearly stated the contributions by others to jointly authored works 

that I have included in my thesis. 

 

The content of my thesis is the result of work that I have carried out since 

the commencement of my research higher degree candidature and does not include 

a substantial part of any work that I have been submitted to qualify for the award of any 

other degree in any university or other tertiary institution.  

 

I acknowledge that an electronic copy of my thesis must be lodged with the 

University Library and, subject to the policy and procedures of Charles Darwin University, 

the thesis be made available for research and study. 

 

 

Widya Hanum Sari Pertiwi 

Date: 12 August 2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ii 

 

Abstract 

 

Universities around the world increasingly engage in redefining their role as leaders of 

change, innovation and education. Critical aspects of this process of “renewal” involve, inter 

alia, the provision of quality learning experiences for their students. As universities in 

Indonesia begin to implement policies designed to enhance their quality standards to make 

sure they are comparable with those all around the world, the new policies tend to challenge 

the status quo in many ways as they bring with them expectations and values that are not yet 

present in the system which they seek to impact. While the policies are in place, it is not 

clear what kinds of skills Indonesian scholars need to draw on in order to embrace what they 

may not yet know or understand 

 

The study focused on the teaching of research in the final years of the English Language 

Teacher Education (ELTE) degree programs in Indonesia. These years are especially 

important as students learn to become independent researchers, able to engage critical and 

investigative methods for examining their own contexts of practice. The aim of the study 

was to examine the kinds of challenges that Indonesian academics experience as they grapple 

with the new policy demands. 

 

Qualitative research methods were adopted in order to obtain perspectives on the successes 

and struggles that the ELTE lecturers undergo when grappling with change.  The findings 

showed that their challenges were largely conceptual, and that ELTE academics have little 

knowledge, if any, of the global and local developments that led to the push for 

standardisation, the values that these new policies encapsulate and the processes for their 

implementation. The final chapters of the study propose ways forward provided that the 

urgency to deliver “outputs” does not outweigh the concern for quality and impact. 
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Chapter 1.  Introduction 

 

1.1 Study background 
Over the last two decades, governments and universities all around the world have been 

redefining the role of higher education, including the profile of their graduate students, in 

order to improve their services and to ensure their relevance. The direction of change reflects 

the understanding that the world functions as a global community and, as such, it is shifting 

away from the industrial and agricultural era toward modes of production that thrive on 

mobility as well as innovative thinking and rely on research and development (Kell &Vogl 

2012). Introduction of global standards was seen as one of the means for modernising 

education across the globe in all aspects of research and training that would enable higher 

education institutions to focus and act on issues of global significance (Mansilla & Jackson, 

2011, p. xiii). As a result of these new trends, governments around the world, including 

Indonesia, engaged in reviewing and rewriting their education programs, all with a view to 

aligning with the global goals and quality standards. The policies are in place, but how do 

Indonesian academics go about embracing the change?   

  

The present study emerged from the pressures that the implementation of the international 

standards presents to research universities in Indonesia. The education system in Indonesia 

has been neglected for decades. As reported in 2001 by the South East Asian Ministers of 

Education Organization (SEAMEO), in Indonesia, “62 percent of elementary school 

teachers and 29 percent of junior high teachers were not capable of teaching” (Emerging 

Markets Datafile, 2004). To overcome these problems, in 2005, the Indonesian government 

engaged in a major education reform (Chang et al., 2014, p. 181) aiming to both improve the 

quality of education, including teacher preparation, and to increase children’s enrolments, 

specifically in the nine-year compulsory basic education (Jalal & Musthafa, 2001).  

 

Regarding higher education, the Teacher and Lecturer Act No. 14/2005 was published 

stating that a Master degree is the minimum degree to be held by a lecturer teaching 

undergraduate students. All lecturers employed across Indonesia were given 10 years to 

upgrade their qualifications by 30 December 2015. More recently, Presidential decree No. 

17 (2019) declared that all new state civil apparatus lecturers are required to have completed 

doctoral degrees. The Puspawarna Pendidikan Tinggi Indonesia report (Ristekdikti, 2016) 
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found that in years 2011-2015, only 68% (1,848 in total) of scholarships were given to 

lecturers to upgrade to PhD level. The remaining 32% were given to lecturers to obtain their 

master’s degrees.  

     

The low numbers reflect not only the general low level of education of the lecturers but, in 

case of overseas funding, applicants’ low language proficiency levels and a general lack of 

research capabilities (Ristekdikti, 2016). Figure 1 below includes data obtained from 

FORLAP DIKTI (PDDIKTI, 2019). It shows that, currently, there are 247,157 lecturers in 

Indonesia registered in the Ministry of Research, Technology and Higher Education across 

all disciplines and sectors (including the Ministry of Religious Affairs). Among them, the 

majority (S2 in Figure 1), more than 200,000, have a master’s degree. Less than 50,000 (20% 

of the total number) have earned a doctoral degree (S3 in Figure 1). Commission X (ten) of 

the Indonesian House of Representatives set it as its target to increase the number of lecturers 

with doctoral qualifications to 30.62% by 2025 (Kabar24, 2019). 

 

 

Figure 1.1 Chart of Indonesian lecturers’ data base (PDDIKTI, 2019) 
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In Figure 1.1, D refers to the diploma level of education; S stands for sarjana and refers to 

higher education (S1 is bachelor degree, S2 is master degree, and S3 is doctoral degree); Sp 

refers to professional degrees, i.e. medical doctor. 

 

It is a priority for Indonesia to be on level terms with international universities in order to 

provide the basis for future growth and development of the country, and to make the higher 

education sector entirely competitive with international universities of high standing. Since 

1966 Indonesia has been a member of SEAMEO, a regional intergovernmental organisation 

established in 1965 and working with eleven (11) governments of Southeast Asian countries 

to promote regional cooperation in education, science and culture (SEAMEO, 2019). Among 

its seven priority areas for years 2015-2035, promoting harmonisation in higher education 

and research is one of the key agenda. The aim is to coordinate work that assures that quality 

standards are both set and met by the institutions in accordance with their specific needs and 

challenges (SEAMEO, 2019).  

 

In addition, four leading research universities, Universitas Indonesia, Institut Teknologi 

Bandung, Universitas Gajah Mada, Universitas Airlangga, are members of the ASEAN 

University Network formed in 1992. This organisation seeks to facilitate regional 

cooperation (1) to strengthen the existing network of cooperation among universities in 

ASEAN and beyond; (2) to promote collaborative study, research and educational 

programmes in the priority areas identified by ASEAN; (3) to promote cooperation and 

solidarity among scholars, academicians and researchers in the ASEAN Member States; and, 

(4) to serve as the policy-oriented body in higher education in the ASEAN region (AUNSEC, 

2019). However, only over the last ten (10) years, the networking universities paid 

significant attention to research and publication activities as well as building international 

partnerships and collaboration (Heryadi, et.al, 2018, p. 129).   

 

English Language Teacher Education (ELTE) is especially important in the context of 

ASEAN community developments and general globalisation of the world. Currently, 

English is the working language of Southeast Asia and Asia (Association of Southeast Asian 

Nations, 2008, p. 29), yet English proficiency levels for Indonesia remain very low. As 

illustrated by Lian and Sussex (2018), Indonesia is listed among Low or Very Low 

Proficiency countries. English Language Teacher Education is critical if the country wants 

to internationalise its own professional and academic workforce and their expertise. Yet, as 
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demonstrated in the recent study by Nashruddin (2020), pressure to internationalise 

professional cadres is met with mixed feelings, little if any support from university 

administration, and practically non-existent emphasis of investigative methods of study, 

especially in undergraduate courses (p. 165). The teaching continues to favour transmission 

approaches, a strategy that undermines the new higher education curriculum reforms and 

leaves the students technically unprepared for approaching their own teaching practices in a 

reflective and critical manner (p. 166). Furthermore, according to Nashruddin, the 

dependency on western countries for knowledge and support is applied uncritically, with 

western academics and professionals Indonesian academics promoting their own theories 

while neglecting to teach innovation and dissent, i.e. “traditional dependencies on 

longstanding truths can be broken, [and] new ways of thinking are possible” (p.. 163). The 

situation is complex as the country is split among many islands, it is relatively poor after 

years of corrupt politics, and obtaining correct data and statistics is rather difficult as each 

source offers different numbers. Overall, Indonesia has about 134 ELTE campuses, all split 

under different jurisdictions, private, faith-based and non-faith based) (Quipper Campus, 

n.d.).  

 

The present study emerges from the global and local developments described so far. Given 

the necessity for the Indonesian people to learn English, English language education is one 

of the priority development areas (World Education News & Reviews, 2019). The current 

study investigates the impacts that the new higher education reforms have had on teacher 

preparation in English Language Teacher Education (ELTE) in Indonesia. Specifically, the 

study focused on research training in undergraduate courses as a means by which higher 

education supports future teachers in developing competencies that align with the new values 

and standards that are being globally accepted by research universities and that demarcate 

the difference between the old and the new world of higher education. 

 

This chapter offers a brief overview of the global and national contexts that have shaped the 

direction of higher education developments, the issues that need to be taken into 

consideration when implementing educational policies and the disciplinary challenges that 

ELTE may need to overcome in order to be on a level path with international universities. 

The chapter offers a rationale of the study, develops study aims and the research questions 

designed to address those aims. The chapter closes with a brief overview of each chapter of 

this study. 
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1.2 Undergraduate research in the global context 

The Boyer Report (Boyer Commission, 1998) and Boyer’s earlier book, Scholarship 

Reconsidered (1990) have profoundly affected contemporary thought on the role and nature 

of universities and undergraduate teaching. The texts marked a shift toward a concept of 

undergraduate teaching as “a type of scholarship” (Hill, 2010, p. 5), thus breaking with the 

tradition that saw teaching as “a preliminary stage to ‘real’ scholarship … a self-contained 

vocation somehow splendidly isolated from the general concerns of scholarship”. This break 

with the past and the new way of framing is important as it disrupted the culture, inherited 

from Humboldt’s school of thought, that drew a distinction between the university (research) 

and the school (teaching), where the university was about solving problems, while “ school” 

concerned itself essentially with “agreed and accepted knowledge” (Hill, p. 8). The changes 

that Boyer proposed, initially in his 1990 publication, framed academic teaching as requiring 

adopting and developing scholarly methods and approaches to achieve its goals. In other 

words, the “job” of an academic teacher was not to convey textbooks’ chapters to his or her 

student, but to critically engage oneself in the discipline. By transforming and extending his 

or her knowledge, lecturers learn how to encourage “students to be critical, creative thinkers, 

with the capacity to go on learning” (Boyer, 1990, p. 24). In Hill’s (2010, p. 9) words, 

“inspired teaching keeps the flame of scholarship alive” (Boyer cited in Hill) and “[t]eaching 

connects with the scholarship of integration by facilitating the transformation and extension 

of knowledge, through preparing students to become critical thinkers who are able to connect 

and synthesize knowledge in its multifarious form.”  

 

The Boyer Report (1998), Reinventing undergraduate education: A blueprint for America's 

research universities, drew significantly on Boyer’s philosophy that saw creating students 

who are critical and creative thinkers and lifelong learners as the fundamental goals of the 

academy.  An academic teacher is expected to know more than what they teach and teaching 

involves the ability to “to draw strands together” for students to benefit from cross-

disciplinary approaches and new paradigms of multi-disciplinarity, “‘even as the categories 

of human knowledge have become more and more discreet, the need for interdisciplinary 

insight’ and broader perspectives, ‘has increased’” (Hill, 2010, p. 8). As Hill (p. 9) explained, 

according to Boyer, teaching facilitates the scholarship of application. Future scholars, 

according to Boyer (1990, p. 69) “should be asked to think about the usefulness of 
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knowledge, to reflect on the social consequences of their work, and in so doing gain 

understanding of how their own study relates to the world beyond the campus.” This 

philosophy led Boyer to advocate learning “by doing”, thus giving preference to applied 

approaches such as problem-based, practice-based and service-learning strategies (Hill, p. 

9). These approaches were valued for their capacity to generate knowledge that is a synthesis 

of complex thinking, relevant to the demands of the workplace and also ethical while being 

connected to the needs of the community.    

 

The Boyer Report (1998) was developed in the US by the National Commission on 

Educating Undergraduates in the Research University. The Report was a response to the 

concern that undergraduate education was failing in this respect, “Many students graduate 

having accumulated whatever number of courses is required, but still lacking a coherent 

body of knowledge or any inkling as to how one sort of information might relate to others. 

And all too often they graduate without knowing how to think logically, write clearly, or 

speak coherently” (Boyer Commission, 1998, p. 6). The recommendations of the Report 

were based on a survey distributed in 2001 to representatives of the 123 Research I and II 

Universities nationwide that offer baccalaureate degree. The Report proposed ten 

recommendations that construct undergraduate education as a context for learning while 

utilising research and inquiry skills. Mentoring and interdisciplinary learning were at the 

core of these recommendation thus shifting the focus of university pedagogy from 

information transmission to catering for higher order thinking skills (Boyer Commission, 

1998, pp.15-23).  

 

The Boyer report had an impact on the global world of higher education. In Australia, the 

Review of Australian Higher Education was conducted (the Bradley Report) (Bradley, 

Noonan, Nugent, & Scales, 2008). The Report determined that, despite the strengths of the 

Australian higher education system, there was a need for major reforms that would target 

both the pedagogic and the financial aspects of university management. Similarly, to the 

Boyer report (1998), the Bradley Report (p. 240) stressed that research is the foundation of 

Australian higher education institutions and faculty staff should involve students in their 

own research and scholarship. In other words, teaching was not constructed as separate from 

research but as a part of it. This repositioning of teaching as part of faculty staff research 

signalled a clear connection with the Boyer report and Boyer’s (Hill, 2010) philosophy as 

described in the paragraphs above. Accordingly, the recommendations of the Bradley Report 
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called for a general upgrade of research skills among Australian academics, support for 

national research and innovation, and the provision of opportunities and financial support 

for students to enrol in higher degree programs.  

 

Following the reforms in the US and Australia, ASEAN member countries published their 

own report. The ASEAN Socio-Cultural Community Blueprint (The ASEAN Secretariat, 

2009), which identified the new direction for higher education in South East Asia. The 

Blueprint (p. 2) emphasised the need for modernising the higher education system in South 

East Asia, supporting capacity building of higher education faculty staff, developing 

research and innovation, as well as growing entrepreneurship. The recommendations 

outlined in the Blueprint referred to the 21st Century Skills (P21, 2007) as a core set of 

capabilities around which higher education in South East Asia should construct its education 

programs and research. The skills included, but were not limited to, creativity and 

innovation, critical thinking, intellectual curiosity, problem-solving, independent thought, 

communication, teamwork, technology skills, life-long learning, initiative and enterprise.  

 

Indonesia responded to these new global shifts immediately and positively. The New 

Indonesian Qualifications Framework (IQF) (Indonesian Government, 2012) was published 

and was accompanied by the National Higher Education Standards (MORTHE, 2015, 2020). 

While the IQF delineated the sequence and the level of difficulty of all education programs 

in the country, the National Higher Education Standards outlined the specific skills that 

would form the learning outcomes of higher education courses, including the ability to write 

scientific research, to apply logical, critical, systematic and innovative thinking, and to solve 

problems in the area of expertise (MORTHE, 2015, pp.4-5). Due to these changes, entire 

higher education courses were revised, new standards were integrated and made subject to 

new accreditation rules devised by the government.   

 

1.3 Issues in building a research culture 

The shift toward competency-based education and the emphasis of research skills in 

undergraduate programs challenged higher education institutions worldwide, including 

those in Asia, to develop strategies which can support implementation of these policies and, 

in the case of countries such as Indonesia, support their academic (and financial) 

competitiveness in the world (Feuer & Hornidge, 2015). However, as pointed out by Rawolle 
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and Lingard (2015, p. 17), policy development and policy implementation do not follow 

from one another in a seamless and straightforward way. Each of these two fields belongs to 

different fields of practice. Policy development results in a text which then needs to be re-

interpreted and appropriated to the conditions of specific practice. While policy texts imply 

universal, undifferentiated application across all sites of policy practice and implementation 

(p. 21), teaching contexts are highly differentiated, themselves located within other, what 

Bourdieu (1995) calls, fields of practice, with stakeholders with varied interests and histories 

(Rawolle & Lingard, p. 21). As pointed out by Ball, Maguire, Braun and Hoskins (2011, p. 

625), these combinations of stakeholders and institutional histories cannot be ignored when 

planning policy implementation and practice improvements.   

 

Thus, academic teachers - who themselves are recipients of policies, not their producers, at 

least not directly, - re-interpret policy texts in accordance with the logics and experiences 

which they understand to be specific to their context of practice (Rawolle & Lingard, 2015, 

p. 19, 21). Since new policies call for new directions, they are likely to bring with them 

intellectual and other challenges which need to be explored and examined in order to ensure 

a critically informed response. In other words, following Rawolle and Lingard’s framework, 

transformation of practice requires that it be understood in a multiplicity of dimensions. This 

includes its impact on the established institutional culture, the theoretical frameworks which 

underpin current institutional practices, and the terms in relation to which individuals 

structure their own practices. 

 

This approach to understanding change is not common. Instead, as Rawolle & Lingard 

(2015, p. 21) argue, policy implementation studies tend to focus on “how policies are taken 

up” or how they are made sense of, engaged or resisted. According to Rawolle and Lingard 

(p. 21) as well as others (Lingard, Rawolle & Taylor, 2005, p. 4; Ball, 1994, 2008), these 

studies naïvely frame the policy cycle as “decision-implementation-evaluation-

improvement” and overlook the tensions that are brought about with each policy change and 

their impacts on the diverse layers of the organisational structures that policy engages 

directly and indirectly (Ball, Maguire, Braun & Hoskins, 2011, p. 625). Following Ball et al 

(2011, p. 628), an organisational structure consists of a series of layers (actors), including 

those from seemingly different institutions, who impact on how organisations do business. 

Each of the actors explicates policy in relation to their roles and how they understand them.  
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The critique above makes it evident that policy change is multilayered and brings with it 

institutional factors that are deeply embedded in the conceptual and historical context of 

institutions. It then follows that any attempts to design processes supporting transformation 

and change are more likely to be critical of the status quo and therefore also critical of the 

practices that permeate the multiple institutional layers (Ball et al, 2011, p. 635). According 

to Ball et al, any new directions set by policies need to be carefully scrutinised and explored 

in terms of the impact that their different interpretations have on different stakeholders if 

successes can be deemed likely or operationalised. This task involves an analysis of the 

concepts and strategies, with the respective positions of all involved and their roles 

articulated and mapped out (Ball et al, p. 626; Rawolle & Lingard, 2015, p. 17). In this way, 

they argue, approaches can be further critiqued and developed, and policy studies can have 

a real impact on practice and its multilayered dimensions.   

  

However, identifying stakeholders is not a straightforward process and requires proper 

framing in order to avoid what Bourdieu (as cited in Rawolle & Lingard, 2015, p. 15) calls 

atheoretcal empiricism, i.e. approaches which lack proper theorisation, where everyday 

assumptions and categories are “accepted without interrogation and then used as a basis for 

statistical, descriptive, explanatory or representational analyses”. This kind of atheoretical 

approach is not foreign to Indonesia.  

 

1.4 Teaching research in Indonesia  

Indonesian ELTE students are commonly taught research skills and methods in the 3rd Year 

of their undergraduate study. This is the first time that students are confronted with the 

concept of research methodology and research-related concepts and tasks. In the 4th Year, 

students are expected to complete a thesis while working with their supervisors.  

 

Writing a small thesis is compulsory and mandated by the new IQF (Indonesian 

Government, 2012) that defines the levels of competency that need to be reached by students 

at each level of their education. According to the IQF (Indonesian Government, 2012), upon 

completion, bachelor degree students should graduate with skills that ensure that they can 

read, understand and undertake research as well as communicate its processes and findings. 

The National Higher Education Standards explicate these skills as follows: 
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a. Ability to apply logical, critical, systematic, and innovative thinking in the context 

of science and technology, ethically and humanly. 

b. Ability to show independent and professional disposition. 

c. Ability to study and critique the developments and applications of science and 

technology, apply ethical procedures in all aspects of learning, produce a research 

study in the form of a thesis or final project report, and upload it on the university 

website.   

d. Ability to write scientific research study in the form of thesis or final project report 

and upload it on the university website. 

e. Ability to solve problems in the area of expertise by analysing various information 

and data. 

f. Ability to maintain and develop networks with supervisors, colleagues, associates.  

g. Ability to work in teams and evaluate work of the team members.  

h. Ability to self-assess and conduct independent learning 

i. Ability to document, store, secure, and use safely data to guarantee its validity and 

to prevent unlawful practices.  

(MORTHE, 2015, pp. 63-65, translated by Nashruddin, 2020, p. 12) 

 

As a result of these policies, courses had been developed to support students in attaining 

research skills necessary for the completion of a thesis.  Subjects like Introduction to 

educational research or Introduction to research methods are taught in the first semester of 

year 3. Other Year 3 subjects include Seminar on ELT and Thesis Proposal Seminar.  

Seminar on ELT teaches students to conduct and present their literature review that is part 

of their research thesis preparation to be submitted in Year 4. Thesis Proposal Seminar 

supports students in developing and presenting their research proposal. It is expected that a 

research thesis is at least 60 pages in length.  

 

1.5 Challenges in teaching research in undergraduate ELTE courses in 

Indonesia 

Investigative curricula call for investigative academics able to give students both the skills 

and confidence in viewing knowledge as work-in-progress, not a closed book (Lian, 2018). 

However, according to the former Minister of Education in Indonesia (Joesoef, 2016), 

knowledge development through professional research continues to be a problem in 
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Indonesia, with many academics looking to more developed countries for knowledge and 

direction. This trend is likely to impact on undergraduate students and their trust in 

themselves as both competent researchers and teachers. 

 

In the context of ELTE, the study by Basthomi (2015) echoes these concerns. The findings 

of his research show that Indonesian students are taught research in ways where too little 

emphasis is placed on intellectual breadth and expansion. The following points illustrate 

Basthomi’s critique of undergraduate research education in ELTE (pp. 121-123): 

a. The intellectual scope of research projects is limited which then impacts on the 

quality of the arguments that students build to demonstrate the significance of 

their projects. 

b. Literature reviews tend to give only a positive justification of perspectives or a 

theory in question. A critical review that would assess or challenge the various 

forms evidence is rarely required or taught. 

c. Points (a) and (b) make it difficult for students to identify a research niche or a 

gap that needs addressing.  

d. The research design is largely reduced to terms and labels. The supervision and 

the examination processes rarely challenge students’ understanding of the ways 

in which methods serve to support research methodology and project goals. This, 

in turn, prevents students from learning to be critical and creative in designing 

their study projects. 

 

Basthomi’s (2015) criticism is echoed in the study by Pertiwi and Weganofa (2014), who 

argue that research methodology subjects are frequently taught by staff with no expertise in 

research pedagogy. Too frequently, the teaching involves following a textbook believing 

that   a textbook alone can provide students with relevant insights. Furthermore, when the 

textbook gets things wrong or is unable to approach the subject matter critically, so do the 

Indonesian lecturers. Since textbooks reflect the intellectual stance of their authors, the 

practice of following a textbook has its downfalls. For example, typically textbooks place 

emphasis on the difference between quantitative and qualitative methods; not much attention 

is given to the process of building epistemological frameworks (Pertiwi & Weganofa, 2014, 

p. 19). This over-emphasis on the technical aspects of research creates a research culture 

where critical thinking is under-valued which can make the research process short-sighted 

and the findings of little relevance. These tendencies seem to be entrenched in the system 
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and teachers are not too likely to engage with the students in an exploration of relevant 

concepts (p. 20). 

 

Pertiwi and Weganofa’s (2014) critique is also shared by Alwasilah and Punchohar (2016). 

In their well-known publication they show concern that lack of training in research pedagogy 

becomes obstacle in the field. For example, they demonstrate, student-centred pedagogy is 

interpreted as requesting students to present summaries of book chapters that they have read. 

No learning support is provided as “preparing for active learning and higher-level reasoning 

is time-consuming [as is] providing students with quality feedback and opportunities for 

mastery learning” (Alwasilah & Punchohar, p. 57). The result is that teaching becomes 

“uninspiring and ineffective and tend[s] to promote the same passivity in listener” 

(Alwasilah & Punchohar, 2016, p. 5).  

 

1.6 English Language Teacher Education Research in Indonesia 

Do Indonesian ELTE academics look to more developed countries for innovation and 

knowledge development? How critical are they in their engagement of that literature? By 

implication, how likely are they to teach of this critical engagement to their students? A brief 

scan of the literature reporting on the teaching of research skills in Indonesia to Year 3 and 

Year 4 students show that, indeed, many ELTE scholars pay more attention to the technical 

aspects of research production and less to research pedagogy as a context that should inspire 

and interest students to do research, give them confidence in their own questions and then 

trust their own skills and judgment. However, in order to teach these attitudes and skills, it 

is also necessary for the academics to understand their relevance in their own work.  

 

A relatively large body of ELTE studies in the area of research skills development focuses 

on the skill of writing and related issues (Dwihandini, Marhaeni, & Suarnajaya, 2013), 

choices between qualitative (inductive) or quantitative (deductive) methods (Pertiwi & 

Weganofa, 2014), academic writing (Sugeng, 2016; Emilia,2010), and English rhetorical 

structures (Jubhari, 2003). However, much less concern is given to the skill of developing a 

research problem and the process of building epistemological frameworks (the nature and 

scope of knowledge) justifying the purpose of individual projects. Students’ research 

projects tended to revolve around traditional ELTE research topics, such as vocabulary 

acquisition (Lestari, 2014; Krisnawati, 2015), reading (Siwi, 2015; Pratama, 2012), grammar 
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(Wahyono, 2014; Iskandar, 2015). The topics are taken for granted, their epistemology is 

not questioned and the tradition of constructing students’ learning needs in linguistic terms 

continues despite its very limited, if any, contribution to second/foreign language (L2) 

pedagogy.  

 

This approach to research pedagogy needs some examination especially in view of the new 

IQF (Indonesian Government, 2012) requirements and the National Higher Education 

Standards (MORTHE, 2015, 2020) which make it specific that students need to demonstrate 

application of critical, creative and innovative thinking in their respective discipline areas. 

Learning to be reflective is important if students are to be thoughtful in their professional 

lives. These skills are also important for the scholars in order to be able to resist policy trends 

that, at times, seek to reduce teaching to a mere “strategy application” and the temptation to 

“construct teaching as a vocation, not an intellectual and complex discipline that it is” (Lian, 

A.B. 2019).   

 

Other studies on teaching research confirm that more attention needs to be given to critical 

and creative thinking. Dwihandini, Marhaeni, and Suarnajaya (2013) investigated factors 

that contribute to students’ difficulties in writing a thesis. The aim of the study was to 

identify those factors and to draw students’ awareness to these issues. Dwihandini et al. (p. 

2) believed that when students do not understand the challenges that they experience in the 

process of writing a thesis, they feel overwhelmed and confused. Dwihandini et al. used 

Brown’s (2007 cited in Dwihandini et al. pp. 3-4) taxonomy of students’ language learning 

difficulties to map the problems reported by the students. Briefly, the psychological factors 

included affective aspects such as self-esteem, self-efficacy, motivation, inhibition, risk 

tasking, anxiety, empathy, extroversion. Social factors accounted for the status relationships 

in a learning environment (i.e. teacher and student roles), linguistic competence and 

communicative competence. Linguistic factors covered different types of lexical and 

grammatical errors. Dwihandini et al. developed a questionnaire based on this taxonomy and 

distributed it to a group of undergraduate students in order to assess their awareness of those 

factors.  

  

The study by Dwihandini et al. (2013), while interesting and offering new dimensions to 

ELTE, helps raise a number of questions regarding its methodology that the field may need 

to consider. The design of the study rests firmly on the assumption that the descriptive 
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categories of one study can be elevated to a remedial status in another without the purpose 

of the study being first clearly established and framed. In other words, if the aim is for 

students to write their thesis well, Brown’s taxonomy should be related to the criteria of what 

makes up a good thesis. (It would have also been worthwhile to explicate the criteria of a 

good thesis, the processes that they involve, and maybe also pedagogic support that is 

needed.) Otherwise, as in the case of Dwihandini et al.’s study, the findings tell little about 

the process of writing and cannot reveal more than what the taxonomy permits to reveal. At 

the end of the day, students are not expected to score well on the taxonomy, but on the criteria 

that make up the production of a good thesis. The study, while innovative in some way, 

demonstrates the importance of standards to ensure that pedagogues have some guidelines 

for critical examination of their practices. When no standards are engaged, they are pushed 

aside and become subsumed by some other criteria that say little about the job at hand. Figure 

1.2 illustrates the logic of the critique of the study by Dwihandini et al. presented above. 

 

 

Figure 1.2. Critique of Dwihandini et al.’s study. 

 

Studies of the kind conducted by Dwihandini et al. (2013) appear to address a lot and yet, 

when examined closer, they tell us very little about the relationship between the process of 

Purpose: Writing a good thesis

Data collected from students: 
not clear what informed the 

questions of the survey

A process is needed for data 
collection that engages the 
criteria of a good thesis and 
helps capture the different 
dimensions of the “job” of 

writing a good thesis.  

The goal is to address all  
criteria of a good thesis and 

the processes that are 
implied in their definitions. 
A survey alone may not be 

enough.

Data analysed using 
Brown's taxonomy: No 

relationship to the 
criteria defining a good 

thesis.  

Brown’s taxonomy might 
have been one of many 

tools that could inform data 
collection, but not the only 
one. The tools needed to be 

justified.
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thesis writing and the challenges that this process presents to students. Writing is a process 

of thought organisation. The intellectual factors addressing this function of writing are 

missing in Dwihandini et al.’s study, because they were absent in Brown’s taxonomy. When 

research students apply the same methodology as Dwihandini et al. did, they learn little about 

the process of research and, most of all, little about the complexity of the learning process 

and what it involves. (Breaking down the study into smaller, better focused studies would 

have generated more insightful outcomes.) Dwihandini et al. (p. 11) concluded that linguistic 

factors are the most responsible for “students’ difficulties in writing[a] thesis” and that to 

improve their writing “it is still worth trying to learn more about grammar and grammatical 

items”. In other words, a lot of studies in Indonesia finish with the phrase that students need 

more grammar. Much less is said about the relationship between intellectual 

conceptualisation and, for that matter, grammar. In other words, it may well be that when 

concepts are clearer to students, the language may clear out too. One may never know until 

research is done in a context where the intellectual, not only technical aspects of research 

are given their due attention. 

 

Pertiwi and Weganofa’s study (2014) points to another problem in research units. According 

to Pertiwi and Weganofa, the choice of research methods is an individual preference of the 

scholar, not a necessity that emerged from a specific research problem and the concepts that 

inform them. This is not an unusual understanding as educational researchers tend to locate 

themselves within either of the paradigms (Creswell, 2009). With these assumptions in mind, 

Pertiwi and Weganofa requested their students to design a quantitative or a qualitative study 

as if the use of a specific method was primary and preceded the definition of the research 

problem. An in-depth understanding of a research problem should focus students on 

appreciating and learning the skill of relating the concepts, the evidence and the methods 

that make up studies, and examining their relevance in relation to those. A study is 

“interesting, deep, profound, worthwhile” (Latour, 1999) when it makes interesting 

connections, not because it chose a qualitative or quantitative method. Furthermore, both 

qualitative and quantitative studies involve the same challenge, i.e. a convincing design.  

   

The study by Jubhari (2003) encounters similar problems wherein the researcher identified 

a solution before stating the nature of the problem itself. In her study, Jubhari concerned 

herself with the impact of “culture” on the use of rhetorical structures in undergraduate theses 

and attributed the cause of students’ problems to “culture”. Since “culture” incorporates a 
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wide range of factors that may affect students’ writing, the danger is that practically all 

aspects of students’ writing could be attributed to “culture”. Jubhari suggests that most 

Indonesian graduate students are inept at organising their written ideas properly even when 

writing in their national language Bahasa Indonesia and that this is due to the academic 

culture in Indonesia, which fails to support critical thinking (p. 126). In her study, Jubhari 

explored (a) the structure of students’ arguments in their theses, and (b) the influence of the 

oral tradition of their writing. She concluded that the rhetorical structures in all thesis 

introductions written by Indonesian students in both Bahasa Indonesia and English are 

significantly influenced by an oral tradition (p. vi). This finding has led her to recommend 

that Indonesian students should learn to: (1) avoid digression, (2) utilise ideas from various 

scholars, including those who do not support their point of view, and (3) use a wide range of 

appropriate transition signals. While the conclusions are insightful, once again, the 

recommendations do not relate to any independent criteria that describe a well-written thesis. 

A better contextualisation of the link between the study purpose (to write a good thesis), 

study design and its recommendations is needed. The study also vindicates a need for 

policies that make the criteria of a good thesis clear and mandatory.  

 

In another study, Sugeng (2016, p. 112) looked at grammar errors in 4th year undergraduate 

students’ theses. The intention of the study was to find quantitative evidence that Indonesian 

graduates write with errors. The study involved 228 undergraduate theses from 28 English 

Education Departments in 17 provinces of Indonesia. The study confirmed the initial 

assumption and concluded that further research on students’ grammatical errors is needed as 

“another source of information” (p. 114). The recommendation of the study was to use 

“common-core grammar” instruction as a method for assisting students to avoid making the 

same errors (p. 117). Yet, the study did not examine the effectiveness of the “common-core 

grammar” instruction. The researcher makes a brief reference to a difference study of his on 

the use of the “common-core grammar” instruction, but no extensive investigation on its 

impact is cited.  

 

Emilia (2010) examined the presence of critical thinking skills in students’ graduate theses. 

She looked at the sections discussing research findings. Her study was triggered by her 

observation “that most students find it difficult to write a [research] thesis” (p. 101). Emilia 

(following Swales & Feak, 1994; Sternberg, 1988; Paltridge & Stairfield, 2007; and 

Halliday, 1994 cited in Emilia, 2010, p. 103), defined critical thinking as the ability to argue 
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clearly, relevantly, accurately, and adequately based on evidence. She believes that students’ 

critical thinking must be reflected in their ability to synthesise research, indicate the 

limitations of a study, and identify useful areas for further research. Students should also 

know how to build arguments, identify issues, reasons, facts and opinions. The study used 

Systemic Functional Grammar (SFG) when analysing students’ writing (pp. 102-103, 109).  

 

The choice of SFG was not justified in relation to the needs of the processes that the 

researcher investigated, i.e. critical thinking. The recommendations of the study also fail to 

make a link between SFG and any specific support that is needed in order to assist the 

development of critical thinking. Instead, the study recommended that students need to 

develop multiple capacities to be able to complete a thesis and supervisors need capacity-

building workshops to learn how to support students in this regard. Emilia (2013) has also 

advised that it would be best if all supervisors used the same conceptual tools when 

supporting their students, i.e. had “the same understanding of assistance given to the students 

in writing an English thesis” (p. 110). It is not clear why all supervisors should use the same 

system (assistance). The study did not investigate this aspect of its recommendations.    

  

To summarise, the discussion in this section exemplified numerous challenges in ELTE 

research relating to research training in Indonesia. The discussion demonstrated that 

Indonesian ELTE academics show great interest in supporting their students and engage in 

research on the subject of research training. The range of issues that they tackle is broad and 

includes, inter alia, students’ critical thinking skills, the ability to deliver a well written 

thesis, coherent and grammatically correct, as well as the capacity to employ qualitative and 

quantitative research methods. The Indonesian ELTE academics are also well versed in the 

technical aspects of research production, including the ability to employ a diverse range of 

research methods (questionnaires, interviews, text analysis, statistical analyses, and the use 

of theory), developing findings and drawing recommendations.  

 

However, the analysis also showed that when teaching research or when analysing students’ 

challenges, the researchers began with an already well-established method and, in each case, 

they failed to reflect on the relevance of those tools in the context of their study. Dwihandini 

et al. applied a research tool without first reflecting on the scope of issues that the study 

needed to address. The same was the case with Emilia, whose study investigated critical 

thinking, yet did not explain the process of critical thinking and, thereby, the needs of her 
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research tools that would be able to investigate students’ work accordingly. Critical thinking 

as the ability to argue clearly, relevantly, accurately, are not processes but synonyms. Pertiwi 

and Weganofa also failed to engage students in reflecting on the problem they were to 

investigate. Instead, they placed the method of study ahead of the problem. Similarly, in his 

study, Sugeng (2016) does not explain why his specific take on students’ grammar errors in 

4th year undergraduate students’ theses have value to the process of teaching academic 

writing. Once again, the method of study was not contextualised in relation to the study 

purpose and its meaning. Yet, it is the perspectives in which concepts are captured that frame 

the study and determine its level of innovation and relevance. Overall, to respond to 

Joesoef’s (2016) question about the capacity of Indonesian academics to build knowledge 

through research, while Indonesian ELTE scholars are engaged in research, new knowledge 

requires new ways of thinking. In other words, concepts that are investigated need critical 

re-framing in order for researchers to approach problems from a new and innovative angle. 

This process of critical framing is more important than an application of research techniques 

or methods, especially when they are selected ad hoc and not linked explicitly to the issues 

that are investigated.  

   

1.7 Researcher’s personal experience as a student and a teacher of 

research  
The practices criticised by Joesoef (2016), Basthomi (2015) and Pertiwi & Weganofa (2014) 

resonate with the researcher’s own experiences as a student and then a teacher of a research 

methods subject. While a student, the researcher’s 3rd Year research teacher spoke about 

research as a tool for “uncovering” systems (patterns) in the world. This was the key phrase 

of the subject while the subject itself focused on the distinction between quantitative and 

qualitative research methods. We were tested on the knowledge of the two methods but were 

never asked to conduct projects to assess our ability to apply those terms. Half of the students 

from the researcher’s year declined to write a thesis at the end of the year. It felt like nobody 

could cope with the task.  

 

Once enrolled in the Magister of English Education program, the researcher had to pass two 

more research subjects, one dealing with quantitative and the other with qualitative research 

methods. The pedagogy of these subjects was problem-based and involved a study of theses 

demonstrating the use of various research designs. The textbooks that she found helpful 

included Bogdan and Biklen (2007), Ary, Jacobs and Razavieh (2002) and Alwasilah (2003). 
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At that time, she thought these experiences were helpful and provided a foundation for her 

future work as a lecturer. Once the researcher assumed the role of research method lecturer, 

she followed her mentors and taught her students distinguishing between quantitative and 

qualitative methods, understanding their distinguishing features, and expected that her 

students would be able to write a thesis proposal utilising these methods. The researcher 

used project-based learning ideas and did her best to contextualise students’ learning. Still, 

most of her students were simply copying and pasting past theses provided in the university 

library. They copied not only the design and the methods but also the content. The same 

happened in the thesis advisory meetings for Year 4 students and above. These meetings 

were to provide guidance on the conduct of individual research projects. It did not matter 

how much she explained to her students about research methods, she felt that her students 

were not engaging sufficiently, and they could not see the relevance of research to their 

future careers as teachers. 

 

1.8 Study aims and significance 

The new higher education reforms in Indonesia place new pressures on ELTE, requiring 

future teachers to have skills necessary to support reflective and critical engagement in their 

profession. However, this new direction calls for expertise and skills of ELTE academia that 

may not have been nurtured previously and may not have been required from scholars. While 

universities may take time to catch up with new policies, ELTE scholars are required to 

comply with new policies and students expect to demonstrate a whole array of sophisticated 

skills upon graduation. Are the scholars ready to deliver? Are the ELTE departments 

organised to generate culture shift necessary to support the new demands? Are universities 

ready to cope with the challenges that the new policies present and the infrastructure that 

they require?  

 

The present study built on Joesoef’s (2016) critique of Indonesian academia and its capacity 

to build knowledge through research. What skills are needed in this respect and what skills 

need supporting for pre-service teachers in Indonesia to be on a par with graduates 

internationally? In order to better understand the context of ELTE from the perspective of 

these questions, the present study centred on the teaching of research in Year 3 and Year 4 

of undergraduate programs. These years are especially important as students learn to become 

independent researchers, able to engage critical and investigative methods for examining 
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their own contexts of practice. The aim of the study was to examine the contexts of those 

research training subjects and, specifically, the kinds of tensions that Indonesian academics 

experience as they grapple with the new challenges explicated in the new policies of the IQF 

(Indonesian Government, 2012) and the National Higher Education Standards (MORTHE, 

2015, 2020).   

    

The present study is timely as the new higher education reforms have been mandated only 

recently and Indonesian universities, ELTE departments as well as policymakers will benefit 

from the study findings as they engage in identifying policies and strategies to help advance 

Indonesian higher education. Issues in building research culture are complex and permeate 

the multiple institutional layers. This study attempts to address this complexity by seeking 

to capture a multitude of factors that impact on and interact with the process of 

transformation through the eyes of the lecturers who are at the coalface of change.  

 

1.9 Research questions 

The study seeks to respond to the following questions:  

1. What are the experiential, conceptual and institutional challenges that English 

language teacher education academics experience as they grapple with the task of 

integrating the competency standards specified in the new Indonesian Qualifications 

Framework (Indonesian Government, 2012) and the National Higher Education 

Standards (MORTHE, 2015) into the teaching of research? 

2. In what ways can the teaching of research contribute to the building of a 21st century 

model of ELTE programs relevant to the Indonesian schools?   

3. What are the optimal conditions required to support the teaching of research in 

undergraduate ELTE degree structures? 

4. What are the strategies that can be applied so as to change the culture and practices 

in higher education pedagogy to contribute to the building of a 21st century model of 

ELTE programs relevant to the Indonesian context? 

 

1.10 Study overview 

The present study consists of 6 chapters. 
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Chapter 1 presented the context of the study, the challenges of that context and their 

implications for the present study.  The study began by acknowledging the complexity of 

the challenges that the introduction of the new international curriculum standards has 

brought with it and acknowledged the positive role that these policies have played overseas 

in opening a space for pedagogic research and innovation in teaching programs. The chapter 

focused the study on the need to investigate the implications of the new pedagogic policies 

to higher education in Indonesia and, specifically, to teaching research units in 

undergraduate ELTE degree programs. Research units in undergraduate programs are not a 

new invention, but the new policies, especially the New Higher Education Standards, 

brought with them explicit requirements relating to quality assurance. The present study 

sought to examine the challenges that these new accountability standards create and, 

especially, the question whether and how the ELTE academics in Indonesia are ready to 

work with those standards.  

 

Chapter 2 outlined the literature relevant to the present study.  The chapter began with an 

overview of educational research culture in general and identified serious hurdles that many 

distinguished scholars argue cause stagnation in education. Against the backdrop of this 

critique, the researcher proposed a framework for designing innovative research which is 

critically positioned, politically contextualised and pedagogically relevant. The framework 

was used to conduct a meta-analysis of ELTE studies, in Indonesia and Asia, in order to 

obtain a broader understanding of the culture of research in the region and the challenges 

that it presents. Serious shortcomings were detected thus vindicating the critique presented 

in the earlier sections of the chapter.   

Chapter 3 outlined and justified the research design of the present study, the intellectual 

premises that frame it, and the instruments for data collection and analysis. The chapter 

comprises four sections that discuss, respectively, the intellectual framework of the study, 

the instruments for data collection, the methods for data analysis, and the ethical 

considerations. The chapter also discussed the ethical regulations that it applied and their 

implications for the present study.  

Chapter 4 presented the findings of the study. The findings report on the impacts of the new 

higher education reforms in Indonesia on the teaching of research in the upper years of 

undergraduate ELTE programs with a view to identifying the challenges that these reforms 

present to the teaching academics. Research teaching in Indonesia has had a long tradition 
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in ELTE departments. The findings capture the culture of research pedagogy in the 

watershed period between the old and the new system. The aim of the chapter is to establish 

patterns and relationships in the data. 

Chapter 5 summarised reflections on the study findings in relation to the research questions 

and study aims.  The overall sentiment expressed in those summaries was appreciation for 

the National Higher Education Standards (MORTHE, 2015, 2020) and for the critical 

reflection on practice that they stimulate. The chapter identified the seeds of change detected 

in the data but also pointed to a number of strategies that can be engaged with to assist the 

process of change. The chapter warned against naïve thinking that professional development 

alone can remedy the problems identified in the study. Instead, it argued that research, 

reflection, and professional development need to be combined together for the implications 

of the new quality assurance policies for academics act empowered and contribute their own 

informed perspectives on the vision that propels new higher education developments.  

 

Chapter 6 summarised the study, described the contribution that the study makes to the ELTE 

field, identified the limitations of the study and proposed directions for future research. In 

its concluding remarks, the chapter linked the global context of educational research 

presented in Chapter 2 with the present study findings and suggested that the study revealed 

a niche where Indonesian scholars can contribute and lead, by helping to broaden the 

intellectual scope of concepts and understandings in which education defines its job, goals 

and practices. This can happen when the urgency to deliver “outputs” does not outweigh the 

concern for quality and impact. This conclusion was also expressed by one of the study 

participants.  
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Chapter 2. Literature review 
 

2.1 Introduction 

Chapter 1 summarised the recent global shift toward greater standardisation of higher 

education and its impact on other countries, especially in Australia and South-East Asia. 

Chapter 1 also showed that any policy change and its implementation present challenges that 

frequently are under-estimated in studies investigating the process of policy uptake. Local 

conditions matter as policies are interpreted through the filter of needs and relationships 

specific to long established cultures of thinking and practice. Understanding these “filters” 

is important when transformation is the goal. What exactly needs changing cannot be 

captured in bullet points; more differentiated analyses are needed as policy change impacts 

on a multiplicity of dimensions that regulate and legitimise the present. The real 

transformation of practice therefore occurs at the local level, with local institutions and their 

academics negotiating the different interpretations that they apply in order to address the 

conceptual, institutional and experiential challenges that the new policies present them with. 

Chapter 2 investigates these challenges with a view to identifying the factors that impact on 

and interact with the culture that shapes how institutions and academics engage with change. 

 

Chapter 2 provides the study with an overview of issues that both support and stifle 

educational research training globally and in ELTE in Indonesia specifically. The 

perspectives developed in the chapter will inform some aspects of data collection of the 

present study and data analysis. Furthermore, the study will draw on those perspectives in 

its summarising sections in order to contextualise the significance of its findings. 

 

2.2 Educational research and its challenges 

As indicated in Chapter 1, according to the National Higher Education Standards 

(MORTHE, 2015, 2020), research training is mandatory in English language teacher 

preparation courses in Indonesia. It is now compulsory for all ELTE pre-service teachers to 

complete a small thesis to graduate. Before 2015, students could opt out from writing a 

thesis. This is no longer the case. The intention behind this change is for all ELTE students 

to develop skills that will help them reflect systematically on their practice in order to 

identify and solve problems and design pedagogic innovation, as well as to learn to engage 

with others for the purpose of collaboration and information sharing. Upon graduation, 
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ELTE students are to demonstrate the “ability to apply logical, critical, systematic, and 

innovative thinking in the context of science and technology, ethically and humanly” 

(MORTHE, 2015). However, as stated by the former Minister of Education in Indonesia 

(Joesoef, 2016), knowledge development through professional research continues to be a 

problem in Indonesia.  

 

The brief review of ELTE literature in Chapter 1 showed that Indonesian ELTE researchers 

adopt a relatively narrow perspective on what it means to conduct educational research. 

Their studies tend to lack critical framing which then results in research that does not 

question the validity of its own processes and conclusions. This appears to be largely 

because, in the examples analysed in Chapter 1, Indonesian ELTE academics did not 

question the intellectual and empirical scope of the concepts they investigate and their 

relevance to the goal at hand. In other words, researchers tend to be faithful to what they 

consider to be disciplinary knowledge; challenging disciplinary knowledge is not a norm. 

How is innovation to emerge from this kind of process? What is innovation and can it be 

taught?  

 

Professor Gary Thomas (2007) raises similar questions. As Lian and Pertiwi (2017) argue, 

Thomas’ reflections are important due to his extensive contribution to the field as the 

Executive Editor of Educational Review, the co-editor of the International Journal of 

Research and Method in Education, and the British Educational Research Journal, all high-

ranking journals of education. Thomas is one of the strongest critiques of educational 

research. His central point is that innovation hinges on questioning that which is already 

known, not just the evidence but the entire sets of research protocols engaged by researchers, 

including the intellectual frameworks that support what thus far is considered to be evidence. 

Stenger and Latour (1999 cited in Lian, A.B., 2006), philosophers of scientific inquiry, also 

make similar points, describing science of this kind as risky, i.e. “where what is tested are 

entire research protocols, everything that is known, with the aim of creating new insights 

and new protocols”  (Lian, A.B., p. 251): 

What is to be falsified is not just the empirical instance of the theory, but also the 

theory, the very research program of the imaginative scientist, the technical 

apparatus, the protocol.  

(Latour & Strenger, 1999) 
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For Latour and Stenger, this process of questioning is not about falsification (as in Popper, 

2002) as much as it is about verifying and learning in the process, by applying different 

epistemological assumptions, about the object of study, the many “actors” that participate in 

its concept and the networks, or relationships, that form it (Latour, 1999):   

Instead of saying "A is A", that is, repeat the same expression twice, an articulate 

scientific laboratory will say "A is B, is C, is D", engaging what a thing is in the fate 

or destiny of many other things as well. This feature is in contradistinction with the 

correspondence theory of scientific truth which is condemned, at best, to tautology: 

it does nothing more, as we saw above, but repeat the original with as little 

deformation as possible (“A is A”). 

 

However, according to Thomas (2007), questioning is not only not practised in educational 

research, it is outright discouraged. When reminiscing on his early experiences as a scholar, 

Thomas (p. viii) concurred with scholars and scientists from different fields of inquiry who 

argued that no discipline is free from its internal politics: over time, ideas and perspectives 

are turned into “the way things are done”, with little room left or given to introduce 

innovation and change of practice. In his early career, Thomas (p. viii) recalls, he was 

advised to withdraw his publication to the British Educational Research Journal due to his 

different way of thinking. The advice of the Editor of the journal was “to reconsider entirely 

my submission of the manuscript, since, she suggested, its publication would be bad for my 

reputation” (p. viii). As he states, his writing was perceived by one of the reviewers as 

‘opinionated’, a quality that nevertheless did not stop Harvard Educational Review from 

publishing the very same paper (p. viii).  

 

The experience, as Thomas describes it, reminded him of Grayling’s (1997 as cited in 

Thomas, 2007, p. viii) critique of contemporary academic life that Grayling saw as having 

become industrialised, with an increasing tendency to result in work that is “scholarly and 

uninspired, ambitious and timid, scrupulous and dim-sighted”.  In other words, as Lian, A.B. 

(2019) explains, educational research, to be relevant, needs to push the boundaries, it “cannot 

afford remaining hidden behind the walls of its own jargon and beliefs”, but instead, must 

relate what it knows to findings from other fields and in this way examine and, where needed, 

change. Self-transformation, rather than compliance, lies at the core of this philosophy, 

where researchers play with information creatively, they investigate what they know rather 

than follow what is already accepted as known. 
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When this creative process stops or is inhibited, Thomas (2007, p. 90) continues, i.e. when 

concepts, instead of being used as “thinking tools” (Bourdieu 1992 in Thomas, p. 90), 

become a theory that now delineates all that “matters”, the discipline becomes stifled and 

unable to generate new insights. It can only continue by working with what it knows already, 

“Let me say outright and very forcefully that I never ‘theorize’... There is no doubt a theory 

in my work, or, better, a set of thinking tools visible through the results they yield, but it is 

not built as such ... It is a temporary construct which takes shape for and by empirical work” 

(Bourdieu cited in Thomas, 2007, p. 83). This stifling process, as Thomas (p. viii) argues, 

has its roots in a practice, whereby ideas that initially may have been ground-breaking 

acquire the status of a cannon and now must be taught and applied judiciously. Once again, 

Latour (1999) agrees, calling such studies “bad science”, “the bad ones are those who 

because they had had a local success try to produce generality, not by connection of new 

differences, but by the discounting of all remaining differences as irrelevant”. He is critical 

of research where a theory ceases to proceed by doubting its own premises. In a similar vein, 

another philosopher, Lyotard (1984 cited in Lian, A.B., 2006, p. 252), argued, in such cases, 

the conceptual boundaries stabilise. More to the point, according to Lyotard, when 

compliance is rewarded, innovation and development stop, “the boundaries only stabilize 

when they cease to be stakes in the game” (Lyotard 1984: 14). 

 

It is the view of Thomas that this stagnation and reliance on compliance, rather than critique, 

begin early on in one’s research career, in research training courses (Thomas, 2007, p. viii). 

As Thomas claims, research training does not teach how to be innovative; instead it tends to 

operate as a regulatory body, ensuring that “dissent is increasingly rare” and that studies are 

based on evidence “supported by 100 references”, thus resting “squarely in the middle lane 

of orthodoxy” (p. viii). Throughout his publications (Thomas, 2007; Thomas & Pring, 2004), 

Thomas argues against canonisation in research (i.e. established technologies) and for “less 

orderly ways of thinking”:  

Most advance in thought and practice comes not from paying 

due regard to what is established, from conforming to correct procedure. It comes 

from the dismissal of that existing thought – from rupture rather than conformity.  

(Thomas, 2007, pp. 68-9) 

 

The tendency is, Thomas (2007, p. 90) explains, to follow the past, “to build carefully on 

what has gone before, to use existing knowledge as a platform on which new ideas can be 

built”.  He (2007, p. 90) follows, “The whole process conspires to create an impression of 
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correct and incorrect method”. This, in turn, prevents new researchers from learning what 

can be, “Emphasis on the legitimacy-of-the-existing in method leads to a certain inhibition 

to creativity in thinking about inquiry in education” (Thomas, 2007, p. 92). Gripped by the 

fear of making a mistake, new researchers are taught the “canon of appropriate methods and 

right ways of using them” (Thomas, 2007, p. 90). They do so to the detriment of learning 

how to break with the past and to discover new opportunities by drawing on new discoveries, 

“we should notice how ‘procedures, methods and devices’ in recent times have broken loose 

from their subordination as a means of ‘finding out’ and have ‘imposed themselves on our 

understanding of the transaction itself, with unfortunate consequences” (Thomas, 2007, p. 

92).  

The shelves of my university library bulge with books on procedure in educational 

research – what to do, what not to do, why normative methods are right or (more 

likely) wrong. It sometimes seems that there are more books on procedure than books 

on the findings of research. 

(Thomas, 2007, p. 92) 

 

For Thomas (2004) the answer to developing and conducting an innovative and critically 

positioned research is dialogue. Thomas, while referring to Einstein (Thomas & Pring, 2004, 

p. 3) talks about research as involving a kind of “spatchcock” manner, of “playing with 

almost any piece of seemingly relevant information” and “drawing eclectically from many 

and varied streams of information: a bricolage of potential evidence”. This “bricolage” 

results in a complex, multidimensional understanding of the processes that impact on and 

interact with learning. It makes it possible for research to integrate concepts from a diversity 

of knowledge sources, thus ensuring that the study brings new ideas into its context, ideas 

that both provide insights as well as complicate what is currently known. As in any science, 

a researcher does not strive to reduce everything to what a specific theory renders true, but 

uses theories as concepts, or conceptual tools, enabling the researcher to evaluate gains and 

limitations that these make possible, “we do want conjecture, thinking, dialogue, argument, 

and collected bodies of evidence and understanding … if all of inquiry, all types of thinking, 

are reduced and flattened out to be described as ‘theory’, there is an impoverishment brought 

to the exercise of inquiry” (Thomas, 2007, p. 147). 

  

However, these thinking tools do not come ready with the discipline. They need to be created 

and put “in play” in order to help reveal increasingly new insights. Educational research, to 

be relevant, cannot afford remaining hidden behind the walls of its own jargon and beliefs, 
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but, rather, needs to expose itself to the findings and understandings from other disciplines 

in order to modernise itself, connect and engage in a genuine dialogue, thus hopefully 

generate its own disciplinary knowledge as well as contribute to other disciplines (Thomas, 

2004, p. 3; 2007, p. 90). Over the years, similar arguments have been made by many 

(research) philosophers. For example, J.R. Saul (1996, p. 476) talked about ten geographers 

“who think the world is flat”. When they meet, they “will tend to reinforce each other's errors 

... Only a sailor can set them straight” (p. 476). A sailor is a person who has sailed the world 

around and is able to offer a perspective from someone who has already “done it”. Along 

similar lines, Latour (1999) advocated that for research to result in innovation, it needs to 

look for ideas and concepts outside its own disciplinary and/or practice limits; it must take 

risks and build on new knowledge to build new, unexpected connections that lead to new 

ways of thinking about problems.  

 

The key argument of Thomas is that for educational research to lead change, it needs to place 

a high premium on innovation, in general and, specifically, on the development of new 

research tools and concepts in order to better understand its practices. Innovation does not 

simply emerge from the worn-out paths and thinking; researchers must be proactive in 

developing research designs that bring fresh perspectives into consideration and develop 

new research tools (Lian & Pertiwi, 2017). However, the “dialogic” process advocated by 

Thomas and others has its price. As argued by Thomas following Kuhn (1990 cited in 

Thomas, 2007, p. 91), “novelty emerges only with difficulty, manifested by resistance, 

against a background provided by expectation”. In other words, as argued by Kuhn (1990 

cited in Thomas, 2007, p. 90), novelty is difficult to generate because research tends to be 

dominated more by disciplinary expectations than reason, and it is met by resistance because 

disciplinary cultures rely on what-has-been and in what-has-worked.   

 

Similar views on research and research training come from sociology. Richard Swedberg 

(2016) argues for a revival of creative and critical research. Swedberg points also to the 

stifling impacts of research training practices and the traditional emphasis of research 

methods (qualitative and quantitative) that expose students to “finished theories”, thus giving 

the impression that the “job” of theorising is done, and all they need to do is to generate more 

detail within the constraints of those theories. The result is that students do not learn the 

process of “theorising”. By theorising Swedberg means learning to develop connections 

between different theories and, in this way, exercising more agency in their own destiny as 
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leaders of innovation and change. In Swedberg’s view (p. 6), “theorising will not only 

redress the balance between theory and methods; it will also make sociology and social 

science more interesting”.  

 

Building dialogic connections between various perspectives or theories provides researchers 

with a process for critically evaluating the relevance, sufficiency, and veracity conditions of 

their studies (Thomas, 2004, p. 4). These conditions of relevance, sufficiency and veracity 

are important for research to make its claims and concepts more precise and transparent. It 

also requires that researchers contextualise their own findings in relation to these new 

sources of information, “the associated fact finding[s] and reasoning” (Thomas, 2007, p. 

127). However, Thomas argues, this is not what educational research does. In his view, 

education is much more concerned with “theory development” than with a dialogue, “Being 

in thrall to theory means that education is preoccupied with the paraphernalia of theory and 

its development and that it eschews alternative currents of thought which offer it much” 

(Thomas 2007, p. 30). However, when spotted, new proposals are given only superficial 

interest: 

While educators have occasionally bounced up against these currents of thought and 

considered them cursorily, they appear to have dismissed their potential. Dismissed 

is perhaps too positive a word. They have sniffed at them, as a dog sniffs at a tree in 

the street and have passed on uninterested. (Thomas, 2007, p. 30) 

 

As pointed out by Thomas (2007, p. 143), in education, theory tends to be used as a shell to  

give  value  to  arguments  and  observations  that otherwise might be perceived as mundane 

or trivial. The tendency is, Thomas (2007, p. 146) explains, for educational research to treat 

theory “as if it is to be cherished, not falsified: far from being the intellectual construction to 

be relentlessly assailed, it is the proud fortress for one’s thinking”. According to Thomas, 

this reliance on theory development does not serve education well as research problems and 

the methods for data collection and their explanation require a greater in-depth analysis of 

the phenomena investigated than a single perspective that theory will provide.  

  

When speaking on the innovation-hampering effects of this preoccupation with “theory  

development”,  Thomas  (2007, p. 84)  shows  that  in pedagogy, education  research  has  

come  full  circle without even noticing it, from an apprenticeship model of the 19th century, 

back again to the apprenticeship model.  In other words, not much has changed over the last 

two hundred years. In a somewhat sarcastic manner, following Carr and Kemmis (1986 cited 
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in  Thomas,  2007,  pp.  4-5), Thomas traces the beginnings  of  educational  theory  to  the  

19th  century  where,  as  he  puts  it,  in  the spirit  of  post-Enlightenment ,  English  

reformers  agreed  to  rationalise  educational  practice, which back then followed  a  pupil-

teacher method of apprenticeship, “a process to which we have now ironically returned ”. 

 

Thomas finds support in other education researchers. Hammersley (2004, p. 138) criticises 

educational research for its reliance on the construction of “theory” as its goal, i.e. the 

development of inherently coherent sets of premises that would provide educators with 

research findings on practice. Carr (2006 cited in Thomas, 2007, p. 4) describes this task as 

an attempt to develop a position that stands “outside our educational practices” (i.e. 

providing an independent point of view) while  also  claiming  to  know  them,  “educational  

theory  is  nothing  other  than  the  name  we give  to  the  various   futile  attempts  that  

have  been  made  over  the  last  hundred  years  to  stand outside our educational practices 

in order to explain and justify them”.  

 

According to Hammersley (2004, p. 137), the idea of developing sets of causal relationships 

in education misses the point that education is a context of dynamic variables where value 

judgments are not reducible to numbers that claim neutrality and the ability to “tell it as it 

is”, “not without missing a great deal that is important”. Hence, in his view, the idea that a 

theory could provide “specific and highly reliable answers to questions about what ‘works’” 

(Hammersley, p. 137) encounters accountability issues (Hammersley, 2004, p. 144). In a 

similar vein, for Hammersley (p. 146), the very belief that research should result in 

accountable educational practices is based on false expectations of transparency and an 

uncritical approach to findings. 

 

The discussion so far helped to establish a number of points that need consideration when 

reflecting on the role of research in education. Firstly, if there is no independent point of 

view from which teaching practice would appear both transparent and understandable in all 

its relevant points of measure, the manner in which research engages theory requires proper 

examination in research and research training activities. Secondly, if self-transformation, 

rather than compliance, is the driving principle of research innovation, does this apply at all 

levels of research and research training, or only at advanced levels? Thirdly, if “the only 

principle that does not inhibit progress is anything goes’ (Feyerabend, 1993, p. 4 cited in 

Thomas, 2007, p. 30), how can systematicity be assured for research to contribute to 
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education and other disciplines as well? The next section explores these points with a view 

to proposing some criteria for designing innovative studies in education.  

 

2.3 Innovation in educational research  

Allan, Edwards and Biesta (2014, p. 198) identify three types of perspectives for 

consideration in educational research. These are the critical, political, and generative 

perspectives. These perspectives are to assure that studies are not alienated from their 

political and intellectual contexts and that their outcomes offer solutions or insights that can 

be generalised in a manner that is informed. In this way, innovation is well contextualised 

and, as such, relevant.  

 

2.3.1 The critical perspective  

In a nutshell, the critical perspective concerns itself with analysing issues, problems and 

critiques of educational theorisation (Allan et al, 2014, p. 198). The key concern of those 

analyses is the emphasis of the uniqueness of each educational context and the importance 

of attending to particularities when generalising in order to develop a “theory” (Allan, et al, 

p. 199). It is believed that by amplifying the role of research studies as “interventions in the 

world rather than simply being about it”, it is possible to counteract the universalising 

tendencies of educational theories (Allan et al, 2014, p. 199). However, it is not clear what 

intervention would mean. According to Tröhler (2014), designing intervention would require 

using theory as a tool, rather than as a model of a child or a teaching context. Tröhler (2014) 

argues against educational research where education is seen as distinct from any other 

practice and where the practice of teaching and learning is treated as if it were free from the 

multiplicity of constraints that impact on, shape and generate human action, with “the child 

as the site for both practice and theory at the expense of wider concerns with the education 

of the person as part of ongoing life practices” (Allan et al, 2014, p. 199). Allan et al (2014, 

p. 199) also cite research warning against the totalising tendencies of concepts such as 

“effective teacher”, “empirical fact”, focusing on ‘relatively trivial technical questions’” and 

turning students into “‘eunuchs of analysis’”.  

 

While the abovementioned concerns are important, it is still not clear what research can do 

to avoid the trappings mentioned by Allan et al (2014, p. 199).  Missing in Tröhler’s 

argumentation is the question of benefit: if research is not to see the child as “the site for 
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both practice and theory at the expense of wider concerns”, how is intervention, however, 

critically constructed, to avoid reducing students to a researcher’s point of view, a 

perspective on what a students is or does? In other words, as argued by Latour (2004, p. 71), 

“If you were studying ants, instead of ANT [Actor Network Theory], would you expect ants 

to learn something from your study?”.  Latour answers his own question: “Of course not. … 

You and your informants have different concerns”. Indeed, as Lian A.B. (2006, p. 243) notes, 

the terms in which teachers and researchers interpret the demands that students experience 

when grappling with a problem at hand are different from those of the students. In other 

words, what researchers interpret to be a problem is not the same as what the student 

experiences as a problem. To argue that the two are the same, Guerrero and Villamil (2000, 

p. 52) argue teachers/researchers would need to have (a) a theory of task performance, “a 

theory of how the task or problem is to be completed”, and (b) a theory of “the tutee’s 

performance”, i.e. accounting for all relevant factors that impact on and interact with the 

student’s performance. Latour describes this tension as follows: “You explain what they do 

to yourself, for your own benefit, not for them … What makes you think that a study was 

supposed to teach things to the people being studied?” (Latour, 2004, p. 71).  

  

Throhler (2014, p. 59) avoids the issue of “interest” as benefit and focuses, instead, on the 

sources of critique that would enable the researcher to appreciate his or her own limitations. 

He proposes that researchers should integrate three research strategies in educational theory 

in order to approach its own premises critically: it should historicise, contextualise, and 

compare. The three strategies, together, should enable the researcher to acknowledge 

temporality of his or her research (historisation), while contextualisation and comparison 

require that researchers demonstrate the validity of their evidence in relation to other theories 

across time (contextualisation) and in relation to other theories (comparison).   In a somewhat 

similar way, Usher and Anderson (2014, p. 138) look to Foucault for answers, and to his 

method of genealogy as a means for addressing the universalising tendencies of theory. They 

are of a belief that an alternative to universalisation is understanding “things” “on their own 

terms” (p. 138). However, once again, student is missing from this process of “theorising”: 

who owns the terms in which students grapple with a problem at hand?  

 

The student is missing in Usher and Anderson’s (2014) model of educational research. On 

the one hand, they acknowledge Foucault concept of genealogy as engaging the subject in 

questioning how truth affects power and, vice versa, how power affects discourses of truth 
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(Usher & Anderson, 2014, p. 143). On the other hand, in their framework, the subject is the 

researcher, engaged in both “problematizing practice and a practice of constituting 

knowledge” (p. 144). Genealogy as research methodology is viewed by Usher and Anderson 

as able to use “history to show that many of the things we take for granted or conceive as 

‘natural’ or ‘true’ have a history, a genealogy or lineage, and therefore are artefacts of 

previous events, discourses, rationalities and practices (Dean 1998 cited in Usher & 

Anderson, p. 143). While true, how relevant is this to the student? Usher and Anderson say 

nothing about students and how the critical perspective can account for their own 

circumstance and goals, i.e. how they too can engage in an “analysis of the assumptions on 

which [their] taken-for-granted practice rests” without this critique being hijacked by an 

“educated” eye of a teacher or a researcher, ultimately acting, to paraphrase Dean (1998 cited 

in Usher & Anderson, p. 143) as a “legislating subject passing judgement on [their] reality”. 

 

2.3.2 The political perspective 

The political perspective raises questions pertinent to the relationship between the 

intentions of different theories and the political agenda for which they may be used (Allan 

et al, 2014, p. 198). Educational theory can be utilised to support a particular political and 

social order uncritically (p. 202). Sidorkin (cited in Allan et al, 2014, p. 202) argues that this 

is likely to happen when researchers fail to understand the limits of their own findings and 

theories, “When the agency is ignorant of [these] limits, we start destroying something in 

order to improve it”. According to Szkudlarek (2014) educational theory must make its 

political ties visible by specifying its own role in the political and social world that it 

supports. Educational theories that fail to do so and fall victim to ideologies tend to use 

persuasive tone, “saturated with terms of obligation, and filled with postulates and 

condemnations” (Szkudlarek cited in Allan et al, 2014, p. 202). 

 

Overall, Szkudlarek (2014, p. 163) is critical of the project of developing an educational 

theory exactly because of its tendency to privilege its own rationality, i.e. that which it 

understands while leaving silent that which it does not, “In line with Hegel, the moment of 

application of such a theory would produce (or reproduce) appearance, it would create 

another instance of the incomprehensible”. Rhetorical tropes (Szkudlarek, p. 163), rather 

than epistemological gains (Bourdieu in Calhoun, 1995) would be the outcome, “The theory 

of education – and the discourse of education in general, as rhetorical practice – are at the 

centre of the rhetorical construction of the world” (Szkudlarek, p. 160). Following Labaree 
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(2008), Szkudlarek 9 p. 160) points out that education can be a tool of maintaining this 

“apparent reality” while losing sight of the dynamics of the learning context, i.e. the 

heterogeneity that makes up the “social”.  

 

2.3.3 The generative perspective 

The generative perspective concerns itself with “the new forms of practice” that “new 

forms of theorizing” can make possible (Allan et al, 2014, p. 198). Sidorkin (cited in Allan 

et al, 2014, p. 204) translates his understanding of the theoretical limits of education as the 

limits in opportunities that current system of schooling is able to provide. On the other hand, 

Allan et al (2014, p. 204) reaffirm their commitment to approaching teaching and learning 

“as practices within the world”. They draw on Popkewitz (cited  in  Allan  et  al .,  2014,  p. 

204 ), Tröhler (cited in Allan et al., 2014, p. 204) and Usher and Anderson (cited in Allan et 

al., 2014,  p.204), and argue for research and forms of practice that dismantle existing 

regimes of thought. They (Allan et al., 2014, p. 204) see the need for “providing a strategy 

to ‘unthink’ the common sense of schooling, to denaturalize what is taken-for-granted, and 

to make fragile the causalities of the present”. Allan et al (p. 205) cite Tröhler (2014) 

suggesting that such strategies may help “find something like a grammar not of schooling 

but of education, which then might serve as the basis of an educational theory”. While an 

interesting concept, it is not clear where this “grammar” would live and how it would 

integrate the students and the whole spectrum of differences and dynamics that they bring 

with them.   

 

In regard to what matters in educational research, Lundahl, Popkewitz and Bellman (2014) 

argue against research that focuses solely on practice and ‘what works; they call it parochial 

and too narrowly focused in the “technological” (instrumental) aspects of teaching. 

However, it is not clear why a focus on practice would necessarily imply parochialism and 

instrumentality. Lundahl does not explain his critique against specific examples, and argues 

for research methods that integrate educational philosophy, history of education and 

education policy, i.e. context enabling studies to take a broader view on education and 

classroom research.  The arguments presented by the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) 

in the US in favour of quantitative paradigms, cited by Lundahl (2014, p. 38), do not 

necessarily dispute the relevance of the big picture, just the agenda inscribed in studies that 

IES saw as committed to a postmodern framework that resulted in weak methods and strong 

conclusions:  
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In the context of declining interest in studies of the effectiveness of education 

programs, the ascendance of postmodern approaches to education research, and the 

frequent use of weak methods to support strong causal conclusions, IES took a clear 

stand that education researchers needed to develop interventions that were effective 

in raising student achievement and to validate the effectiveness of those interventions 

using rigorous methods. 

 

It would follow that the issue in educational research is not about practice vs. theory, but 

about research design that is not divorced from “big questions” that include, but are not 

limited to, links to educational philosophy, history of education, and education policy. While 

Lundahl may agree, she fails to build a bridge between what “what works” and a theoretically 

informed research. This is the weakness in Lundahl’s critique, also echoed in her 2013 

publication (Lundahl & Olson, 2013). There, Lundahl and Olson investigated the extent to 

which student voice counted in a classroom. However, in their study, Lundahl and Olson tell 

little in this regard largely because they fail to theorise the concept of “student voice”. 

Instead, student voice was taken to mean “taking initiatives” in the context of learning. It is 

not clear what that actually was to involve and why. While the concept of student voice is 

worthy attention and, as Lundahl and Olson (p. 205) report, it is also valued in Swedish 

education policies, arguably, theorising the term could have contributed to a better 

understanding of the research that is needed to better understand the phenomenon and its 

necessarily complex dimensions. This may have needed both qualitative and quantitative 

research and frameworks that might go beyond the scope identified by Lundahl (2014), 

without studies regressing to being parochial or instrumental in their nature. 

 

Biesta, Allan and Edwards (2014, p. 6) emphasise the necessity of theorising. Firstly, a 

theory allows one to identify the phenomenon one wishes to investigate (Biesta et al, 2014, 

p. 6). For example, “learning as information processing, as behavioural change, as 

acquisition, as participation, as social practice” (Biesta et al, 2014, p. 6). They argue that to 

believe that this can be done without a theory, it is to fail to see that “the world never appears 

unconceptualized” (Biesta et al, 2014, p. 6). Secondly, theory allows the researcher to 

construct the object of research. For example, they suggest, is learning happening as 

acquisition through talk, or through some other means? Responding to these questions allows 

the researcher to clarify the conceptual boundaries of his or her study, its questions, 

methodology and methods (Biesta et al, 2014, p. 6).  Thirdly, as indicated by Latour (2004), 

theorising enables the researcher to specify his/her role in the study and the expectation that 
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they have of their findings. Is the model to benefit them or their participants, and why and 

how so? Similar views come from sociology studies.  

 

2.4 Framework for designing innovative educational research  

The aim of this section is to engage with the “perspectives” discussed above, and their 

critique, in order to develop a framework for analysing educational research and, in turn, for 

designing research. Understanding the indicators of quality research is important to avoid 

the trappings discussed by the authors in the previous section. Developing such indicators 

can enhance research accountability and may help reveal aspects that have a hampering 

impact on research. Following the discussion by Allan, et al (2014), this section focuses on 

the conceptual framing of studies, not on their technical aspects.  

 

2.4.1 The framework  

Table 2.1, Framework for designing innovative educational research, summarises the 

framework developed on the basis of the discussion so far. The critical, political and 

generative perspectives form the three pillars of the framework, which is then further 

developed in order to account for processes that the critique in section 2.3 helped illuminate.   

 

The critical perspective seeks to counter the universalising tendency of theorising and 

requires that research specifies the concepts that it targets in order to explicate its bias as 

well as its theoretical roots. As discussed earlier, this strategy not only helps to frame the 

researcher’s role as “acting on his or her beliefs” about students, or any other object of study, 

it also helps contextualise the “facts” with which she or he works. In Table 2.1 the critical 

perspective includes processes of theorising that help researchers at each step of research 

design to evaluate the innovative impact of their design. These include the steps involving 

conceptualisation of the study object. The steps comprise of three stages and a question about 

the study beneficiary. The historicising (temporality), contextualising (validity across 

time), and comparing (validity in relation to other theories) elements of Throhler (2014, p. 

59) were replaced with steps needed to identify the object of study, the study beneficiary and 

the relationship between the object of study and the problem investigated. Addressing these 

elements will necessarily require consideration of factors such as temporality and validity as 

novelty necessarily calls for temporal contextualisation and validation across time and in 

relation to other theories. Nonetheless, the model includes these dimensions to ensure they 



37 

 

do not get lost. Other questions were included that require explanation of how the new 

perspectives were integrated to describe the object of study and what was intended to be 

achieved.    

 

In addition, the framework described in Table 2.1 also contains the question about research 

beneficiary. This is imperative if a researcher is to explicate his or her own role in the study 

and the expectations that motivate it. For example, in pedagogic studies, it is important to 

distinguish between what the researcher wants to achieve and takes into account and what 

the student does. (To paraphrase Latour (2004), studying ants does not necessarily imply 

that ants will learn something from that study.)   

 

The framework illustrated in Table 2.1 has a number of advantages over some other models 

currently used in Australia. For example, it begins with reflection and critical evaluation of 

the concepts that one utilises in their research, rather than simply “getting” researchers to 

collect data asap. This quality also responds to the critique of a popular research training 

model, RSD (Research Skills Development) also described in Wilson’s (2006). The critique 

points to the inability of the Skills model to engage students’ higher order thinking skills, 

“the critical thinking skills so important for academic writing are not… clearly delineated 

and tend to be grouped together in the final” (Hughes, Tucker & Knaggs, 2011 cited in 

Wilson, 2018, p. 4). Another advantage is that by focusing on the process of thinking rather 

than on technical skills, the framework does not hurry the researcher but engages in 

evaluating what matters, why, how and to whom. Research process is presented as slow and 

involving learning about and around the subject matter; it is not simply “let’s do something”. 

The framework is not didactic as Wilson’s model was (Allin, 2014, p. 98 cited in Wilson, 

2018, p. 5). Rather, it is a process that offers questions for engagement that help the 

researchers narrow down his or her study focus. According to Wilson (2018, p. 5) “students 

want to see their research skills slowly build up”. However, the model proposed in Table 2.1 

is built around the process, not the outcome, as it is in Wilson (2006). In Wilson (2006), 

research mentor knows the outcome and teaches the steps slowly. On the other hand, in Table 

2.1, the model offers a framework for a collaborative process, with everyone (teacher and 

research student) engaged in addressing the questions of the process that it outlines. Wilson 

was criticised that his model was not able to achieve this, with “traditional power boundaries 

between lecturer and student remain[ing]” (Allin, 2014, p. 98 cited in Wilson, 2018, p. 5). 
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Table 2.1 Framework for designing innovative educational research 

Perspective  Processes 

Critical Perspective Identifying the object of study  

• What new perspectives were engaged to describe the 

object of study? Demonstrate their value in relation 

to evidence from earlier research and other 

perspectives. 

• Who is the beneficiary of the study? 

Method of analysis 

• How were the new perspectives related to describe 

the object of study? What new tools were invented 

to devise the method of investigation? 

 

Findings 

• What was to be revealed as a result of the study? 

Political Perspective Acknowledging the relationship between the intentions of a 

study and the political context (both global and local 

policies). 

Generative Perspective Specifying the new forms of practice that new forms of 

theorising can make possible. 

 

2.5 National Standards of Higher Education in ELTE Research in 

Indonesia  

This section examined ELTE research from the perspective of the criteria in relation to which 

students’ learning is both supported and measured. Not all studies reported in this section 

were conducted prior to 2012, when the new IQF (Indonesian Government, 2012) was 

decreed, or prior to 2015, when the National Higher Education Standards (MORTHE, 2015) 

were legislated. However, the objective of this review was to inquire into the conceptual 

frameworks that inform ELTE research in Indonesia and the degree of change that the new 

education reforms necessitate. While, as mentioned earlier, Indonesia is plagued by 

problems in generating conducive research environment, research capability, funding, as 

well as time (McCarthy & Ibrahim, 2010; Ford, 2012; Hill & Wie, 2012; Suryadarma et al., 

2011), it also suffers from a high degree of variation of research capacity across the 

Indonesian higher education system and there is tangible absence of a critical mass of 

research capacity (Alwasilah & Punchohar, 2015). The goal of this section is to find out what 

this means in the context of ELTE research and what needs improving. While the challenges 

in research mentoring were already addressed in Chapter 1, the literature review that follows 

inquiries about the research traditions in ELTE research in Indonesia and how these compare 
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with the questions outlined in the framework for designing innovative educational research 

explicated in the section above (Table 2.1).  

 

2.5.1 ELTE Research in Indonesia  

Research training in ELTE programs in Indonesia is seen as necessary to improve teacher 

performance in schools. It is assumed that equipped with research skills, teachers in 

elementary and high schools will engage in “reflection-in-action, reflection-on-action, and 

reflection-about-action” (Lubis, 2018, p. 40). According to Lubis (p. 40), this form of 

research can take the form of “video recording, reflective journal, direct spoken reflection, 

peer-reviewed observation or the other way around, and classroom action research”. 

However, Lubis (p. 41) is critical of what these three action-models may involve exactly and 

what teachers need to engage in this type of research, with problem identification being one 

of the key issues, along with the school culture and the curriculum that lacks the flexibility 

needed for teachers to implement new ideas.  

 

Basthomi’s (2015) study on the culture of mentoring undergraduate students’ research makes 

points also echoed in Lubis (2018). According to Basthomi (2015, p. 119), while the entire 

point of research is to innovate, research subjects tend to fail to train students to “innovate 

on the conventions and norms” and settle more on teaching students to “understand, adopt, 

adapt” theories or viewpoints. In his view, it is a dangerous practice resulting in students 

concerning themselves with the instrumental aspects of teaching, much less with its 

intellectual premises. It also runs counter the international competency standards that require 

students to learn to problem solve, think critically and look at issues by engaging new 

perspectives, i.e. not “merely meet[ing] the expectations of the local academic community” 

(p. 120), giving “positive justification that is characterized by the lack of criticism of 

previous researchers' ideas as well as the theoretical content” and “follow[ing] only one-way 

thinking” (p.122). Lack of innovation, intellectual breadth and counter-perspectives also 

makes communication about research redundant as research must “discuss about 

things/topics/issues that are not yet known to others” (Basthomi, p. 122). It is important, 

therefore, that undergraduate students’ mentors be mindful that students need to develop 

tools for thinking about teaching, not merely demonstrate “knowledge of methodological 

labels” (Basthomi, 2015, p.123). 
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Arguably, once in schools, teachers tend to have little time to do research on their teaching. 

It follows from Lubis (2018) and Basthomi (2015) that their pre-service education should 

equip them with a diversity of approaches and principles (evidence) to utilise and investigate 

their impacts. But does it? When taught old methods that lack innovation, with time 

pressures, teachers are not likely to engage creative and critical thinking to solve problems 

they encounter in schools.  

Kuswandono’s (2014) study is an example of Indonesian scholars not paying enough 

attention to the role that innovation and research can play in supporting teachers in schools. 

In his study, Kuswandono (p. 187) taught pre-service teachers how to use “reflective 

journals, individual interviews, focus group discussions, and some autobiographical writing 

by pre-service teachers” to reflect on their identity as teachers.  Students were given some 

questions to interrogate their identities. While the strategies could be interesting, in and of 

themselves they offer no principled approach that could assist students in questioning their 

own biases and perspectives as factors that impact on their teaching. With Kuswandono 

failing to theorise the construct of “identity”, by implication, the students too were taught to 

think of study objects rather in vague and intuitive terms. No systematic method was neither 

developed nor taught to students. Also, in Kuswandono’s study missing is reference to the 

literature that would relate his/her project to any policies, including higher order thinking 

competencies introduced in Indonesia. The suggestions for teachers to engage the reflective 

strategies investigated by Kuswandono, therefore, need further critical examination, one that 

is more systematic in nature. 

 

Similar issue with the definition of the object of study was found in the study by Yusuf, 

Widiati, and Sulistyo (2017). There, the researchers investigated pre-service teachers’ ability 

to learn from feedback from their peers, the course supervisor and from their own self-

evaluations to improve their teaching. Pre-service teachers were expected to teach a lesson 

on a “selected topic” and they were given both oral and written feedback on their 

performance, which included (1) class preparation, (2) elicitation of instructional objectives, 

(3) mastery and presentation of learning material, (4) instructional activities, (5) use of 

instructional media, (6) classroom management including classroom instruction, and (7) 

monitoring and assessment (p. 242). Yusuf, Widiati, and Sulistyo do not explain why the 

request to teach a lesson on a “selected topic” was correct and what other alternatives existed 

that were rejected as viable. There is nothing fundamental about lessons on topics that should 
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be seen as an unproblematic construct or context for testing students’ teaching performance 

(Lian & Mestre, 1985).  Furthermore, the results of the study, while linked to previous 

international research (e.g. Nunan, 1998; Richards & Pilcher, 2015; Voerman et al, 2012), 

do not tell much about the actual concepts, principles, and approaches for which the 

experiment may have created a context for pre-services teachers to explore, investigate and 

dialogise about. Arguably, without this detail, as criticised by Basthomi (2015), it is not clear 

whether Yusuf, Widiati, and Sulistyo were seeking to generate a truly informed discussion 

supporting reflective teaching or were they in fact inculcating pre-service teachers into a 

specific instrumental culture of schooling that everyone understands. This point gets missed 

by Yusuf, Widiati, and Sulistyo even though they recognise that preservice teachers did not 

trust their peers with their feedback, only their mentors. This mistrust demonstrates that 

preservice teachers were more after the right opinion, rather than a discussion on what to do, 

how and why: experimenting with ideas was what they shun. The poor theorising of the 

study concepts and the missing connection to the global and national policy context, 

together, show that more work needs to be done for the results of the study to be accepted as 

recommendations for “best practice” for improving pre-service teacher education.   

 

In a similar study, Saukah, Dewanti, and Laksmi (2017) investigated the effects of “written 

corrective feedback” (WCF) on high school students’ writing. According to Saukah, 

Dewanti, and Laksmi, WCF was supported by several learning theories that confirmed its 

positive impacts on writing. Among those theories were Gagne (1985), Williams & Burden 

(1997), Rashen, (2003), Carless (2006), and Brown (2007).  While the study locates itself 

within the literature on feedback, it does not theorise the concept of feedback. This is a major 

drawback of the study. A discussion on the nature of evidence on the basis of which problems 

are diagnosed and corrective strategies are assigned would have benefited the field of 

English language teaching. Other studies indicate that there is nothing obvious about the 

ways in which students’ errors are classified. For example, a grammatical error could be seen 

as an intonation issue (Herrmann, et al, 2003) and intonation training may assist students’ 

listening and speaking skills (e.g. Yang, 2017; He, Sangarun, & Lian, A.-P., 2015). 

Furthermore, writing could be approached as a process involving emotional analysis (Lian, 

2017) or, indeed, aesthetical analysis of intonation patterns (Lian, A.B., Bodnarchuk, A., 

Lian, A-P., & Napiza, 2017).  
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As indicated by Lian, A. B. (2006), there is a number of cognitive studies in the field of L1 

and L2-learning, which emphasise the role of redundancy between various schemes of 

perception, an aspect that can be utilised in error correction research (Bahrick, Lickliter & 

Flom, 2004). Herrmann, et al (2003) found a connection between prosody and syntax with 

adult students of German: when the pitch of sentences was flattened to diminish prosodic 

cues, MEG (Magnetoencephalography) brain responses indicated that the missing pitch was 

generated automatically by the brain (Herrmann et al, p. 399): 

The effect of prosodic variation on the early syntactic negativity strongly suggests 

an interaction between syntactic and prosodic information during initial processes. 

[...] The shift of activation to the right hemisphere takes place only in the case of 

insufficient prosodic information accompanied by asyntactic mismatch. [...] It 

seems plausible to assume that the increase in right-hemispheric activation reflects 

the generation of the missing pitch to support linguistic analysis. 

 

According to Saukah, Dewanti, and Laksmi (2017), WCF may take different forms. They 

follow Ellis, Loewen, and Erlam (2006), who categorise written feedback responses into 

three forms or strategies, direct, indirect, and meta-linguistic correction feedback (CF). 

Saukah, Dewanti, and Laksmi utilised the indirect (underlining, circling and using of cursors 

to show omissions in the student’s text) and meta-linguistic correction feedback (the teacher 

provides some kind of metalinguistic clue as to the nature of the error, e.g. WW = wrong 

word; art = article). They justified their choice by making reference to a number of previous 

research studies that had also indicated the importance of corrective feedback and reported 

on its effects (Ashwell, 2000; Ellis et al., 2006; Hong, 2004; Carless, 2006; Sheen, 2007; 

Bitchener, 2008; Van Beuningen, 2010; Purnawarman, 2011; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Ferris, 

Brown, Liu, & Stine, 2011; Ferris et al., 2013; Muth’im & Latief, 2014). The researchers 

saw their study as “giving an additional support to these theories and the previous research 

studies” (Saukah, Dewanti, & Laksmi, p. 250). However, as indicated by Basthomi, no new 

dimensions were brought by the study in order to overcome their shortcomings and to offer 

new insights on the issue of writing and error corrections. Instead, to follow Thomas (2007, 

p. 143), this type of research methodology, while important and having a place in ELTE 

research, follows a pattern of studies where theory  tends  to  be  used  as  a  shell  to  give  

value  to  arguments  and  observations  that could benefit from a greater range of insights 

and evidence. Furthermore, this expansion could have benefited ELTE by providing research 

with increasingly better understanding of students and how they can be supported. The study 

also failed to account for the National Higher Education Standards (MORTHE, 2015) or 

indeed, any reference to higher order thinking skills, i.e. another dimension that needed 
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integrating in order to reflect the challenges that writing as a social tool presents. The 

recommendations of the study for teachers to use “meta-linguistic correction feedback”, 

when considered in relation to the critique presented above, appear less definite and 

requiring a greater critical evaluation.    

 

In a study by Havwini (2019), investigated was the impact of teacher strategies on school 

students’ willingness to communicate (WTC) as revealed through their capacity to observe, 

question, associate, experiment, and network. These criteria of communication were taken 

from the national Indonesian curriculum (MOEC, 2013) as indicators of the teacher’s 

capacity to “stimulate students’ critical thinking and, in turn, improve their language skills, 

promoting students’ activeness and communicative competence” (p. 107). Neither of these 

skills was defined in order to see how exactly the criteria of observing, questioning, etc. were 

helping students or not, to improve. However, the researcher did draw on previous studies 

(Cao, 2011; Cao & Philp, 2006; Zarrinabadi, 2014; Lee &Ng, 2010; Zacharias, 2014; Peng 

& Woodrow, 2010; Khatibi & Zakeri, 2014) on the same issue, students’ willingness to 

communicate, while also adding that, in general, “[v]ery few studies have been carried out 

on students’ WTC in Indonesian EFL classroom, especially how the students engage in their 

EFL classes under the 2013 curriculum implementation” (p. 108).  

 

In Havwini’s (2019) study, ten classes were observed. Havwini (p. 109) applied “a 

naturalistic” approach, where she “did not use any observational protocols to categorize 

students’ WTC”. Instead, she applied a coding scheme based on a previous study, without 

demonstrating the reasons for it or evidence that would justify this choice. Students’ 

willingness to communicate was coded as follows: (Pattern 1) volunteering answers to the 

teacher’s questions, (Pattern 2) asking the teacher a question, (Pattern 3) presenting one’s 

own opinion in the class, (Pattern 4) volunteering participation in class activities, (Pattern 5) 

giving comments or questions in response to peer’s ideas, and (Pattern 6) helping peers to 

recall difficult or forgotten words. Only responses in English were coded. Yet, without a 

clear link to the terms by which the targeted skills were defined, the choice of this coding 

appears to be speculative rather than substantive and substantiated.  The study found that 

“the percentage of students’ utterances in English was higher than the Indonesian … for the 

total oral responses in the observed classes” (p. 110). However, considering that students’ 

willingness to communicate was found only in three out of ten sessions observed, Havwini 

(2019) is perplexed and has no tools for providing critical insights on her own finding, and, 
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thereby, tools for other researchers to engage for their further refining. Thus, in terms of the 

generative perspective, the study had little to offer. 

 

Because Havwini (2019) failed to offer critically informed criteria for defining the skills that 

classroom teaching was to improve, she also was not able to tell when the communicative 

strategies that she coded for were helping the students. This limited her assessment of the 

teaching practice and its engagement of the curriculum. As Lian and Norman (2017, p. 315) 

state, engaging the curriculum requires in-depth theorising if reflective teaching is to happen:  

… the proponents of the “what works” approach to teaching and learning are not 

immune to criticism, as the measurement of effectiveness is not a simple process 

(Biesta, 2007, p. 4). It is not simple because the parameters which make evidence 

look convincing do matter, and establishing such parameters, inter alia, requires 

specification of the frameworks on which the evidence builds and of their limitations 

when cross-checked in relation to neighbouring disciplines.    

 

In a different study, Parlindungan, Rifai and Satriani (2018) investigated the concept of 

“cultural diversity” as it is reflected in middle school English textbooks, “[w]hat cultural 

knowledge and whose culture are represented in these textbooks” (p. 289). Specifically, the 

study investigated “how Indonesian cultural diversity and whose cultures are represented in 

middle school English textbooks, as per K-13 national Indonesian curriculum (MOEC, 

2013). The curriculum seeks to grow students’ “cognitive, affective, and psychomotor 

aspects” by helping them to develop their “spiritual attitudes, social attitudes, knowledge, 

and skills, i.e. understand knowledge (facts, concepts, and procedures) based on curiosity 

about science, technology, arts, and culture as well as observed phenomena …” 

(Parlindungan, Rifai, & Satriani, p. 292). The understanding is that “engaging students’ own 

cultural experiences and values in language teaching can promote better outcomes of 

learning (McKay, 2002; Shahed, 2013)” (p. 290-291).  

 

The Parlindungan, Rifai and Satriani’s (2018) study reviewed two English textbooks for 

grades 7 and 8, using Kress and Van Leeuwen’s (2006) semiotic approach to analysing 

textual and non-textual representations of cultures. The study did not define culture but did 

identify its components, (1) cultural behaviour: what people do; (2) cultural knowledge: what 

people know; and (3) cultural artefact: what things people make and use. However, this is 

not enough because one needs to have a framework to reflect the terms in which an event is 

being interpreted (Chambers, 1996). According to Chambers (p. 147), “where culture is 

understood as the mediating ‘context’ of social interactions, so that there are notionally as 
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many ‘cultures’ as there are interactions, any given local context of such a kind is 

understandable as significant only as a factor of the other possible contextual mediations that 

it excludes”. In other words, identifying what is excluded and included requires an 

interpretative framework, criteria that will specify what it takes to engage students’ own 

cultural experiences and values in language teaching to promote better outcomes of learning. 

A framework or frameworks of this kind would assist teachers in specifying the resources 

that they need and would provide methods for engaging with those resources. However, this 

is not what Parlindungan, Rifai and Satriani (2018) saw to be their task.  

 

First, Parlindungan, Rifai and Satriani (2018) organised “characters, images, and descriptive 

texts” in the textbooks using the three categories of (1) cultural behaviour, (2) cultural 

knowledge, and (3) cultural artefacts. Next, Kress and van Leuween’s (2006) five analytical 

perspectives were used to analyse what the characters and the images were representing, 

focalisation, affect, pathos, ambience, and graduation (p. 292). The findings contain 

Parlindungan, Rifai and Satriani’s (2018) analyses: “the characters of the two textbooks 

depict indigenous people of Indonesia as described by the skin color, hairstyles, names of 

the characters, religion, and geographical consideration; … [t]he textbooks engage students 

in knowing and discussing Indonesia’s national days, geography, and miscellaneous rules; 

… there is a chapter called ‘I am Proud of Indonesia’, which specifically aims to engage 

students with national and cultural knowledge on geography …[t]he value[s] of local 

Indonesian cultures permeate the images and texts in the textbooks indicating cultural 

behavior of politeness and discipline. … For example, in the textbooks, students are expected 

to lower their head or kiss their parents’ hands when shaking a hand”.  

 

Parlindungan, Rifai and Satriani (2018) conclude by re-stating their research questions that 

they now present as their research purpose: “(1) how are Indonesian local cultures being 

represented in the English textbooks? and (2) whose cultures are being represented 

considering the diversity of Indonesian cultures?” (Parlindungan, Rifai & Satriani, 2018, p. 

300). While these are valid questions, the initial intention of the study was to inquire how 

cultural diversity was reflected in middle school English textbooks to ‘engage students’ own 

cultural experiences and values in language teaching to promote better outcomes of 

learning’. In other words, how exactly textbooks help students draw on their own cultural 

experiences and values in an English classroom in order to develop, rather than restrict, their 

understanding of who they are, what they do, why and how? The message to “avoid a heavy 
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loading of foreign culture elements” in textbooks (p. 300) alone does not generate evidence 

that would respond to this question. The problem of engagement for transformative learning 

is very important and needs theorising and investigating. 

 

Similar to Parlindungan, Rifai and Satriani (2018), the study by Rahmajanti and 

Anugerahwati (2019) is another example of research where research purpose is not 

explicitly. In their study, Rahmajanti and Anugerahwati set out to investigate the impact of 

different factors on students’ English learning achievement in a content language integrated 

learning context (CLIL) program in secondary school. Among these factors were students’ 

interest in ELT, their internal and external motivation, school infrastructure and resources, 

extracurricular activities in English provided by parents, and “interactional process between 

teacher and students at primary school level” (the teaching methodology) (p. 72). The 

assumption was that these are positive factors and that the more of them is present, the better 

their impact on students’ performance, “It stands to reason, then, that when the students have 

good facilities for “learning” English at home, their scores will be much higher” (Rahmajanti 

& Anugerahwati, p. 83).  

 

As Rahmajanti and Anugerahwati (2018, p. 73) note, School Literacy Movement (2016), a 

content language integrated learning program, was created as part of the Ministry of 

Education and Culture’s policy to “improve the [teaching] quality … by modifying the 

existing curriculum of secondary schools (called the 2013 Curriculum)” A content language 

integrated learning context (CLIL) program involved schools using English as a medium of 

instruction. The approach is organised around four key points, content, communication, 

cognition and culture (p. 73). In their study, Content is said to refer to “progression in 

knowledge, skills and understanding related to specific elements of a defined curriculum”; 

(2) Communication refers to “using language to learn whilst learning to use language”; (3) 

Cognition implies developing thinking skills to link concept formation (abstract and 

concrete), and understanding and language”; and (4) Culture involves “exposure to 

alternative perspectives and shared understandings, which deepen awareness of otherness 

and self” (Rahmajanti & Anugerahwati, 2019, p. 73). 

 

The data of the study (Rahmajanti & Anugerahwati, 2019) was gained from (a) a 

questionnaire (inquiring about students’ interests, internal motivation, external motivation, 

facilities, and exposure in interactional process), (b) tests assessing students’ reading and 
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writing (p. 76), and (c) interviews of teachers, headmasters and international class program 

(ICP) coordinators (p. 77). The methodology of the study was based on previous studies, 

including those by Benvenuto and Lastrucci (2008) and Fontecha (2014), each of whom 

worked with the CLIL model. The findings of the study were related to “‘students’ 

achievement in their first year of secondary school”, while the construct itself was neither 

explained not theorised. 

 

The study (Rahmajanti & Anugerahwati, 2019, p. 83) revealed that factors such as the 

teaching methodology, motivation, and exposure to English had no significant effect on 

students’ achievement in their first year of secondary school. The authors believed that 

teachers poor understanding of pedagogy was here to blame. This conclusion was reached 

on the basis of a questionnaire that investigated teachers’ teaching practices. However, no 

framework was identified for evaluating teachers’ performance or believes. Some key-

phrases were present, such as “teacher- or learner-centredness”, the idea of worksheets, or 

individual and group-work modes of working (Rahmajanti & Anugerahwati, p. 81):  

“The lesson plans contain the essential elements that must be included like 

competences to be achieved, materials to be covered, ways how to teach and ways 

to assess. However, not all teachers developed worksheets as one of the 

requirements for a complete Lesson Plan. Thirdly, in terms of classroom activities, 

there are varieties among the teachers in the four schools. SMP A and SMP C have 

conducted good interactional activities, where the students used English among 

themselves, not only with the teachers, whereas in other schools (SMP D and SMP 

B), it was observed that the class activities were still teacher-centered, where the 

teacher used most of the talking time, and the students just listened to them and did 

what the teacher instructed. Group work was also not done in all classes. One of 

them conducted individual work most of the time while other teachers conducted 

pair and small group work. 

 

Rahmajanti and Anugerahwati (2019) offered some recommendations that related to 

classroom pedagogy of CLIL, quality assurance procedures applied by the Cambridge 

Assessment and International Education and expressed a need for more studies of similar 

kind. Rahmajanti and Anugerahwati offered no conceptual framework for assisting the 

participants, headmasters and teachers, in evaluating their own teaching contexts. It also did 

not refer to any such framework. From the perspective of the framework for designing 

innovative educational research (Table 2.1), this is a major weakness of the study that sought 

to measure the quality of teaching with a view to generating ideas for improvement. The 

absence of critical framing of the study meant that the policies (political perspective) that 

the study addressed were not critically addressed. This, in turn, made it difficult for teachers 



48 

 

and their principals to relate the recommendations (generative perspective: impact on 

practice).  

 

In a study by Ivone and Renandya (2019), it is also difficult to pinpoint the relationship 

between the study purpose, methodology and its implications for practice. The purpose of 

their study was to examine the theory and research of extensive listening (audio or audio + 

visual), how similar or different it is from extensive reading, to discuss the language learning 

benefits of extensive listening to L2 students in rural and metropolitan areas, and to explain 

the different ways in which extensive listening can be productively implemented in the 

classroom. To this end, Ivone and Renandya investigated the literature and concluded that 

extensive listening has not been adopted in many classrooms in Indonesia, because teachers 

and learners do not know where to find “appropriate materials, how to choose them, or how 

to adapt them for EL purposes” (p. 242). According to their research, extensive listening is 

too often seen as unstructured out of the class activities that learners have to do by themselves 

without the support of others (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012; Yonezawa & Ware, 2008). They 

further claimed that when learners are left to their own devices to learn an L2, some may 

cope with this challenge, but others may not and that it may discourage them, because they 

cannot see the immediate results of their efforts (Ivone & Renandya, p. 242). Therefore, 

support is needed.  

 

Ivone and Renandya (2019, p. 246) suggested the use of authentic materials from YouTube 

and the like to expose learners to spoken language in a more natural setting. The type of 

support that students or teachers need is not explicated. Instead, the researchers explain that 

there is no one best teaching and learning approach that suits every learner, so “the more 

crucial task for language teachers and learners is actually to find the more suitable context 

and manner for implementing an approach, method, and technique”. While this is not clear, 

Ivone and Renandya explain, “What we need is to learn from those who have succeeded in 

learning English. … Language learning needs exposure to a vast amount of target language. 

It needs repetition. It requires hard work and motivation” (p. 253). While many would agree 

with this conclusion wholeheartedly, for a study to contribute to a general knowledge of 

ELTE, as pointed out by Bietsa et al (2014) and Allan et al (2014), it requires a greater 

contextualisation of its goals and conclusions. From the generative perspective, Ivone and 

Renandya reviewed a number of studies, never problematising their terms in relation to 

theories and policies (critical and political perspectives), and what the different 
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understandings that those studies offered had on practice (generative perspective). The 

overall conclusion is self-evident and intuitive, while also lacking theoretical foundation for 

pedagogues to benefit from.   

 

In a different study, Husna (2019) investigated extensive reading as an approach to boost 

fourth semester undergraduate students’ critical thinking. Following Jimenez et al. (cited in 

Husna, p. 214) defined critical thinking as the ability to solve problems, “to find any 

possibilities when solving a problem, considering different perspectives and being able to 

see the others’ argument as part of an alternative contribution, or conclusions, on a specific 

topic” (p. 214). Husna makes no link to the new higher education policies, but, nonetheless, 

recognises the value of critical thinking and views it as non-subject specific and requiring 

“its own syllabus” (p. 214). Some of the core processes of critical thinking that she sees 

necessary to be supported by this syllabus include “interpretation, analysis, evaluation, 

inference, explanation, and self-regulation” (p. 214), According to Husna, these skills can 

be taught in reading classes with activities to empower the students. In her rationale, she 

drew on a number of studies supporting this view.  Based on these views, Husna (2019) 

proposed a set of extensive reading activities (ER) that in her view support critical thinking. 

Among them, she recommended that teachers use different types of texts (in her case, this 

meant “ten novels in English … b. ten articles in English from journals or proceedings ... c. 

eight English textbooks … in the form of reference works, instructions, or workbooks which 

have to include two biographies”) (p. 215). Assessment involved students in activities such 

as writing a review of a novel, a summary of a book or an article, and making YouTube 

presentations (p. 216).  

 

Husna does not explain how students would have relevant literacy skills to produce the texts. 

In the context of their assessment, Husna asked students to exercise critical thinking skills 

to support their reporting activities, such as, giving evidence, providing reasons, analysing 

the story, and correlating it with their own thoughts or opinions (p. 215-216), “the students 

could choose any type or genre from the listed novels … After reading, they had to answer 

the questions on the Book Response Form: (p. 216). During oral presentations, critical 

thinking was examined with students posing questions and presenting a rationale for their 

questions. In turn for the students who chose “book reading”, the requirement was to write 

a summary. Once again, from the generative perspective, the study says nothing that would 

contribute detail to a better understanding of the practice of teaching the critical thinking 
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process. Husna offers her own approach but does not argue out its validity in relation to any 

principles. While the study began with a workable definition of the concept of critical 

thinking, the exact steps, or the processes, needed for students to learn how to ask questions, 

summarise, interpret, analyse, evaluate etc. are not explained. It appears that more theoretical 

work is needed before recommendations for practice are put forth.  

 

2.5.2 ELTE research in Asia 

The trends in the ELTE research in Indonesia are also echoed in research from other Asian 

countries. A brief review of more recent studies follows, examining studies conducted by 

researchers from different countries but published in Asian journals. This focus enabled the 

author to build a more informed picture of the culture of ELTE studies in Asia. The articles 

were chosen from journals, which include publications from international scholars, and/or 

are listed in SCOPUS. 

An ELTE study from the Philippines by Ventayen (2019) was concerned with the impact of 

English language courses and students’ English proficiency on students’ general academic 

performance in their business degrees. Ventayen sought to establish if students’ performance 

in English had any relationship to their overall performance as students. She argued that 

previous studies identified this link, “the highest the academic performance was evident 

among students who had reported high levels of self-perceived English language 

proficiency”, and “English language difficulties appear to negatively affect the academic 

achievement of some graduate students”. Ventayen’s (p. 174) study showed no such 

relationship in relation to core subjects while the majority of interviewed students 

acknowledged that “language courses have affected their academic performance in minor 

and foundation course[s]”.The conclusion of the study was that Business Schools should pay 

more attention to the quality of their English programs presumably to alleviate students’ 

stress (this is implied but not stated) and improve the quality of the course experience, “It is 

recommended that the institution should create an intervention plan in order to increase the 

English proficiency of the students in order to be prepared globally” (p. 174). Overall the 

study is neat and well presented, however, it does not contextualise the concept of 

performance or proficiency in English language. As a result, the quantitative data says 

nothing about the policy context of the courses that the researcher examined and what 

actually needs improving. This in turn makes it difficult to assess how the study was to 

benefit the students, the English teachers or the Business Faculties. As a result, in terms of 
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the generative perspective (Table 2.1) the study offers no new questions or no new practices 

that could be followed up or introduced as a result of the study.   

 

In a different study, Boun (2017) investigated social and psychological factors causing 

anxiety in students learning English as a foreign language in Cambodia.  Following Horwitz 

et al. (1986, p. 128), Boun (2017, p. 18) defined foreign language anxiety as a “distinct 

complex self-perceptions, beliefs, feelings, and behaviours related to classroom language 

learning arising from the uniqueness of the learning process”. Boun (p. 17) was interested to 

find out why learners become anxious.   The literature review showed that age and negative 

self-rated overall proficiency in English were key factors contributing to anxiety (p. 20).  

Boun designed an online questionnaire to learn from the students about the causes of anxiety 

(p. 22). The questionnaire was interested in learning about: (1) motivational factors, (2) the 

extent of language use, (3) beliefs about language use, and (4) feeling/anxiety about language 

use. Responses were correlated with the demographic data about the students (age, the 

province they live in). The design of the questionnaire was based on earlier studies. 

However, the author does not make it clear what exactly was changed and as a response to 

what type of empirical evidence. This is an important point because conceptualisation of the 

study impacts on its overall design and conclusions.  

 

Quantitative data were collected from 129 students enrolled in core and advanced English 

programs (p. 22). The survey was administered over a period of 2 weeks period. The findings 

confirmed previous studies indicating that anxiety, as reflected through the responses, is 

related to students’ beliefs about their language proficiency and frequency of the target 

language use in formal and informal contexts (p. 27). Overall, nothing new was discovered, 

nor an attempt was made to generate findings able to generate greater differentiation in the 

data.  To conclude, while the study included references to previous studies, the political and 

historical context of Cambodia, none of this was connected in a way that would enable the 

author to generate data that would enable it to go beyond the “obvious” and already well-

reported conclusions, to better serve the students. For example, no information was provided 

about the curricula, pedagogy, support systems provided by teachers to reduce anxiety and 

to support confidence and informed action. Consequently, the study was not able to offer 

recommendations for teaching that could be tested and further investigated. The study 

recommended for future research to examine the relationship between the students’ beliefs 
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and their actual language use performance (p.29). It is not clear why this form of study would 

be of any benefit for the students. The author does not explain either.   

  

In another study, Chen and Zhang (2017, p. 47) investigated the effects of formative 

assessment (FA) on English students’ academic writing in China as they found little research 

on this issue in China. Following Scriven (1967) and Black and William (1998, 2009), 

formative assessment was chosen as it was believed to be more “learner-centred” and 

“process-oriented” (p. 48). Self-, peer-, and teacher-evaluations were identified as features 

of  FA, and were classified, by their nature, as aligned with the principles of constructivism 

and its “emphasis on active construction, situational learning, and social interaction, … 

through constant interaction with other learners and instructors” (Chen & Zhang, p 50). The 

literature review illustrated the value of FA and the study focused on comparing of FA and 

SA. No specific problem was identified as an issue in academic writing, no policy context 

was offered to justify this problem and no discussion of pedagogy was presented in order to 

illustrate the complexity of different approaches to a specific issue in academic writing. 

Instead, it was assumed that FA will focus on the entire process of writing. The study 

provided no explanation of the processes involved in academic writing and the role that 

students play in those. No criteria were presented for examination of the effectiveness of FA 

relative to those processes. Instead, the study moved on directly to research questions and 

methodology.  

 

Mixed methods were used in pre- and post-test. Quantitative data were obtained from 

assessment of students’ writing. Qualitative data came from classroom observations, 

interviews (Chen & Zhang, 2017, p. 51).  When explaining the quantitative results of the 

study, Zhang and Cheng (2017) confirmed the importance of FA. This corroborated findings 

from previous research on formative assessment (i.e. Black and William, 1998; Guo, 2006; 

Ursula, 2010, Lee, 2011 cited in Zhang & Cheng, p. 54). Qualitative data showed that the 

“learners made progress after receiving formative assessment, either from the teacher or 

from their peers” (p. 61). While the findings look connected to previous research, this is only 

superficial. As indicated above, and also in Basthomi (2015), the study did not engage 

critically with previous research, it simply “follow[ed] one way of thinking”. The study 

offered no conceptual enrichment or critique worth further engagement and investigation. 

The findings are more like a black box, indicating that helping students is better than not, 

but not relating the form of assistance provided to any concepts that make up academic 
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writing and forms of challenge that they present to the learning students. As a result, it has 

little to offer to the field of ELTE, leaving teachers in the dark as to what to do, when, how 

and why.  The following dialogue illustrates this point in case (p. 61):  

Written feedback 

Too many subdivisions with only a little information. 

Oral feedback 

S: What do you mean by too many subdivisions? 

T: That means you have too many short paragraphs with only one or two 

sentences. 

S: So you mean each paragraph has to be of the same length with others? 

T: Of course not. You have to pay attention to paragraph completeness 

when writing a paper. That is to say, one paragraph 

should focus on one idea with its topic sentence and enough supporting 

details. 

S: Then how should we solve this problem? 

T: We have two solutions. One is to combine them into one relatively long 

paragraph and the other is to enrich each paragraph 

by adding more supporting details or content. 

S: OK, we will rearrange our paragraphs according to your suggestion. 

 

When reading the dialogue above, it is evident that the feedback fails to make apparent to 

the student what writing and academic writing involve and, as a result, the principle for 

developing paragraphs. The student simply gives in to the teacher; no real understanding 

follows that would reflect a principled way of understanding paragraphs in the context of 

academic writing.  It may be that the field of academic literacy is conceptually poor, but 

Chen and Zhang (2017) are not able to make a judgment. Both, their uncritical approach to 

the literature and the refusal to engage a broader scope of studies to investigate factors that 

impact on academic writing make render their study unable to offer direction (and 

leadership) in the area of academic writing and inspire future graduate students by breaking 

new ground.  

  

In another study, Haron, Abbad, and Abdurrahman (2012) investigated blended learning in 

Malaysian higher education. They loosely interpreted blended learning as “various delivery 

modes [that] are combined into e-learning” (p. 176) and saw it as a strategy with the potential 

to support transformative learning (p. 177). Haron, Abbad, and Abdurrahman were 

concerned that blended learning is not very popular in Malaysia and which, in their review, 

called for an investigation of the current level of adoption of blended learning and of the 

factors influencing the adoption of blended learning. However, similarly to the study by 

Chen and Zhang (2017), Haron, Abbad, and Abdurrahman do not identify any specific issue 
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or terms in which they framed blended learning and its investigation. Quantitative design 

was adopted using a questionnaire (p. 178). The questions were claimed to be derived 

somehow from the Transformative Learning Theory and the Technology Acceptance Model. 

No reference is given to identify the model. The model is also not described, nor is the 

process for developing the questionnaire. Nonetheless data were collected, and findings were 

reported. However, due to the ambiguity of the terms, it is not possible to understand the 

findings. For example, it was found that “Learning goals of an academicians have a 

significant correlation with the adoption of blended learning” (Haron, Abbad, & 

Abdurrahman, p. 179). In the absence of the connection between the “learning goals”, the 

survey questions and the Transformative Learning Theory and the Technology Acceptance 

Model, the correlation obtained is meaningless. Also, the explanation that this correlation is 

due to “the introduction of a new technology provides challenges for the academicians” is 

impossible to defend. It appears, that, while the article attempted to include all the necessary 

components of a research paper, much less care was taken about its conceptual design. No 

recommendations for practice are neither given nor, in fact, can be developed. No real value 

of the study to the students was articulated.   

 

In another paper, researchers from Thailand investigated the effectiveness of teacher 

feedback on undergraduate students’ writing (Nguyen Thi Thuy Loan, 2019). The study was 

motivated by the fact that few studies have been conducted to find out how teachers assist 

students through their feedback (p. 121). Nguyen Thi Thuy Loan found a lot of support for 

written feedback, with a few exceptions, especially since it was always focussing on 

grammatical points (p. 122). In her study, Nguyen Thi Thuy Loan refers to research on 

feedback, outlines different forms of feedback, e.g. direct or indirect, electronic, 

metalinguistic, focused/selective or unfocused/comprehensive, cohesive and coherent (pp. 

122-123), while nowhere actually specifying what feedback is and what concepts need to be 

taken into account in order for any hypotheses about feedback to evidence why any specific 

form of teaching should be feeding back answers to the students and the specific questions 

they experience (Lian, & Norman, 2017). Instead, Nguyen Thi Thuy Loan explains, 

following research, that feedback should provide students with high degree of explicitness 

for students to see what went wrong and how it can be remedied. Nowhere does Nguyen Thi 

Thuy Loan problematise the fact that the frames of references that teachers use when naming 

and correcting problem are not necessarily the same as those that organise students’ systems 

of meaning (Lian, A.B., 2018). In Lian, Bodnarchuk, Lian and Napiza (2017), this problem 
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was described as tension between a theoretical perspective on practice and that of the practice 

itself, which is reflective of the distinction between declarative vs. procedural forms of 

knowledge.  

 

In her study, Nguyen Thi Thuy Loan (2019) investigated the effectiveness of a checklist that 

she created for her students to use as guidelines in peer-to-peer feedback activities. The 

guidelines were then used by the teacher in his/her written feedback on students’ writing. 

The guidelines focused on essay components, asking students questions about the structure 

of their text, introduction, body, and conclusion. That structure was not contested by Nguyen 

Thi Thuy Loan, but accepted at face value. The questions students were to ask of each other 

in relation to paragraph writing were as follows (p. 137): 

Does each body paragraph have: 

• a clearly stated topic sentence with a main idea? 

• good development with adequate supporting details (facts, example, or 

quotation)? 

• unity (one idea per paragraph) 

• coherence (logical organization, transition words, and consistent pronouns)? 

 

The students were taught explicitly the structure of the essay and the study was to examine, 

among others, how well they could revise their essay based on teachers’ feedback (Nguyen 

Thi Thuy Loan, 2019, p. 137). The students were to write four essays. On each draft of each 

of the four essays students received written feedback from the teacher, this feedback was 

then discussed in class, instruction followed, and the students revised their drafts and 

returned drafts to the teacher. This process continued until students completed all four 

essays. The teacher used “coherent and cohesive feedback” (p. 123) that was “purposeful 

and structured, and [was able] to guide”. Nguyen Thi Thuy Loan then presented her findings 

that as she puts it, showed “relative effectiveness of this practice in involving students in 

error corrections and preparing them to become independent writers” (p. 133). While the 

study demonstrates a significant effort on the part of the researcher to support her students 

in an informed way, the causal effects of the teaching model that Nguyen Thi Thuy Loan 

describes are unclear largely because the study failed to position itself against previous 

research and clarify why it reported mixed findings on the issue of teachers’ written 

feedback. Instead, the study appears to pick and choose its terms and techniques, without 

trying to clarify its concepts and establish its own conceptual niche among feedback studies. 

This was the point by Throhler (2014, p. 59) who, as mentioned earlier, has argued for 



56 

 

research to historicise, contextualise, and compare its background. The study by Nguyen Thi 

Thuy Loan is a case in point demonstrating the shortcomings of studies that fail to do so. 

 

In a study published in Asia ELT Journal, Burns, Chigaeva-Heddad, and Leung (2019) 

presented a corpus-based research on the use of the evaluative adjective good in teacher-

written feedback (p. 294). The study was largely concerned with the evaluative language 

that university lecturers use when providing feedback to students. The study was conducted 

in a government-funded university in Hong Kong. Students in that university have to 

complete at least one General Education course with a major written assignment of at least 

2,500 words. The assumption of the authors was that this presents a challenge as students 

have limited writing experience in English as their second language. Having to write on an 

academic text on a topic unrelated to their discipline of study presents a double challenge (p. 

298). While subject teachers assess the final drafts, language teachers offer feedback on the 

first two drafts (800 and 1,500 words, respectively) (p. 298).  

 

Language teachers are expected to focus in their feedback on “genre-related aspects of 

student texts such as fulfilment of assignment expectations, structure and format” (pp. 298-

299). The teachers are asked to “avoid over-focusing on surface level features of student 

texts such as word choice and grammar” (p. 299). The study embarked on the process of 

analysing language patterns in teachers’ feedback without analysing what feedback is or 

should be and what really matters in feedback to be effective. The need for feedback, as 

Burns et al put it, to “engage[..] with the writer and give[…] him or her a sense that it is a 

response to a person rather than to a script” (Hyland & Hyland 2006 cited in Burns et al, 

2019, p. 295) is not argued in relation to any evidence about what students need to make 

sense of their learning or feedback. Thus, from the generative perspective, it is not clear why 

Burns et al studied the role of the adjective “good” in teachers’ feedback and how it was to 

impact on improving students’ learning to write. Teachers do many things and, as pointed 

out by Biesta et al (2014), the job of research is to contextualise those actions against 

theoretical and empirical evidence, potentially from different disciplines, in order to offer a 

critical perspective on those actions. Burns et al do not do this. Instead, they accept the 

feedback practice used in Hong Kong and focus on one of its elements as if it had a value in 

and of itself to feedback as a pedagogic tool. As such the study offers little to the discipline 

of ELTE as the major problem of the discipline is what makes the feedback feed back to the 

students, not how to continue old practices but better.  
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2.6 Conclusion 

The discussion of the traditions that currently underpin ELTE research in Indonesia helped 

illustrate a number of challenges that teaching research, now further emboldened by the new 

IQF (Indonesian Government, 2012) and the National Higher Education Standards  

(MORTHE, 2015, 2020), presents to ELTE departments. Overall, research academics show 

to be knowledgeable about the different research traditions and approaches and capable of 

identifying the right method for their research and tools. However, these are technical skills. 

The take-home message from Thomas (2007), Allan et al (2014), Biesta et al (2014) and 

other authors referred to in this chapter was that a significant part of research is its conceptual 

design. In this regard, it is expected that researchers locate themselves critically in regard to 

other studies, concepts and frameworks, if their study is to generate meaningful connections 

and recommendations for practice. The review of Thomas (2007), Allan et al (2014), Biesta 

et al (2014) enabled the researcher to propose a framework for designing innovative research 

which is critically positioned, politically contextualised and pedagogically relevant. The 

framework was used to conduct a meta-analysis of ELTE studies, in Indonesia and Asia, in 

order to obtain a broader understanding of the culture of research in the region and the 

challenges that it presents.  

The review of ELTE studies in Indonesia showed ELTE research challenged in regard to all 

the components identified in the framework. In the studies exemplified, concepts were often 

vaguely defined, if at all as in Kuswandono’s (2014) study, or, as in studies by Saukah, 

Dewanti, and Laksmi (2017), Yusuf, Widiati, and Sulistyo (2017) and Havwini (2019), 

researchers chose to work with well-established theories, without looking for questions or 

evidence able to challenge long-established disciplinary truths. As expected, the findings of 

those studies only confirmed what was already believed, and little change, if any, was 

proposed. In turn, Parlindungan, Rifai and Satriani’s (2018) study was different in the sense 

that it developed its own method of inquiry by crosslinking concepts from cultural studies 

and semiotics. This was an innovation and resulted in an interesting description of students’ 

textbooks. However, the analysis demonstrated that care needs to be taken when working 

with research components.  

Overall, the literature review in this chapter showed that ELTE studies both in Indonesia and 

Asia favoured compliance, over conflict. Following the arguments from Thomas (2007), this 

way of proceeding, while safe, has little new to offer to research and the discipline. The 
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literature review indicated that the challenges identified in scholarly work might also be the 

reason for the problems in teaching research in undergraduate programs in Indonesia 

indicated in Chapter 1. Among those were concerns with the intellectual scope of research 

projects, the quality of the arguments that students build to demonstrate the significance of 

their projects, uncritical literature review presenting, while research design often failed to 

teach students the links between the research components (Basthomi, 2015). All these issues 

showed to be present in academic studies. These are troubling point if the discipline wants 

to inspire future teachers’ interest in research, teach research skills and, as the new education 

policies require, build a critical and informed population of graduate students.  
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Chapter 3. Methodology 
 

3.1 Introduction 

The chapter outlines and justifies the research design of the present study, the intellectual 

premises that frame it, and the instruments for data collection and analysis. The chapter 

comprises four sections that discuss, respectively, the intellectual framework of the study, 

the instruments for data collection, the methods for data analysis, and the ethical 

considerations.  

 

Briefly, in order to build an in-depth understanding of the factors that impact on and interact 

with research pedagogies in ELTE departments in Indonesia, the study utilised a number of 

data collection and data analysis techniques for these to provide the study with multiple 

points from which events become more perceptible and generalisations could be constructed 

(Hobson 1998, cited in Lian, 2012, pp. 2-3). In this way, the study sought to generate a 

dialogue between those various vantage points from the perspective of which research 

questions could be answered.  

 

3.2 Epistemological and ontological framing 

Epistemology refers to concepts and terms which form the knowledge base (framework) of 

the study, i.e. what is known and how this knowledge came about to be known (“how we 

know what we know”, Crotty, 1998, p. 8).  Ontology is said to refer to “what is”, i.e. the 

nature of things as validated by the body of knowledge gathered to frame the study 

(epistemes) (Crotty, 1998, p. 10). The purpose of a study emerges from its epistemological 

assumptions (its “body of evidence”). Together, epistemological and ontological statements 

define the intellectual boundaries of the study and therefore its possibilities (purpose) and 

limitations (what it does not and cannot address). Guba (1990, p. 17) identifies research 

paradigms, each based in the researcher’s epistemological, ontological, and methodological 

premises, as “a basic set of beliefs that guides actions”. 

 

How epistemology and ontology inform research was exemplified by Latour (2004) in his 

description of the “Valladolid controversy”. The controversy referred to two different 

research methods applied in the 15th century, one by the Ameridians and the other by 

Spaniards, to explore the same problem: What was the nature of the people they fought? One 
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group, the Spaniards, wondered whether their enemies had souls, the other, whether they had 

bodies. Each group approached the same problem with their own tools of analysis. While 

the Spaniards employed debate and theological reasoning, the Amerindians engaged in 

empirical study. The Ameridians believed that the Spaniards had souls, all entities had souls. 

To find out whether their enemies had bodies, conquistador prisoners were taken as guinea 

pigs and immersed in water to see, first, if they drowned and, second if their flesh would 

eventually rot …”. As Latour (2004) points out, “The Amerindians’ experiment was as 

scientific as the Europeans’.  

 

An intellectual framework, even when not actually articulated by a specific researcher, is 

always present in each study and determines the specific research processes that a study 

employs in order to fulfill its purpose. However, the absence of a clearly articulated 

framework is an indicator that the premises of a study are likely to be muddy and unexplored. 

This will make a study hard to understand and not possible to be reproduced in other 

contexts. Research of this kind is likely to result in hasty conclusions, the kind of atheoretical 

empiricism that Rawolle and Lingard (2015, p. 15) spoke about when referring to Bourdieu’s 

criticism of policy research paradigms and their methods.  

 

The idea that research involves gathering of understandings about the world (Latour, 1999) 

and that it is about connecting varied information sources in ways that help detect 

meaningful differences opens a perspective on research which is exciting, expansive and 

able to give rise to genuinely new knowledge. Latour (1999) refers to studies of this kind as 

“good science”. He opposes good science studies to bad ones, “the bad ones are those who 

because they had had a local success [they] try to produce generality, not by connection of 

new differences, but by the discounting of all remaining differences as irrelevant” (Latour, 

1999).  

 

The present study emerges from the concerns informed by these understandings and raised 

in relation to the literature review of educational research, both in general and in Indonesia. 

The present study adopted a dialogic model inquiry (Calhoun, 1995, p. 175; Latour, 2004, 

2010; Lian, A.B., 2006). The core principle of a dialogic research is the understanding that 

there is no single perspective from which solutions can come because the process of 

understanding involves negotiation against a diversity of perspectives, all competing for 

relevance: “any given local context […] is understandable as significant only as a factor of 
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the other possible contextual mediations that it excludes” (Chambers, 1996, p. 147). Thus, 

like a painting, there are many viewpoints from which it can be analysed, different ways 

engaging different purposes and integrating different sets of understandings (Calhoun, 1995, 

p. 11).  

 

The guiding aim of a dialogic study is to set up conditions to facilitate this multi-perspectival 

analysis, the points “from which positions, or possibilities, become more perceptible” 

(Hobson 1998, cited in Lian, 2012, pp. 2-3). In this way, understandings are built by 

discovering limitations of each perspective, rather than by affirming the possibilities of a 

single point of view (Calhoun, 1995, p. 13). The result is a dialogue conceived here as 

“conversations” oriented toward generating conceptual expansion. Informed action can 

follow. It is understood that transformational practices (Bass & Avolio, 1985) hinge on this 

kind of a dialogue, which helps shape individual engagements and organisational cultures. 

Designing a dialogic inquiry context was the aim of the present study.  

 

3.3 Research approach 

The present study adopted a qualitative case study approach. The sections below explicate 

these terms and justify the approach. 

  

3.3.1  Qualitative and quantitative research  

Qualitative research refers to studies that deal mainly with words, or “collecting data based 

on words from a small number of individuals” (Creswell, 2012, p. 16), while quantitative 

research uses numbers; it involves “[c]ollecting numeric data from a large number of people 

using instruments with pre-set questions and responses” (Creswell, 2012, p. 11). However, 

according to Thomas (2013, p. 116), deciding on a research method should not be, and must 

not be, the key preoccupation of a researcher. First and most of all, a researcher must explore 

the subject matter and the concepts involved, “your research approach should be the servant 

of your research question, not its master” (Thomas, 2013, p. 116). In other words, the 

approach is chosen to suit the inquiry’s questions or, to put it another way “the horse should 

come before the cart” (Thomas, 2013, p. 116). Furthermore, a choice of method does not 

itself guarantee the quality of an inquiry, “we have to use whatever methods we use properly: 

there are good and less good ways of using words and number” (Thomas, 2013, p. 117). 
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It follows that the distinction between qualitative and quantitative studies is not all that the 

researcher needs to know: some theoretical knowledge about the world and how we relate it 

is necessary for the researcher to establish his or her own place in the study and its findings. 

Thus, both methods need to be embedded within a greater set of understandings that justify 

their use and make interpretation of their findings possible. Research from different 

disciplines shows that reality is not directly perceptible (Derrida, 1967; Ramachandran & 

Hirstein, 1999; Hoffman et.al, 2015; Schack, 2014). In the case of quantitative studies, this 

means that data alone cannot supply its meaning or relevance. Qualitative studies have a 

similar problem. As pointed out by Candlin (1990, p. 479) in the field of applied linguistics, 

qualitative methods still face the challenge of engaging with study participants without 

hijacking their voices. In other words, the perspectives from which these voices are viewed 

as relevant and then interpreted need framing. This makes the outcomes of qualitative studies 

in no way more personal; they just use a different way of representing data. Denzin (1994, 

p. 503) makes a similar point warning of a direct interpretation of data as “observed reality”, 

“The other who is presented in the text is always a version of the researcher’s self”.  

 

In relation to the notion above, this study is a qualitative study as it seeks to investigate 

perspectives and lived experiences of academic staff engaged in the study (Creswell, 2009) 

and employs a case study research, as one type of qualitative methodology, which involves 

an in-depth investigation of a case. A case study puts detail examination as one of its 

important characteristics, as Thomas (2013, p. 150) states “the aim is to gain rich, detailed 

understanding by examining aspects of the case in detail”.  

 

3.3.2 A case study approach 

A case study is an up-close or in-depth and thorough research of a certain subject of study 

to get rich understanding by examining the case in detail (Thomas, 2013; Yin, 2018). Case 

study research is not used to determine cause and effect, but to explore and describe a 

phenomenon, or “it has to illuminate some theoretical point” (Thomas, 2013, p. 150), i.e. the 

context and related conditions that together reflect on the case studied. Nashruddin (2020, p. 

75) illustrates examples of case studies as follows:  

A case study may involve interviewing staff on specific aspects of relevance to a 

company’s success. For example, Hayes & Lemon (1990, as cited in Hayes 2000, 

p. 134), in their own case study, illustrated to company directors “how very 

different employee attitudes were from those that they had expected, ... and 

highlighting areas about which staff were concerned” which resulted in the 
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development of management systems where employers listen to their employees 

and take their ideas into account (Banyard, 1994, p. 383).  

Typically, case studies are qualitative in nature. When a researcher employs a case study 

design, a generalisation to other cases is not allowed as what is being studied is only one 

case where, as Thomas (p.150) puts it, “you are studying it in order to understand it in itself”. 

A case study research relies in variety of evidence for which all the data gained will be able 

to meet triangulation (Yin, 2018, p.126). To employ a case study design, a researcher needs 

to know the kind of case study he/she will apply, either single or multiple case, the subject 

of his/her study, and the boundary that set the case- whether a retrospective, snapshot, or 

diachronic study (Thomas, 2013, p. 152-153).  

The present study selected case study as its approach. This was appropriate as the researcher 

set out to investigate a phenomenon, teaching research in the upper years of the 

undergraduate ELTE degree programs. The goal was to do an in-depth study and the 

challenges that Indonesian academics experience as they seek to meet the demands of 

modern education, captured in the National Higher Education Standards (MORTHE, 2015, 

2020) and the IQF (Indonesian Government, 2012). The study applied a single-case study 

targeting lecturers of research teaching units (subjects). Research units are taught in Year 3 

and Year 4 of the ELTE degree. All participants are project supervisors and work also on 

research panels as secondary supervisors. The study spanned over the period of 18 months 

(March 2017 to October 2018) and focused only on the conditions that applied within this 

short period. As such, the study can be categorised as a snapshot study. 

 

3.4 Study design and instruments for data collection 

3.4.1 General description of the study design  

The study was divided into four stages. Each stage was designed with the aim to obtain 

increasingly detailed understanding of the context. After the first survey was sent to all 

universities across the Indonesia archipelago that have ELTE degree programs, in the next 

stages, the researcher worked closely with ELTE lecturers from three universities only, all 

close to each other, located in the same region. Originally, the researcher planned to work 

with five universities, however, two universities had to leave the project due to unrelated 

circumstances. The participants from the remaining three universities worked 

enthusiastically, sharing ideas, perspectives and the products of their work. The sections 
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below describe each stage in detail and the methods used for data collection and data 

analysis. 

 

It was also envisaged the lectures’ participation in the study was also beneficial to them, as 

the study was designed to inspire critical thinking on their own practices, not only to obtain 

data.   

 

3.4.2 Stage 1: Questionnaire 1  

An anonymous questionnaire consisting of ten questions was developed and piloted in 

March 2017. The questionnaire was piloted with four reviewers. All of them were senior 

lecturers in Indonesia, who were asked to complete the questionnaire and give their 

comments on its suitability. Upon receiving their feedback, questions were edited, and the 

questionnaire was distributed via Survey Monkey Platform to lecturers who taught research 

units in the upper years of ELTE degree programs in Indonesia. Questionnaire 1 was sent to 

more than 150 lecturers from 20 universities from the main islands (Java, Sumatra, 

Kalimantan, and Sulawesi) as well as the surrounding islands (i.e. Bali, Madura, and Nusa 

Tenggara) in Indonesia. The mailing addresses were obtained from conference mailing lists 

and from the researcher’s personal database of her networks. The questionnaire was 

distributed on 19 April 2017. Lecturers were given six weeks to respond, i.e. until 31 May 

2017. 

 

The aim of Questionnaire 1 was to identify the challenges that Indonesian academics’ 

experience when the teaching of research in undergraduate programs in the climate of new 

policies and National Higher Education Standards  (MORTHE, 2015) that were put in place 

in order to enforce greater quality controls. Questions in Questionnaire 1 were informed by 

the Framework for Developing Innovative Research created in Chapter 2 (Table 2.1) and 

understandings developed in the course of the literature review. As stated by Rawolle and 

Lingard (2015), new policies bring with them intellectual and other challenges. 

Questionnaire 1 sought to explore lecturers’ understanding of the new policies, their impact 

on their teaching and research, and on the ELTE departments and their respective 

universities. Questionnaire 1 was also to “warm up” the participants to their involvement in 

the next stage of the study, a three-day workshop.  
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The questionnaire consisted of open-ended questions. The respondents were to click a 

provided link to the survey. The Survey Monkey platform was chosen to upload the survey 

as it is a platform that is reliable, easy to manage and ease of access. Table 3.1 illustrates the 

development process of Questionnaire 1 and list the questions. The design also considered 

the categories applied in the process of data analysis, Questions investigating the 

architecture of the “job-to-be-done”. These are described and explained in detail in Section 

3.5.1. The concept of the “job-to-be-done” was adapted from research done in the Harvard 

Business School (Christensen, 1997; 2010; Christensen, Hall, Dillon & Duncan, 2016; Weise 

& Christenson, 2014). Figure 3.1 represents the process.  

 

When classifying data, each respondent was given a specific code (R1, R2, R3 and so on) to 

ensure the anonymity of respondents.  

 

 

Figure 3.1 Questionnaire 1 development 

 

3.4.2 Stage 1: Questionnaire 1 development  

Questionnaire 1 used Professor Clayton Christensen’s (Christensen, 1997; 2010; 

Christensen, Hall, Dillon & Duncan, 2016; Weise & Christenson, 2014) method for its 

development. The questions targeted the different dimensions of the architecture of the “job-

to-be-done” process developed by Christensen. 

Professor Clayton Christensen (Christensen, 1997; 2010; Christensen, Hall, Dillon & 

Duncan, 2016; Weise & Christenson, 2014) and the Harvard Business School are well-

known for their “job-to-be-done” method of analysis that changed the way scholars analysed 

the needs of the market, breaking away from the concern with the “customer” and shifting 

the focus on the factors that impact on and interfere with the customers’ perceptions of their 

need. The method is known to claim that it helps businesses to identify the needs of 

customers as they truly are, not as customers tell them what they are. As Christensen et al 

Step 1

•Framework 
identification

•Questionnaire 
development using 
the "job-to-be-
done" method

Step 2

•Pilot survey

•Edited questions

Step 3

•Online questionnaire 1

•Data collection

•Data organised using 
thematic analysis
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(2016) put it, “Competitive advantage will be granted to whoever understands and best 

solves the job”. The distinction is very important for the present study. Collecting (and 

analysing) data in relation to themes and subthemes only would have skewed the results, 

making the researcher believe that what the respondents reported reflected the “whole 

reality”, rather than their perceptions of it only. On the other hand, applying the job-to-be-

done” method offered additional categories of analysis, enabling the researcher to extract 

from data greater detail regarding how the respondents understood the new higher education 

quality assurance policies, their implications to their contexts of teaching research, and how 

they applied them.  

Christensen et al (2016) developed their method by analysing why certain companies 

succeed, while others disappear despite their heavy investment in innovation. The 

researchers found that the failing businesses were too stuck to their spreadsheets and tools 

of analysis (and the increasingly more appealing computer programs) and paid too little 

attention to the concepts that underpinned their analyses and the actual needs that a market 

analysis should address, “Even in some of the best companies, the Job to Be Done that 

brought them success in the first place can somehow get lost in the shuffle of running and 

growing the business. They define themselves in terms of products, not jobs. And that makes 

a very big difference” (Christensen et al, 2016, p. 129). The idea itself, as Christensen et al 

note, is not new. Already in 1959, Ted Levitt, also from the Harvard Business School, was 

of the view that businesses do create products or services. Rather they “create and keep a 

customer” (Christensen & Eyring, 2011, p. 216). Weise and Christensen (2014, p. 9) and 

Christensen et al (1986, p. 216) translate Levitt’s principle as follows: “People don’t want a 

quarter-inch drill, they want a quarter-inch hole”. In other words, people do not want a 

product, they want an experience (Christensen et al, 1986, p. 216). As Christensen et al 

(2016, p. 129) put it, too many companies identify themselves in terms of their product, not 

job.  

 

According to Christensen (2013), once the “job to be done” [what it involves] is identified, 

the company can assess the experiences in purchasing and using the product that will need 

to be provided “so that they will sum up to nailing the job perfectly”. To paraphrase 

Christensen (2013), once a company understands experiences that they need to provide, that 

then tells them what they need to “integrate” and how they need to integrate it so that they 

can provide the experiences to “get the job done perfectly”. According to Christensen et al 
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(2016, p. 148), measuring is important and knowing what to measure cannot be left to 

chance, “What gets measured, gets done … but data also creates a model of the external 

world” and, it turns out, “in the modern world, there’s so much you can easily measure”. In 

the present study similar concerns emerged. Following Rawolle and Lingard (2015), policies 

are not a product that can be “sold” or “implemented”. The policies describe the general 

orientation or the needs of the society, as expressed in the vision in which the policies are 

embedded, but what is the actual job that the lecturers need to perform to translate the vision 

into practice? In other words, what is the job that needs to be done so that the policies ae 

enacted upon?   

 

Christensen’s (2010) model offers simple questions that can be integrated in a “job-to-be-

done” analysis. These include: 

 

i. What is the fundamental job or problem the customer is facing? (political, functional, 

emotional and social) 

ii. What are the experiences in purchase and use which, if all provided, would sum up 

to nailing the job perfectly?  

iii. What are the product attributes, technologies, features that are needed to provide 

these experiences?  

 

For the purpose of the present study, these questions were translated as follows:  

i. “What does the job of teaching research in the final years of the ELTE degree 

program involve?”;  

ii. “What experiences need to be provided for the job of teaching research in the final 

years of the ELTE degree program to be done?”; and  

iii. “What has been achieved in the area of your responsibility?”.  

 

The question ““What has been achieved in the area of your responsibility?” is not the only 

way in which the question of “What are the product attributes, technologies, features that are 

needed to provide these experiences?” could have been translated. However, for the purpose 

of the present study, it was important to gauge the difference between what the lecturers 

thought and what they did to transform their ideas into practice. Studies with a different 

focus may examine other aspects, like, for example, what the lecturers think that needs to be 
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“integrated”, or put together, or done, for their ideas to bring the change outlined in the 

National Higher Education Standards  (MORTHE, 2015). 

 

The questions, as presented above demonstrate that that learning about the “job-to-be-done” 

is not a single-dimensional matrix and requires a form of analysis that is complex and 

multidimensional. The next section illustrates how the thematic framework developed in 

studies by Hak (2016), Tan (2016) and Nashruddin (2020) was integrated into the “job-to-

be-done” questions to offer the necessary detail in the present study.  
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Table 3.1 Development of the Questionnaire 1 

Questions investigating the 

architecture of the “job-to-be-done”   

Framework for designing innovative educational 

research 

Questionnaire 1 questions 

What is involved? The political perspective. 

Acknowledging the relationship between the 

intentions of a study and the political context 

(both global and local policies). 

1. What is your opinion about the value of the 

research methods subject offered to undergraduate 

students in ELT education?  

What experiences need to be 

provided for the job to be done? 

The critical perspective. 

Who is the beneficiary of the study? 

2. What are the biggest challenges that you feel 

undergraduate students have in the research methods 

subject?  

How do you do this in your research 

methods class? 

The critical perspective. 

Who is the beneficiary of the study? 

3. What are the biggest challenges that you 

experience when teaching the research methods 

subject to undergraduate students (or supervising 

undergraduate students’ thesis)? What are the biggest 

rewards?  

What experiences need to be 

provided for the job to be done? 

What’s involved? 

The critical perspective.  

What new perspectives were engaged to describe 

the object of study? Evidence their value in relation 

to evidence from earlier research and other 

perspectives. 

 

4. Can you briefly describe the most innovative 

research project that you have come across? What, 

specifically, did you like about it? Did you share it 

with your undergraduate students and, if yes, how?  

What’s involved? And what 

experiences need to be provided for 

the job to be done? 

The critical perspective.  

What new perspectives were engaged to describe 

the object of study? Evidence their value in relation 

to evidence from earlier research and other 

perspectives. 

 

5. What processes for data collection and data 

representation have you seen in research papers and 

which ones do you teach to your students? 

What experiences need to be 

provided for the job to be done? 

The critical perspective.  

What new perspectives were engaged to describe 

the object of study? Evidence of their value in 

6. What skills do you believe need to be taught to the 

students for them to learn to collect and represent 

data in a way that lends itself to analysis? 
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relation to evidence from earlier research and other 

perspectives. 

 

How do you do this in your research 

methods class? 

The critical perspective. 

How the new perspectives were related to describe 

the object of study? What new tools were invented 

to devise the method of investigation? 

 

7. What processes for data collection and data 

representation have you used in your own research 

and which one(s) do you believe was (were) the most 

innovative? 

What experiences need to be 

provided for the job to be done? 

(about justification)  

The critical perspective.  

What new perspectives were engaged to describe 

the object of study? Evidence of their value in 

relation to evidence from earlier research and other 

perspectives. 

 

8. Were you ever inclined to bring innovation into 

your research methods subject (or into the thesis 

supervision)? What did you do or what would you 

like to have done? 

What is involved in the job? The political perspective. 

Acknowledging the relationship between the 

intentions of a study and the political context 

(both global and local policies). 

9. In ELT, how do you believe research should 

impact on practice? Please elaborate. 

What experiences need to be 

provided for the job to be done? 

The generative perspective. 

 Specifying the new forms of practice that new 

forms of theorising can make possible. 

10. How would you define learning and teaching? 

How are they related? 
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3.4.3 Stage 2: Three-day workshop 

A three-day workshop was organised for ELTE lecturers to discuss with one another the 

findings of Questionnaire 1 as analysed by the researcher and their significance to their own 

contexts of teaching research and future planning. The point of the workshop was for the 

discussions to help the lecturers reflect on their experiences and to refresh and stimulate their 

understandings of the new policies and their implications to practice. In some way, the 

workshop created a learning community. It also assured that the participants had a chance to 

communicate with one another and engage in the study invigorated and better informed. 

Each participant was given book vouchers as an incentive to participate in the study. 

 

Nine (9) ELTE lecturers from three universities (one public and two private) participated in 

the workshops. However, one of the participating lecturers refused to participate in the data 

collection processes. The workshop was held in English language as the participants were 

all English departments’ lecturers. 

 

Initially, the researcher requested participation from five universities from both public and 

private universities. Before the workshops began, the researcher went to each university to 

ask for support from the Heads of ELTE programs. One of the institutions refused to join 

the program as the planned time for the workshop did not meet the lecturers’ availability. 

Thus, only four heads of department agreed to let five of their lecturers participate until the 

end of the study. However, for personal reasons, one of the lecturers had to drop out. 

Nonetheless, the selected group of participants offered enough diversity in rank and critical 

mass for the study to obtain quality data. The researcher met all the participants in person 

and got in touch via text messaging with those who could not meet in person.   

 

On Day 1 of the workshop, the participants engaged in the following activities: 

(a) explicate their perspectives on the relevance of the concepts embedded in the 

competency standards to their own teaching of research subjects; and 

(b) actively discuss the tensions and the challenges that these concepts present to 

them and their institutions.  

 

On Day 2 of the workshop, the participants were asked to: 

(a) discuss Questionnaire 1 findings, and 
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(b) discuss the relevance of the critical, political and generative perspectives 

described in Table 2.1 to the teaching of research. The lecturers were encouraged 

to relate the discussions to their own contexts of practice.  

 

On Day 3 of the workshop, the participants agreed to: 

(a) develop teaching syllabi that, in their view responded to the National Higher 

Education Standards (MORTHE, 2015); and 

(b) use online tools to develop a Professional Learning Community (PLC), a 

platform for the participants to offer each other ongoing support throughout the 

duration of the study (Lave & Wenger, 1991). 

 

Not data was collected directly from the workshops.  

 

3.4.4 Stage 3: Syllabi development and implementation  

On the last day of the workshop, participants constructed their own syllabi for teaching 

research. The aim was for the syllabi to generate learning experiences that challenge both 

their students and their own thinking about research pedagogy. Three syllabi were received 

immediately after the workshop, while five others were received some weeks later. One 

participant did not submit his/her syllabus at all. The syllabi were analysed for data collection 

purposes.  

 

The analyses were not shared with the participants. Instead, the researcher offered feedback 

to the participants to stimulate further reflection on the goals that the lecturers set for 

themselves. When devising feedback, the researcher was guided by the advice given by 

Thomas (2007) for research pedagogues to teach students to venture out beyond the “usual”, 

to explore ideas, and take risks in order to break out patterns and have a chance to see things 

anew. As Lian and Pertiwi (2017) ask themselves:  

… what could go wrong? When faced with challenges, undergraduate students 

[c]ould explore the internet (including many cutting-edge seminars on YouTube) 

for new insights on different ways of looking at problems. [In so doing] they will 

engage their higher order thinking skills in order to make sense of this information, 

solve problems that this task creates, engage in teams to help each other, develop 

independent ideas, begin to think creatively, communicate solutions, learn to 

respect the opinions of others, show initiative, learn to identify relevant resources, 

plan for solutions and build their lifelong learning skills. This could be a change 

from ordinary classes where students are fed information, a strategy that only 
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ensures that innovation is minimised, if only because of lack of time. It may be that 

addressing the international curriculum standards is not as difficult as it seems if 

academic staff enable students to examine problems, rather than looking for 

textbook-based solutions that encourage intellectual compliance rather than 

innovative thinking.    

Table 3.2 presents the few comments that were shared by the researcher with the study 

participants. Care was taken not to drastically change the syllabi. Small strategies were 

proposed that would help broaden the scope of students’ thinking. Once the teaching 

stopped, the lecturers were given space marked in Table 3.2, Lecturers’ feedback, for 

comments. These comments were collected and analysed.   

 

Table 3.2 Researcher’s feedback on the syllabi for teaching research proposal development  

Stage Proposed strategies Timelines set by 

the study 

participants 

Lecturers’ 

feedback  

1.  • Identifying findings from the 

literature 

 

Problem to address: Too often the 

scope of students’ reading is limited. Yet 

research involves information gathering 

(Latour, 2001). 

 

Strategy: Be adventurous, use YouTube 

lectures of famous people from different 

fields) – do not remain locked with the 

findings from the literature of one 

student only but of many. You will thus 

establish “what you know”.  

 

 

1 month (write) 

 

 

 

 

2.  • Reflection on and justification of 

the problem statement. 

 

Problem to address: Imagination, 

creativity and critical thinking need to 

be involved and allowed to be put in 

play. Otherwise research is taught as a 

“done-deal” thing, i.e. something that 

does not call for students’ own 

engagement and creativity. 

 

Strategy: Imagine what you can do with 

that all knowledge you found and why 

would that be a good thing?  

Reading, 

discussion with 

students and 

experts (students’ 

presentation time) 

1-2 weeks (write) 
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3.  • Value of systematic thinking  

 

Problem: If critical thinking is 

important, students need to develop a 

critical stance to what they see or read in 

texts.  

 

Strategy: Maybe students can 

collaboratively and critically develop 

their own process for thinking about 

questions while working with the 

literature that they have read?   

 

Strategy: Why is systematic analysis 

important? A brief compare/contrast 

analysis could be good here. An analysis 

would teach students what they can 

learn with different types of data. 

  

1 week (write) Any 

problems with 

questionnaires? 

Any problems with 

observation? 

 

 

 

 

4.  • Methodology  

 

Problem: When students use ready-

made tools, this requires less personal 

engagement than when they create their 

own tools for data collection and 

analysis.  

 

Strategy: On the basis of what the 

students read and learnt (Stages 1-2), 

students identify (or create?) a tool for 

data collection. (they or you can engage 

an expert for some advice)  

Next, they decide on what they want to 

get from that data and, so they develop a 

process for data analysis. Some may 

need some help here. Letting students 

create their tool gives them an 

opportunity to own their research and 

feel the value of research. 

 

1-2 weeks (write) 

or is it all smooth? 

Do they all do 

questionnaires?  

 

 

Play with concepts 

and do not fear 

failure. Most 

achievement is 

built on failure.  

But it will never be 

failure b/c it will 

involve students in 

thinking and 

learning to 

appreciate 

thinking.  

 

  

3.4.5 Stage 4: Questionnaire 2 

An online questionnaire was distributed requesting the participating lecturers to evaluate 

their engagement in the present study from the perspective of the impact that it had on their 

teaching and on their own personal development as researchers and teachers. These 
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evaluations were to offer further insights on how the lecturers find themselves coping with 

the accountability demands specified in the new higher education policies.   

 

The questions were open-ended to gain informed and contextualised responses. Again, all 

ethical processes were followed ensuring anonymity of the participants in the data collection 

and all data reporting processes. Questionnaire 2 was developed using the Framework for 

designing innovative educational research (Table 2.1) to ensure that the evaluation covers 

all the areas of expected of educational research. Table 3.3 illustrates the process of 

Questionnaire 2 development and lists the questions that were sent out to the study 

participants.  

 

Table 3.3 Questionnaire 2 development 

Framework for designing innovative 

educational research 

Questionnaire 2 questions 

Critical perspective.  

What new perspectives were engaged to 

describe the object of study? Demonstrate 

their value in relation to evidence from 

earlier research and other perspectives. 

1. What new things have you learnt as a 

result of your participation in this project? 

Critical perspective.  

How the new perspectives were related to 

describe the object of study? What new 

tools were invented to assist with the 

investigation? 

 

2. What did you plan to change in your 

teaching of research and what actually 

happened? 

Critical perspective.  

Who is the beneficiary of the study? 

3. How did you students benefit from your 

engagement? 

 

4. How did you benefit? 

 

Critical perspective.  

What new perspectives were engaged to 

describe the object of study? Demonstrate 

their value in relation to evidence from 

earlier research and other perspectives. 

5. How did your engagement in the project 

help you redefine what is important in the 

teaching of research? On what grounds did 

you change your mind? 

Political perspective. 

Acknowledging the relationship between 

the intentions of a study and the political 

context (both global and local policies). 

6. Did the project help you link your 

teaching with the national higher education 

standards (standar nasional pendidikan 

tinggi) and Indonesian qualifications 

framework (KKNI) policies, or not? Can 

you please explain? 

  

Generative perspective. 7. On the basis of your engagement in this 

project, what changes would you suggest 
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 Specifying the new forms of practice that 

new forms of theorising can make possible. 

we should implement, or not, when 

teaching research in ELTE undergraduate 

programs? 

 

3.4.6 Follow up interviews 

Follow up interviews concluded the study. They were conducted via mobile phone and 

recorded. The purpose of follow-up interviews was to enrich the data obtained in 

Questionnaire 2. A structured interview was conducted as the questions asked were prepared 

earlier, were stated explicitly to the participants and the questions were the same as in 

Questionnaire 2. This was because interviews needed to clarify and/or confirm information 

given in response to Questionnaire 2, as well as to let the participants elaborate more on 

issues related to their engagement in the study; Indonesian lecturers tend to be brief in their 

questionnaire responses. The interviews were conducted in both English and Indonesian, 

depending on the choice of the lecturer.  

  

Five participants agreed to join the interviews, while the four others refused for personal 

reasons. To avoid misinterpretation of the responses, the remaining interviews were then 

recorded. Participants were told that their responses would be recorded and, to preserve the 

anonymity and confidentiality, participants were given codenames (R1 to R5). 

 

Data from five respondents were transcribed and analysed. The researcher did not apply full 

and detailed transcription of all the interviews responses. The issue of time for “transcription 

and sorting the materials” were considered, therefore the researcher transcribed the parts of 

the interviews measured to be most noteworthy by taking notes the major content of what is 

being said as the “compromise” (Alvesson, 2011, p.13). In order not to have problems with 

bias, audio-recordings were listened to first, before the researcher outlined the key points. A 

second change of listening was to re-check the results of the first data notetaking, and the 

last time of hearing was done for the completion. 

 

3.5  Data analysis 

The next step involved data analysis. The data of this study was all in the form of words, 

thus “seeking understanding and insight, adopting the assumptions of interpretivism” 

(Thomas, 2013, p. 235) is needed. The method to analyse the information that has been 

gathered involved the constant comparing whereby the researcher read, checked, re-read the 
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data again and again, while double-checking each detail of every “phrase, sentence, or 

paragraph with all of the other elements” as stated by Thomas (2013, p. 235). Through 

constant comparison, the researcher came up with codes and themes that compose the 

substances of the data. 

 

Adapted from Thomas (2013, p. 236) below is the process of comparative methods: 

1. Read (or hear) all the data gained. 

2. Make electronic copies from the documents provided by participants and key 

points of the interviews’ recordings. These copies are the working files. 

3. Read the working files and underline or highlight the important or interesting 

issues.  

4. Read through the data to recheck the temporary constructs from the first 

reading. 

5. Eliminate any temporary constructs that seemed irrelevant or different.  

At this point, the researcher came up with second-order constructs that are 

more suitable to the data and try to fit in any considerable themes. 

6. Marked the data as certain themes.  

7. Select good quotations from the data to illustrate the themes. 

 

The process described by Thomas had to be adjusted in order to avoid, as much as possible, 

biases that may creep in when the researcher makes arbitrary decisions regarding what is 

“important” or “interesting”. These judgments should emerge from the analysis, not be made 

prior to the analysis. In other words, the outcome cannot be the product of a researcher’s 

beliefs that s/he inputs into the analysis; the job of the researcher is to investigate, not 

“discover” what the data says on the object of study.     

 

3.5.1 Questionnaire 1 analysis 

From 150 lecturers out of 20 universities, 26 ELTE academics responded Questionnaire 1. 

The data from the questionnaires, were organised using a method of the “job-to-be-done”, 

developed by the Harvard Business School (Christensen, 1997; 2010; Christensen, Hall, 

Dillon & Duncan, 2016; Weise & Christenson, 2014) and widely popularised through 

publications and a multitude of lectures presented by Professor Clayton Christensen and 

published on YouTube. The most popular videos include, Disruptive innovation and 

Management, each published by Saïd Business School, University of Oxford.  
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In addition, all responses were related to frameworks developed by Hak (2016) and Tan 

(2016) in the area of quality assistance in higher education, developed when analysing 

reforms in Australia and Cambodia, and a study by Nashruddin (2020) conducted in 

Indonesia on the subject of integrating research skills into undergraduate ELTE degree 

programs in Indonesia. These studies provided themes and subthemes against which the data 

were compared to gauge what the lecturers addressed and what they failed to include. Where 

needed, new subthemes were developed. No new themes were created.   

 

3.5.2 Thematic analysis  

Table 3.4 illustrates the themes and subthemes developed in studies by Tan (2016), Hak 

(2016), and Nashruddin (2020), while examining implementation of the new achievement 

standards in higher education in Australia, Cambodia and Indonesia. All responses were 

analysed in relation to those themes and were allocated to the respective aspects of the “job-

to-be-done” process (Christensen, 1997; 2010; Christensen, Hall, Dillon & Duncan, 2016; 

Weise & Christenson, 2014), which they addressed.  

 

The first theme, Global Relevance (external scoping in Tan, 2016, pp. 46, 85; Nashruddin, 

2020, p. 96) comprises comments relating to the relevance of teaching of research to global 

contexts and research agenda. The theme, National Relevance, includes data linking the 

teaching of research with the national higher education policies (National Higher Education 

Standards, MORTHE, 2015, 2020; and the IQF, Indonesian Government, 2012). In Tan 

(2016) and Hak (2016), this theme belongs also to external scoping as they used internal 

scoping to refer to the context of a specific university only. The third theme, Course and 

Unit Design (Tan, 2016, p. 94; Nashruddin, 2020, p. 96), includes data relating the new 

policies to course and unit design. The fourth theme, Pedagogy (Tan, 2016, p. 92; 

Nashruddin, 2020, p. 96), includes data relating the new policies to teaching activities. The 

fifth theme, Stakeholders’ Awareness (Tan, 2016, p. 96 and Nashruddin, 2020, p. 97) 

includes data relating the new policies with the stakeholder community. The sixth theme, 

University Funding, Workload and Support (Nashruddin, 2020, p. 97), addresses any 

issues that the new implementation of new policies elicited from the perspective of 

leadership and management. Finally, the seventh theme, Personal Research (Nashruddin, 

2020, p. 97) included data linking the new policies with the participants’ personal research.   
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As mentioned earlier, the data analysis process did not require to include new themes. 

However, new subthemes were developed and are outlined in Table 4.1, Themes and 

subthemes of the study, included in Chapter 4.  
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Table 3.4 Themes and subthemes in studies by Tan (2016), Hak (2016), and Nashruddin (2020) 

Themes Tan (2016) (Hak, (2016) Nashruddin (2020) 

Global Relevance External scoping  • International reputation 

• International standardisation  

• Expanding professional networks 

• Standardisation and employability 

• International degree recognition 

• Challenge: Implementation issues 

National Relevance Internal scoping 

(only addressing a 

specific university) 

 • Degree quality and student quality 

• Degree quality and employability 

• Challenge: Implementation issues 

Course and Unit 

Design  

Curriculum design 

and assessment 

Identifying and teaching 

relevant skills and attributes, 

Quality assurance processes 

relating to course currency 

• Unit learning outcomes based on graduate 

competencies and the IQF 

• Content-based approach to unit design 

• Building connections between the unit components 

• Program evaluation 

• Linking assessment with learning outcomes  

• Content-oriented assessment goals 

• Competence-oriented assessment goals 

• Content-oriented assessment activity  

• Competence-oriented assessment activity 

• Diversifying assessment activities 

• Challenge: Degree quality and student quality  

• Challenge: Difficulty in building connections between 

the unit components 

• Challenge: A need to improve degree design 
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• Challenge: Program evaluation 

Pedagogy Innovation and best 

practice 

 • Planning teaching 

• Teacher’s role   

• Teaching R and I skills  

• Differentiated learning 

• Balancing collaboration and individualised assessment  

• Individualised instruction, time on task  

• Differentiated instruction 

• Unit material choice and organisation 

• Taking account of published research 

• Challenge: Differentiated Instruction  

• Challenge: Taking account of published local research 

• Challenge: Lack of understanding how R and I work 

Stakeholders’ 

awareness 

Stakeholders’ 

accountability 

 • Raising students’ awareness 

• Raising lecturers’ awareness  

• Challenges: Change is not popular  

• Neglect to raise students’ awareness 

• Accounting for the schools’ culture  

• Accounting for the university departmental culture  

• Neglecting departmental culture 

• Accounting for the needs of stakeholders 

University Funding, 

Workload and 

Support 

Setting up relevant 

support and 

infrastructure 

Resources and finance; 

Integrating work experience, 

Teaching workload; the need 

for support for balancing 

• Understanding the process of learning R AND I skills 

• Funding research in QA 

• Administrative support 

• Shared learning  

• Challenge: Time for capacity-development   

• Challenge: Conceptual, workload and PD funding 
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academic, administrative, and 

professional identities 

• Challenge: Need for research in QA 

• Challenge: No capacity building/Insufficient 

administrative support 

• Challenge: Too much emphasis on QA and not enough 

support for research 

• Challenge: Excessive workload 

Personal Research  Need for integration 

of research into QA 

in regards 

harmonising 

research and 

teaching 

 • Research addressing R AND I in higher learning 

• Challenge: Disregarding graduate competencies and 

research skills 
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3.5.3 Syllabi analysis 

On the last day of the workshop, participants constructed their own syllabi for teaching 

research. It was first planned that the data in form of participants’ syllabi after the workshops 

would be gathered online (in a secured private site). The data would be available for all 

partcipants to view and comment on, for discussion to stimulate more in-depth thinking.   

  

However, none of the participants seemed to be comfortable with doing this. Therefore, all 

of the participants sent their syllabi to the researcher’s email address. In future studies this 

could be address with the help of additional workshops, although organising those is not a 

simple matter in Indonesia due to heavy workload of academics. The reseracher analysed 

each of the syllabi sent to her using the categories developed in Chapter 2, and summarised 

in Table 2.1. The categories enabled the researcher to interrogate the goals and the activities 

of the syllabi from the perspectives that researchers addresed in Allan, Edwards and Biesta 

(2014). These inlcuded the critical perpsective, political perpsective and generative 

perpsective.  For each of the perspectives the following quetsions were investigated:   

 

Critical Perspective 

Identifying the object of study  

• What new perspectives were engaged to describe the object of study? Demonstrate 

their value in relation to evidence from earlier research and other perspectives. 

• Who is the beneficiary of the study? 

Method of analysis 

• How the new perspectives were related to describe the object of study? What new 

tools were invented to devise the method of investigation? 

Findings 

• What was to be revealed as a result of the study? 

Political Perspective  

• How was the relationship between the intentions of the syllabus and the political 

context (both global and local policies) acknowledged?  

Generative Perspective 

• What the new forms of practice did the new forms of theorising make possible? 
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3.5.4 Questionnaire 2 and follow-up interviews  

In Questionnaire 2 data were analysed by triangulating the thematic analysis that emerged 

from the analysis of Questionnaire 1 and the three perspectives on research described and 

explaiend above in Section 3.5.2. This method enabled the researcher to obtian a better 

understanding of the processes that the lecturers applied when teaching their own syllabi. 

The analysis sought to elicit the theoretical concepts that they used, the policies that they 

referred to, the teaching principles, and the implications for practices that they developed 

for themselves and others to follow.  

 

Findings from Questionnaire 2 and the follow-up interviews were presented together, as 

each data collection involved the same questions and the same process of data analysis. It 

needs to be noted that when presenting the findings of the analysis in Chapter 4, the themes 

and the subthemes were not visibly included. Rather, the data relating to the themes was 

integrated into the analysis to illustrate the different aspects that the thematic analysis made 

possible, without taking away from the goal of the analysis, which was to reflect the terms 

in which the participants expressed their experiences in the present study and their impact 

on their teaching and personal development as researchers and teachers. 

 

3.5.5 Drawing conclusions 

In Chapter 5 conclusions were drawn in relation to research questions by interrogating the 

findings that emerged from each stage of research.  

 

3.6 Ethical considerations 

The study has obtained clearance from the CDU Human Research Ethics Committee. This 

study involved voluntary participation and the provision of non-identifiable information. To 

secure this participation, upon the approval of the project by the CDU Ethics Committee, 

the researcher wrote to the heads of respective English language teacher education (ELTE) 

institutions and asked for permission for their staff to participate in the study. All 

information about the study and its processes were clarified. The methods of collecting data 

were explained and the participants were assured that they could feel free to withdraw from 

the project if and when they desired. 

 



85 

 

The researcher requested formal agreement from the academics to participate in the study. 

All documents approved by the CDU Ethics Committee were sent out to the prospective 

participants for review and for their formal approval. All ethical processes were followed 

ensuring anonymity of the participants in the data collection and all data reporting processes. 

The data gathering processes did not ask for personal information and any information that 

may indicate the identities of the participants were removed from any texts and documents 

relating to, and the publication of, the data, results and findings. It would not be possible for 

other people to trace any comments to particular participants.  

 

The data provided by participants were recorded but kept confidential. The information from 

participants will be kept for 5 years by the International Graduate Centre of Education, 

Charles Darwin University and then destroyed. 
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Chapter 4. Findings 
 

4.1 Introduction 

Chapter 4 presents the findings of the study. The findings report on the impacts of the new 

higher education reforms in Indonesia on the teaching of research in the upper years of 

undergraduate ELTE programs with a view to identifying the challenges that these reforms 

present to the teaching academics. Teaching research in Indonesia has had a long tradition 

in ELTE departments. The findings capture the culture of research pedagogy in the 

watershed period between the old and the new system. The aim of the chapter is to establish 

patterns and relationships in the data. 

 

The chapter presents the findings from three stages of research. First, the findings from 

Questionnaire 1 are illustrated. The questionnaire was sent out to one hundred fifty (150) 

ELTE academics from twenty (20) universities across Indonesia teaching research in the 

upper years of undergraduate programs. The data are presented relative to the questions 

adapted from the architecture of a “job-to-be-done” model developed by the Harvard 

Business School (Christensen, 1997; 2010; Christensen, Hall, Dillon & Duncan, 2016; 

Weise & Christenson, 2014). The questionnaire focused on the connections between what 

the academics believed the job of teaching research involved in general, implications of 

those views for practice and what they actually did.    

 

Second, Syllabi for Teaching Research were evaluated using the Framework for Developing 

Innovative Research created in Chapter 2 (Table 2.1). The syllabi were constructed by the 

study participants after a workshop devoted to discussing findings from Questionnaire 1. 

These evaluations were then compared with the findings from Questionnaire 1 to gain a 

better understanding of the challenges and the conceptual beliefs about research and research 

pedagogy that underpin the participants’ designs. 

 

Third, data from Questionnaire 2 data and follow-up interviews were examined once again 

using the Framework for Developing Innovative Research created in Chapter 2 (Table 2.1). 

The aim of these methods was for the participants to evaluate their involvement in the 

present study and its impact on their teaching and, possibly, other aspects of their 
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professional engagement, including their own research. The chapter concludes with a 

summary of all findings.   

 

4.2 Themes and subthemes 

Table 4.1 presents all themes and subthemes that were included when analysing the data. 

The themes were appropriated from the previous studies (Hak, 2016; Tan, 2016; Nashruddin, 

2020) that investigated the impacts of competency-based higher education learning captured 

in Australia by the term of the curriculum renewal agenda. No new themes were added; 

however, some new subthemes were identified during the data analysis process. Underlined 

subthemes are the subthemes that were added from the findings of the present study. 

 

Table 4.1: Themes and subthemes of the study 

Theme Subthemes 

Global Relevance: 

Illustrating the relevance of 

research and inquiry to 

global contexts and research 

agenda 

• International reputation 

• International standardisation  

National Relevance: 

Illustrating the relevance of 

research and inquiry to 

national contexts and 

research agenda 

• Degree quality and student quality 

• Degree quality and lecturer quality 

• Challenge: Implementation issues 

• Challenge: Resource 

Course and Unit Design: 

Illustrating the relevance of 

research and inquiry to the 

degree structure and 

students’ professional 

learning goals 

 

• Unit learning outcomes based on graduate competencies 

and the IQF 

• Building connections between the unit components 

• Linking assessment with learning outcomes 

• Challenge: Degree quality and student quality  

• Challenge: Difficulty in building connections between the 

unit components 

• Challenge: Program evaluation 

Pedagogy:  

Research and inquiry in 

learning activities 

Teaching research  

• Planning teaching 

• Differentiated learning 

• Teacher’s role   

• Student’s role  

• Teaching research skills  

• Unit material choice and organization 

• Taking account of published research 

• Challenge:  Planning teaching 

• Challenge: Teaching research skills 

• Challenge: Taking account of published research 

• Challenge: Students’ understanding of the skills involved  

• Challenge: lecturers’ understanding of innovation in research 

• Challenge: Unit material choice and organization 
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Stakeholders’ Awareness: 

Understanding the relevance 

of research and inquiry to 

the professional community 

• Raising students’ awareness 

• Raising lecturers’ awareness  

• Neglect to raise students’ awareness 

• Accounting for the schools’ culture  

• Accounting for the university departmental culture  

• Neglecting departmental culture 

• Accounting for the needs of stakeholders 

• Challenge: Change is not popular  

• Challenge: Accounting for the university departmental 

culture 

• Challenge: Raising lecturers’ awareness 

• Challenge: Raising students’ awareness 

University Funding, 

Workload and Support: 

Investment in and 

recognition of the need for 

professional development   

• Capacity development 

• Challenge: resource  

• Challenge: Excessive workload  

• Challenge: Not enough support for research 

• Challenge: colleagues’ understanding of research 

Personal Research: 

Linking one’s own ELTE 

research with the new 

higher education curriculum 

renewal agenda 

• Addressing the teaching of research in one’s own research. 

• Linking one’s own research with the teaching of research 

• Challenge: Disregarding the value of innovation in research 

• Challenge: Too narrow specialization    

 

4.3 Questionnaire 1: The “job” of teaching of research in ELTE in 

Indonesia    

This section presents findings from Questionnaire 1 administered to one hundred fifty (150) 

ELTE academics from twenty (20) universities across Indonesia ELTE academics teaching 

research across Indonesia with a view to learning how they construct, approach and 

implement the “job” of teaching research in the upper years of undergraduate programs. The 

analysis looked for patterns and consistency in the data.   

 

4.3.1 General data distribution 

Table 4.2 illustrates the general distribution of the responses to Questionnaire 1 in relation 

to all themes and subthemes. Twenty-six lecturers from various universities across Indonesia 

responded the questionnaire. Overall, as shown in Table 4.2 and Figure 4.1, the participants’ 

responses focused more on pedagogy and hardly on the global relevance of the “job” of 

teaching research in the upper years of ELTE programs. The theme of Personal Research 

ranks also high. This is a promising finding as it is expected that the academics would a 

relationship between research pedagogy and their own research.  
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Table 4.2: Questionnaire 1: Distribution of responses. 

Themes 
Total 

comments/theme 

% comments/all 

comments 

Global Relevance 1 0.4% 

National Relevance 24 10.6% 

Course and Syllabus Design 5 2.2% 

Pedagogy 125 55.3% 

Stakeholders' Awareness 27 12% 

University Funding, Workload and 

Support 
4 1.8% 

Personal Research 40 17.7% 

Total comments 226 100% 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1 Themes distribution in Questionnaire 1 

 

4.3.2 The three levels of the architecture of a “job-to-be-done” 

Data from Questionnaire 1 are organised in relation to each of the three levels of the 

architecture of a “job-to-be-done” adapted from the Harvard Business School (Christensen, 

1997; 2010; Christensen, Hall, Dillon & Duncan, 2016; Weise & Christenson, 2014). These 

included the questions: (a) “What is involved in the job of teaching research in ELTE 

programs?”; (b) “What experiences need to be provided for the job of teaching research in 

ELTE programs to be done?”; and (c) “What has been achieved in the area of your 

Global Relevance

National 
Relevance

Course and 
Syllabus Design

Pedagogy

Stakeholders' 
Awareness

University Funding, 
Workload and 

Support

Personal Research

Questionnaire 1 
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responsibility?”.  Findings from Questionnaire 1 are presented for each of these questions 

of analysis.  

 

The data reflects respondents’ beliefs. Where the respondents expressed a need for change 

in relation to specific issues, these opinions were tagged as “challenges”.    

 

4.3.2.1 Question 1: What is involved in the job of teaching research in ELTE 

programs? 

Table 4.3 organised data from Questionnaire 1 by themes and subthemes identified in Table 

4.1. The aim was to elicit beliefs regarding the nature of the “job” of teaching research.   

 

All responses addressed six out of seven themes: National Relevance, Course and Syllabus 

Design, Pedagogy, Stakeholders’ Awareness, University Funding, Workload and Support, 

and Personal Research. The theme of Global Relevance was left out. 

 

The data in Table 4.3 show that the question of “What is involved in the job of teaching 

research in ELTE programs” does not address many subthemes. Very few comments were 

actually found. On average 3 comments per participant for each theme addressed. But only 

a few subthemes were well commented on. These included:  National Relevance (Degree 

quality and student quality); Pedagogy (Challenge: Students’ understanding of the skills 

involved); Stakeholders’ Awareness (Accounting for the schools’ culture). Other themes 

were poorly represented, especially the category concerning itself with the role that personal 

research plays in mentoring students’ research projects. 

 

Global Relevance: The absence of responses for Global Relevance indicates that lecturers 

failed to relate their comments and, therefore, their own work of teaching research, to the 

global context and factors that render it both relevant and legitimate.  

 

Personal Research: Two responses were found for this category only. Only one participant 

(R23) saw it important to acknowledge that “The lecturer himself should be a research 

practitioner. Through experiencing research, students will have down to earth examples on 

how to do a research”. Nobody elaborated on this issue and how quality mentoring should 



91 

 

also be explored through personal research especially with the new higher education reforms 

explicitly focusing on competency standards thus specifying where change is to happen.  

 

National Relevance: In line with the absence of comments on Personal Research, 

subthemes such as Degree quality and lecturer quality were given almost no attention by 

Questionnaire 1 respondents. Instead, the lecturers emphasised the relevance of the thesis 

unit to students’ future, Degree quality and student quality, “It is a very important foundation 

for students to conduct research” (R5) and “This subject is valuable for the students as it 

leads students to be more critical on seeing phenomena” (R6). Yet, their responses lacked 

references to policies and the overall vision of what is required from lecturers to deliver a 

quality degree teaching support.  This may be why when it comes to implementation, the 

lecturers seemed challenged by the dissonance between how the policies regard the “job” of 

an English language educator and how the students view it:  “The hardest part of teaching 

this subject is about the students having insufficient ideas and knowledge about what they 

really want to explore. In addition to that, the understanding about the concepts and research 

knowledge is so limited so that they sometimes do not understand what they have to do in 

conducting the research” (R1).  

 

Course and Unit Design: Respondents, however minimally, focused only on competencies 

(graduate attributes).  Issues relating to syllabus were not raised, nor was the question of 

self- and program evaluation.  

 

Pedagogy: Responses were grouped largely around the subtheme of Challenge: Students’ 

understanding of the skills involved, with most referring to the kinds of issues that the 

lecturers face when teaching research, “The biggest challenge is that when the students still 

get confused what we, as lecturers, have already explained”(R2); or “The students' inability 

to think logically and critically makes it hard to understand the learning materials”(R3).  

 

Another subtheme that emerged relevant was Challenge: lecturers’ understanding of 

innovation in research. Sixteen (16) responses were identified here. These responses 

included lecturers commenting on their own challenges in conducting or teaching innovative 

research.  For example, “I used both quantitative and qualitative data in my own research. I 

do not think the one is more innovative than others since each research has its own 

uniqueness, dynamicity and complexity when conducting research (R1). Other lecturers 
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were also vague about what innovation might mean or involve and justified their own 

research in tentative terms “I just think this is innovative since I have never seen one before” 

(R3). None of the responses includes references to explicit processes, methods of work or 

even questions that would demonstrate the lecturers’ capacity to think abstractly of 

innovation and therefore be able to teach it, “[Innovation involves] statistical analysis for a 

quasi-experimental research, ANOVA, t test, Pearson product moment to estimate rater 

reliability in writing assessment. In qualitative analysis, description of taxonomy of 

grammatical errors and explanation of data (R4).  

 

In turn, the “Planning teaching” subtheme attracted a few comments, and one quite an 

insightful comment, “Research in ELT should be directed to have significant contribution 

to ELT development. Therefore, research roadmap is important to make sure that all 

research should be directed to the broad design of ELT development, especially in the 

university” (R4). However, other comments were vague about what specific expertise is 

needed to plan teaching, “This subject need deep understanding and therefore learners need 

to have sufficient knowledge to join research method” (R2); or “[it is important to know] 

how to make it easier for them to implement the acquired research skills for planning their 

research project”(R10). 

 

Stakeholders’ Awareness: “Accounting for the school culture” was the most popular 

category, with lecturers commenting on the link between students’ research and their future 

jobs as teachers.  Interestingly, while the lecturers showed to be aware of the deep scope that 

educational research involves, “ELT research is basically dealing with learner as human that 

has cultural intelligence (R26), in the theme of Personal Research and Pedagogy, the 

implications of this awareness were not developed. Instead, the lecturers were vague on the 

challenges that this complex perspective on “learner as human” might bring with it, 

“Conducting research in the field of ELT must result in an impact on ELT Practices. This 

notion indicates that teachers, students, scholars and researchers are strongly recommended 

to be thoughtful and sensible of the phenomena related to ELT field and can provide fruitful 

contribution of the field. Therefore, the research must resolve some ELT problems in 

practice” (R1).  

 

Raising students’ awareness to the value of research was also indicated in responses of two 

lecturers’, each stressing that the knowledge of research skills can assist students in their 
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future profession, “It is very important as it is fundamental in relation to building students' 

skills as future teachers” (R3). No specific implications were developed, and no examples 

given. The responses in this regard were general in content, lacking precision and failing to 

demonstrate higher order thinking about the job of the teacher, “It [teaching research] is very 

valuable since it offers the various ways to teach. It enriches the students some teaching 

techniques to be implemented later in the classroom” (R14). 

 

University Funding, Workload and Support: Interestingly, respondents did not elaborate 

on issues relevant to capacity development. Instead, responses focused more on lack of 

resources and opportunities for the lecturers to both teach and conduct their own research, 

“Lack of resources for conducting research. Lack of institutional support in terms of journal 

subscriptions, internet connection, library, and supporting forums for academic activities” 

(R5). Another lecturer made a similar comment, “Access to research publications is another 

problem as we are in a developing country. We can find way out with using open access 

journals, but it is not enough. Best papers need money to be accessed” (R3) and “[We have 

no access to books] to direct students to explore related references” (R6). 

 

Table 4.3: Questionnaire 1: Distribution of responses to Question 1 

Theme Subthemes Number of 

comments 

Global Relevance: 

Illustrating the 

relevance of research 

and inquiry to global 

contexts and research 

agenda 

• International reputation;  

• International 

standardisation  

 

National Relevance: 

Illustrating the 

relevance of research 

and inquiry to national 

contexts and research 

agenda 

• Degree quality and 

student quality 

• 12 

 

• Degree quality and 

lecturer quality 

• 1 

• Challenge: 

Implementation issues 

2 

• Challenge: Resource  

   

Course and Unit 

Design: 

Illustrating the 

relevance of research 

and inquiry to the 

degree structure and 

• Unit learning outcomes 

based on graduate 

competencies and the IQF  

• 3 

 

• Building connections 

between the unit 

components 
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students’ professional 

learning goals 

 

• Linking assessment with 

learning outcomes 

 

• Challenge: Degree quality 

and student quality  

 

• Challenge: Difficulty in 

building connections 

between the unit 

components 

 

• Challenge: Program 

evaluation 

 

Pedagogy:  

Research and inquiry 

in learning activities 

Teaching research  

• Planning teaching • 3 

 

• Differentiated learning  

 

• Teacher’s role   

•  

 

• Student’s role   

 

• Teaching research skills  • 3 

 

• Unit material choice and 

organization 

 

 

 

• Taking account of 

published research 

• 1  

 

• Challenge:  Planning 

teaching 

 

 

• Challenge: Teaching 

research skills 

 

• Challenge: Taking 

account of published 

research 

 

• Challenge: Students’ 

understanding of the skills 

involved  

• 33  

 

• Challenge: lecturers’ 

understanding of 

innovation in research 

 

• 16  

 

• Challenge: Unit material 

choice and organization 

 

Stakeholders’ 

Awareness: 

Understanding the 

relevance of research 

and inquiry to the 

• Raising students’ 

awareness 

• 2 

 

• Raising lecturers’ 

awareness   

• 1 
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professional 

community 
• Neglect to raise students’ 

awareness 

 

• Accounting for the 

schools’ culture  

• 12 

• Accounting for the 

university departmental 

culture 

• 1 

 

 

• Neglecting departmental 

culture 

 

• Accounting for the needs 

of stakeholders 

 

• Challenge: Change is not 

popular   

 

• Challenge: Accounting for 

the university 

departmental culture 

 

• Challenge: Raising 

lecturers’ awareness 

 

 

• Challenge: Raising 

students’ awareness 

 

University Funding, 

Workload and 

Support: Investment 

in and recognition of 

the need for 

professional 

development   

• Capacity development  

 

• Challenge: resources   

• Challenge: Excessive 

workload  

  

 

• Challenge: Not enough 

support for research 

• 3 

• Challenge: colleagues’ 

understanding of research 

 

Personal Research: 

Linking one’s own 

ELTE research with 

the new higher 

education curriculum 

renewal agenda 

• Addressing the teaching 

of research in one’s own 

research 

• 1 

 

 

 

• Linking one’s own 

research with the teaching 

of research 

 

 

• Challenge: Disregarding 

the value of innovation in 

research 

 

• Challenge: Too narrow 

specialisation    
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Total  94 from 26 

participants 

 

4.3.2.2 Question 2: What experiences need to be provided for the job of teaching 

research in ELTE programs to be done? 

Table 4.4 demonstrates themes and subthemes identified in responses of the participants in 

relation to Question 2, “What experiences need to be provided for the job of teaching 

research in ELTE programs to be done?”. Table 4.18 (Appendix 2) lists the respondents’ 

comments. Data in Table 4.4 is organised in relation to the data displayed in Table 4.3. This 

is to illustrate connections, or lack of thereof, between responses to Question 1 and Question 

2.   

  

Global Relevance: A single response was identified in reference to this theme. Respondent 

(R16) recognised the need for lecturers to view their own work and that of research 

supervision as important not only locally, but also globally for it to be both relevant and 

legitimate: 

Research should give contribution in the global issues, it should give solution to 

the ELT problems that are faced by the government, institution, class, educators 

and students 

• Expanding professional networks 

• Standardisation and employability 

• International degree recognition 

• Challenge: Implementation issues (R16) 

   

Personal Research: In the subtheme Linking one’s own research with the teaching of 

research, respondent (R4) pointed to the motivational and educational aspects of sharing his 

or her own research with students, “[with my team members] I have just won research on 

multimedia-based English materials. This is the most innovative I have ever had so far. Yes, 

I share it to motivate them to find innovative research problems”. Other lecturers also 

communicated similar actions to boost motivation, to model processes, to encourage 

students. These are very valuable experiences that the lecturers sought to create for their 

students to feel part of a greater research project, “I share my research with my students by 

asking them to read it” (R2). Below included are other comments in this regard:  
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Doing English teaching to the blind messenger with Listen Repeat Listen Answer. 

What makes it of value is that I got the experience of the life and social life of the 

blind and how we do communication by the teaching and learning process. Indeed. 

The sharing to the students by making them aware about possible research around 

them and how to do so. (R7) 

 

Once I conducted an action research for speaking using a new method. it turns out 

to be helpful, so I teach my current students using this method. (R9) 

 

I have once designed a syllabus for a particular subject and developed its materials 

for the English Education Students. Then I proposed the product to be used in the 

institution where I work. I "enjoyed" the overall stages of design (R n D). I shared 

them to my students in Research method class as authentic example of R n D 

design. (R11)  

 

My research on self-evaluation in which I helped teachers to self-assess their 

instructional practice using some strategies. I then encourage my students to do 

similar research in different setting and contexts. (R15) 

    

National Relevance: As in Table 4.3, most responses to this question were classified as 

relating to the subtheme of Degree quality and student quality. No comments addressed the 

category Degree quality and lecturer quality. This is consistent with Table 4.3 and, once 

again, with the visible lack of comments on the concept of the lecturer and his or her 

obligations to ensure the quality of research subjects. The relatively many comments 

referring to the relationship between the degree and student quality emphasised mainly skill 

development. These aspects were treated in general terms, with lecturers pointing to the link 

between thinking, writing, teaching and speaking. Not much in the data was found 

explaining the ways in which the teaching of those skills contributes to student quality.  

It can improve the students’ writing ability.  

 

Students will have some experiences in planning, conducting, analyzing and 

reporting research. They are trained to think systematically and logically. They also 

have experiences in expressing their ideas in formal written and spoken in English. 

It means their writing ability will be improved in the process of writing the report 

(the final project) (R6) 

 

[in the subject] they learn to identify problems and justify the research methods. 

(R6) 

 

It is necessary for them to have this subject. (R8)  

 

Course and Unit Design: Once again, this theme was poorly addressed, signaling that 

lecturers have little experience in systematic thinking about syllabus development for 
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supporting research skill development. The comments were classified largely on the basis 

of what they might have meant, rather than as a result of detailed specifications that they 

provided. For example, in the subtheme of Unit learning outcomes based on graduate 

competencies and the IQF, Respondent (R11) writes, “An overall research process: the 

challenges are to review the literature, define effective instruments for collecting data, 

analyze the data, and discuss the findings”. In other words, those specific activities were 

identified by (R11) as required experiences that need to be provided in a thesis unit. 

However, activities alone do not specify experiences, i.e. the processes that should be 

integrated for students to feel supported when reviewing literature, analysing data etc.   

   

Pedagogy: This was a theme that was addressed the most. It is important to note that while 

aspects such Personal Research or Unit Design were addressed poorly or not at all for 

Question 1 and Question 2 of the analysis, the lecturers, nonetheless, came up with multiple 

ideas as to what is needed to teach research. In other words, despite the data demonstrating 

lack of principles and vision, the lecturers showed to be filled with pedagogic ideas. This 

suggests that their ideas are more instrumental in nature rather than embedded in relation to 

a broader set of concerns. Interestingly, while in Table 4.3 the responses (33) gathered 

around the subtheme of Challenge: Students’ understanding of the skills involved, in Table 

4.4. most of the comments (45) referred to the subtheme Teaching research skills. Once 

again, the responses in this category referred mostly to activities that students need to 

undertake, much less to the processes that these activities demand for students to engage 

meaningfully and successfully.   

Data selection skills. They need to know what they need so they can answer 

research questions. The data should be framed in some ways so they get what they 

need. The characteristics of the data should be also known so they will understand 

what to do with the data. Pre and post-test data cannot be directly put into SPSS 

before they can describe and map out the data, for example. (R3) 

 

Skills in identifying kinds and characteristics of data needed, in using various kinds 

of instruments, and in employing appropriate and suitable collecting data methods. 

(R6) 
 

Data sampling by random one to know that our data is representative enough to be 

used in the research. Doing survey can be the likely method to be taught to the 

students. (R7) 

 

[Students need to learn] [v]arious kinds of qualitative/quantitative data collection. 

(R8) 
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1. Administering test; 2. Conducting interview; 3. Note taking; 4. Coding (R9) 

 

Learning of research methods means understanding the concept about research 

design, participants, context, data collection and analysis methods and test our 

understandings by reviewing the research articles or reports. (R10) 

 

Comments regarding Teacher’s Role illustrate the awareness on the part of lecturers that 

their teaching needs to be meaningful, student-centred and build autonomy, “Teaching, for 

me, is a process to help students learning. All activities in the teaching and learning process 

should be directed to the successfulness of the students in understanding and being able to 

implement what they have learned in different context or situation” (R3). How exactly this 

goal is to be achieved in relation to the subject of teaching research is not elaborated. 

Lecturer (R4) sees it important to “Provide students with choices of research methods, so 

that they can see which one is appropriate for answering their research problem”. How 

exactly this is to be done is not explained. Also, lecturer (R4) advises to focus on learning, 

less on teaching. This meant that “teacher explanation should be based on what students 

need to know. Therefore, the teacher should give students a lot of questions to make 

students learn” (R4). No exact process emerges from these statements. In turn, lecturer (R5), 

considers meaningful teaching to involve, “Asking the students to read (obtain) more 

resources autonomously, sharing and discussing with peers and the lecturers”. How students 

are to know what is relevant Is not elaborated.  

Stakeholders’ Awareness: This theme was not well addressed or explored by the lecturers. 

Relationships between the various stakeholders that the new higher policies affect are not 

reflected up and elaborated. “Raising students’ awareness” was the most popular category, 

with lecturers identifying experiences that research units should elicit, such as usefulness to 

other people’s lives (R2), awareness as to how research can help with relevant skill 

development (R10) and learning about the value of reflection (R12) and of quality support 

in educational settings (R11).     

The result of research activity should be able to create changing and usefulness for 

other people’s lives. Otherwise we don’t need to do research it is not useful for 

other people. (R2) 

 

Teaching of research methods mean facilitating students to acquire knowledge and 

skills about the target materials mentioned previously via writing a mini research 

project proposal. (R10) 
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The term learning may refer more to the students that are facilitated by the lecturers 

(in this part, teaching may take place). (R11)  

 

To make them reflective prospective teachers. (R12) 

  

University Funding, Workload and Support: No responses were recorded for this theme, 

signaling lecturers’ lack of experience in establishing what is needed for policies to be both 

taken up, engaged and further developed. The lecturers referred neither to any assistance 

that they may have obtained thus far or to the forms of support they require to be better 

teachers.  

  

Table 4.4 Distribution of responses to Question 1 and Question 2 

Theme Subthemes Q1 

Number of 

comments 

Q2 

Number of 

comments 

Global Relevance: 

Illustrating the 

relevance of research 

and inquiry to global 

contexts and research 

agenda 

• International reputation;   

• International 

standardisation  

 • 1 

 

National Relevance: 

Illustrating the 

relevance of research 

and inquiry to national 

contexts and research 

agenda 

• Degree quality and 

student quality 

• 12 

 

• 9 

• Degree quality and 

lecturer quality 

• 1  

• Challenge: 

Implementation issues 

2  

• Challenge: Resource   

    

Course and Unit 

Design: 

Illustrating the 

relevance of research 

and inquiry to the 

degree structure and 

students’ professional 

learning goals 

 

• Unit learning outcomes 

based on graduate 

competencies and the IQF  

• 3 

 

• 1 

• Building connections 

between the unit 

components 

 • 1 

• Linking assessment with 

learning outcomes 

  

• Challenge: Degree quality 

and student quality  

  

• Challenge: Difficulty in 

building connections 

between the unit 

components 

  

• Challenge: Program 

evaluation 
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Pedagogy:  

Research and inquiry 

in learning activities 

Teaching research  

• Planning teaching • 3 

 

• 3 

• Differentiated learning  

 

 

• Teacher’s role   

•  

 • 4 

• Student’s role   

 

 

• Teaching research skills  • 3 

 

• 45 

• Unit material choice and 

organization 

 

 

 

 

• Taking account of 

published research 

• 1  

 

• 3 

• Challenge:  Planning 

teaching 

 

  

• Challenge: Teaching 

research skills 

  

• Challenge: Taking 

account of published 

research 

  

• Challenge: Students’ 

understanding of the skills 

involved  

• 33  

 

• 2 

• Challenge: lecturers’ 

understanding of 

innovation in research 

 

• 16  

 

 

• Challenge: Unit material 

choice and organization 

  

Stakeholders’ 

Awareness: 

Understanding the 

relevance of research 

and inquiry to the 

professional 

community 

• Raising students’ 

awareness 

• 2 

 

• 7 

• Raising lecturers’ 

awareness   

• 1 

 

• 1 

• Neglect to raise students’ 

awareness 

  

• Accounting for the 

schools’ culture  

• 12 • 1 

• Accounting for the 

university departmental 

culture 

• 1 

 

 

 

• Neglecting departmental 

culture 
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• Accounting for the needs 

of stakeholders 

  

• Challenge: Change is not 

popular   

  

• Challenge: Accounting for 

the university 

departmental culture 

  

• Challenge: Raising 

lecturers’ awareness 

  

 

• Challenge: Raising 

students’ awareness 

  

University Funding, 

Workload and 

Support: Investment 

in and recognition of 

the need for 

professional 

development   

• Capacity development  

 

 

• Challenge: resources    

• Challenge: Excessive 

workload  

  

 

 

• Challenge: Not enough 

support for research 

• 3  

• Challenge: colleagues’ 

understanding of research 

  

Personal Research: 

Linking one’s own 

ELTE research with 

the new higher 

education curriculum 

renewal agenda 

• Addressing the teaching 

of research in one’s own 

research 

• 1 

 

 

 

 

• Linking one’s own 

research with the teaching 

of research 

 

 
• 9 

• Challenge: Disregarding 

the value of innovation in 

research 

  

• Challenge: Too narrow 

specialisation    

  

Total from 26 

participants: 

 94  87 

 

4.3.2.3 Question 3: What has been achieved/done in your area of responsibility?  

Table 4.5 exemplifies themes and subthemes identified by academics in relation to Question 

3, What has been achieved/done in your area of responsibility? This was the least addressed 

question. Only four themes were responded to. In turn, themes like Global Relevance, 

National Relevance, and Course and Unit Design were ignored.  
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Global Relevance: No responses was identified in reference to this theme. This illustrate a 

disconnect in what the lecturers say that they do and their understanding of factors that give 

their actions both validity and legitimation.   

Personal Research: Eleven (11) responses were identified in the subtheme of Linking one’s 

own research with the teaching of research. For the first time this subtheme is being 

addressed this well. Lecturers communicated their experiences of sharing their research with 

their students to boost motivation, to model processes, encourage and inspire. Some of the 

responses included in this subtheme were also included in Table 4.4 to account for the 

experiences that the lecturers sought to elicit in their students.  

I share my research with my students by asking them to read it. (R2) 

 

I have once designed a syllabus for a particular subject and developed its materials 

for the English Education Students. Then I proposed the product to be used in the 

institution where I work. I "enjoyed" the overall stages of design (R n D). I shared 

them to my students in Research method class as authentic example of R n D 

design. (R11)  

 

My research on self-evaluation in which I helped teachers to self-assess their 

instructional practice using some strategies. I then encourage my students to do 

similar research in different setting and contexts. (R15) 

   

However, 18 responses were identified within the subtheme, Challenge: Disregarding the 

value of innovation in research. In all the comments, lecturers expressed their confusion 

about innovation in research, especially what it may mean, “I used both quantitative and 

qualitative data in my own research. I do not think the one is more innovative than others 

since each research has its own uniqueness, dynamicity and complexity when conducting 

research” (R1) and “I use qualitative and quantitative methods to respond to research 

questions (R5). Others offer examples of what they did and how they believe this could have 

been innovative. Not a single lecturer provided an example where they were confident about 

what innovation meant and how to detect it, let alone teach. Their examples describe what 

they did, no conceptual framework was presented to argue their points.  

 

I used tests, interviews, observations, questionnaires, and an evaluation checklist. I 

think evaluation checklist, followed by open-ended questionnaire is the most 

innovative. The purpose of this study was to evaluate the possibility of a text-reader 

software in creating oral texts. The texts would be created from the translation of 

Indonesian texts to English texts. I used this evaluation checklist to help reviewers 
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to examine a software that can read a text and the questionnaire was used to give 

space for the reviewers to comments and provide suggestions. I just think this is 

innovative since I have never seen one before. (R3)  

 

Haven't got any [innovative research] and haven't done any. (R17) 

 

National Relevance: The qualities mentioned in Table 4.4 were no longer further elaborated 

in responses relating to what the lecturers have done in their own contexts of teaching. 

Nothing was mentioned to explain how they themselves integrate competencies such as 

thinking, writing, teaching and speaking into their own syllabi and how is this impacting on 

the quality of the programs in which they teach.  

Course and Unit Design: No responses were identified for this theme. Overall, the theme, 

as shown in Table 4.4, contains very few responses indicating that the lecturers felt 

challenged in areas such as unit and syllabus design.   

   

Pedagogy: This theme was dominated largely by lecturers reporting on the use of research 

in teaching research, Taking account of published research. The motivation for drawing on 

research, especially on new studies, was justified as supporting innovation, legitimacy, 

exposure, knowledge, and critical exploration. Lecturer (R12) noted the importance of 

publishing.  

I believe that bringing innovation into research method subject is a must to keep up 

with the updated issues and currents needs. The latest and the most current research 

knowledge and result of the research have become my primary concern to keep 

updating what on going on the field. Having a discussion with my colleagues and 

sharing the ideas with my students is a big matter to do. (R1) 

 

The students are given a lot of time to explore the results of the research using 

several reputable articles from local and international journals. Then they are asked 

to analyze how the researchers conducted their research regarding the steps, data, 

and instruments of the research and so on. The students also are led to share with 

other students and provide comment related to the result of the research. (R1) 

 

I aim to bring innovation into the research (teaching or supervision) whenever it is 

necessary. Regarding topic selection, for example, I attempt to assist students in 

bringing strong relevant arguments into the opinions. I add new terms or theories 

when needed. When they work on Games, for instance, I try to help them find a 

new research, such Gamification, rather than repeating existing studies. (R5)  

 

More exposure to the publication requirements. (R12) 
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I have taught research methods class since four years back and I found that lecturing 

method did not work. This semester I have tried to approach a different angle in 

which students are encouraged to review current trends journals on E+L+T 

followed by retelling what they understand before their peers. In a shorter word, 

the students have to learn by doing to understand research methods. (R19) 

 

1 analyse research papers to make the students understand well the method (not 

only the theory). (R16) 

 

The subtheme Differentiated Learning was also addressed with two lecturers pointing to the 

examples from their own practice, explaining their efforts to make students’ learning 

personalised, “I normally ask what students have in their minds about their own research 

project. If I think it is innovative, I will help them to improve the project. If the ideas are not 

clear, I will offer what I think better research ideas” (R3); and “Enabling my students to set 

their own stages for conducting R n D design” (R11). While important, the strategies 

identified by the lecturers are not elaborated upon, do not present the whole picture of what 

is done and why. Rather, they look like isolated, random ideas, unexplored critically and 

therefore while well intended, possibly, likely to result in unpredicted challenges that the 

lecturers may not be able to grapple with.  

Stakeholders’ Awareness: This theme was not well addressed or explored by the lecturers. 

Two lecturers commented on Accounting for the schools’ culture and reported on their 

collaboration with teachers when teaching research (R3) and professionals gathered around 

the Association of Applied Linguistics of Indonesia (R26). While each of these examples is 

very positive, the examples are not elaborated, and little can be learned about what actually 

happened and how the collaboration impacted on the relevant stakeholders.  

  

University Funding, Workload and Support: No responses were recorded for this theme, 

indicating that, possibly, not much has been done in the various universities to promote and 

support teachers in their engagement with the new reforms. In the subtheme, Challenge: 

colleague’s understanding of research, one lecturer pointed to the question of students being 

supervised by lectures working in different research traditions, which then breaks 

consistency and confuses students (R3), “Many students with innovative projects, for 

example, developing computer-based materials had been rejected by this student's 

supervisor or even the head of the ELT department”. This is one example showing that 

professional development is needed to address issues that emerge from practice.  
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Table 4.5. Distribution of responses to Questions 1, 2 and 3. 

Theme Subthemes Q1 

Number of 

comments 

Q2 

Number of 

comments 

Q3 

Number of 

comments 

Global Relevance: 

Illustrating the 

relevance of 

research and inquiry 

to global contexts 

and research agenda 

• International reputation;    

• International 

standardisation  

 • 1 

 

 

National 

Relevance: 

Illustrating the 

relevance of 

research and inquiry 

to national contexts 

and research agenda 

• Degree quality and 

student quality 

• 12 

 
• 9  

• Degree quality and 

lecturer quality 

• 1   

• Challenge: 

Implementation issues 

2   

• Challenge: Resource    

     

Course and Unit 

Design: 

Illustrating the 

relevance of 

research and inquiry 

to the degree 

structure and 

students’ 

professional learning 

goals 

 

• Unit learning outcomes 

based on graduate 

competencies and the 

IQF  

• 3 

 

• 1  

• Building connections 

between the unit 

components 

 • 1  

• Linking assessment with 

learning outcomes 
   

• Challenge: Degree quality 

and student quality  
   

• Challenge: Difficulty in 

building connections 

between the unit 

components 

   

• Challenge: Program 

evaluation 
   

Pedagogy:  

Research and 

inquiry in learning 

activities 

Teaching research  

• Planning teaching • 3 

 

• 3  

• Differentiated learning  
 

 2 

• Teacher’s role   

•  

 • 4  

• Student’s role   

 

  

• Teaching research skills  • 3 

 

• 45  
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• Unit material choice and 

organization 

 

 

 

  

• Taking account of 

published research 

• 1  

 

• 3 • 10 

• Challenge:  Planning 

teaching 

 

   

• Challenge: Teaching 

research skills 
   

• Challenge: Taking 

account of published 

research 

   

• Challenge: Students’ 

understanding of the skills 

involved  

• 33  

 
• 2  

• Challenge: lecturers’ 

understanding of 

innovation in research 

 

• 16  

 

  

• Challenge: Unit material 

choice and organization 
   

Stakeholders’ 

Awareness: 

Understanding the 

relevance of 

research and inquiry 

to the professional 

community 

• Raising students’ 

awareness 

• 2 

 

• 7  

• Raising lecturers’ 

awareness   

• 1 

 
• 1  

• Neglect to raise students’ 

awareness 

   

• Accounting for the 

schools’ culture  

• 12 • 1 • 2 

• Accounting for the 

university departmental 

culture 

• 1 

 

 

  

• Neglecting departmental 

culture 
   

• Accounting for the needs 

of stakeholders 
   

• Challenge: Change is not 

popular   
   

• Challenge: Accounting 

for the university 

departmental culture 
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• Challenge: Raising 

lecturers’ awareness 
   

 

• Challenge: Raising 

students’ awareness 

   

University 

Funding, Workload 

and Support: 

Investment in and 

recognition of the 

need for professional 

development   

• Capacity development  

 

  

• Challenge: resources     

• Challenge: Excessive 

workload  

  

 

  

• Challenge: Not enough 

support for research 

• 3   

• Challenge: colleagues’ 

understanding of research 

  • 1 

Personal Research: 

Linking one’s own 

ELTE research with 

the new higher 

education 

curriculum renewal 

agenda 

• Addressing the teaching 

of research in one’s own 

research  

• 1 

 

 

 

  

• Linking one’s own 

research with the teaching 

of research 

 

 
• 1 • 12 

• Challenge: Disregarding 

the value of innovation in 

research 

  • 18 

• Challenge: Too narrow 

specialisation    
   

TOTAL from 26 

participants: 

 95  78  45 

 

4.3.3 Perspectives on the “job-to-be-done” from Questionnaire 1  

The point of the “architecture-of the-job” matrix was to establish (a) the principles that 

inform the lecturers’ understanding of the job of teaching research in the upper levels of 

ELTE programs (Question 1: “What is involved in the job?”); (b) what these principles imply 

for practice (Question 2: “What experiences need to be provided to do the job?”); and (c) 

how are the new policies already being engaged and applied (Question 3: “What has been 

achieved in the area of your responsibility?”). Overall, the findings showed that lecturers’ 

responses lacked in principles and therefore in criteria enabling them to reflect on and offer 

critically informed perspectives on their own performance and the overall context of reform 

implementation in ELTE departments. Data analysis showed that many aspects of that “job” 

remained unanswered relative to the many subthemes included in Table 4.1. The responses 
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offered by the lecturers were random, lacking articulations that would enable the researcher 

to see connections between all aspects of the analysis. The analysis also showed that ELTE 

lecturers are well aware of the new policies but fail to relate their response to those policies 

in a way that makes their responses consistent with the policies and with each other. Table 

4.6 includes a summary of the analysis conducted in this section. The coloured section was 

depicted as the strongest section of the Questionnaire 1. Nonetheless, even this strongest 

section would have benefited from principles and processes that would specify how and why 

lecturers motivate, encourage, inspire. Labels alone do not tell that story.   

 

Table 4.6 Questionnaire 1: Architecture of the job of teaching research in the upper years 

of ELTE programs. 

Question 1: What is 

involved? 

Question 2: What 

experiences need to be 

provided? 

Question 3: What has been 

achieved/done in your area 

of responsibility? 

Global Relevance: The 

absence of responses for 

Global Relevance indicates 

that lecturers failed to relate 

their comments and, therefore, 

their own work of teaching 

research, to the global context 

and factors that render it both 

relevant and legitimate.  

Global Relevance: Only 

respondent (R16) recognised 

the need for lecturers to view 

their own work and that of 

research supervision as 

important not only locally, but 

also globally for it to be both 

relevant and legitimate: 

 

Global Relevance: No 

responses were identified in 

reference to this theme. This 

illustrate a disconnect 

between the policies and how 

the lecturers the relevance of 

what they do when teaching 

research.   

 

National Relevance: 

Subthemes such as Degree 

quality and lecturer quality 

were given no attention. 

 

When it comes to 

implementation, the lecturers 

felt challenged by the 

dissonance between how the 

policies regard the “job” of an 

English language educator 

and how the students view it.   

 

National Relevance: The 

relatively many comments 

referring to the relationship 

between the degree and 

student quality emphasised 

mainly skill development. 

These aspects were treated in 

general terms, with lecturers 

pointing to the link between 

thinking, writing, teaching 

and speaking. Not much in the 

data was found explaining the 

ways in which the teaching of 

those skills contributes to 

student quality.  

National Relevance: The 

qualities mentioned earlier 

were no longer further 

elaborated in responses 

relating to what the lecturers 

have done in their own 

contexts of teaching. Nothing 

was mentioned to explain how 

they themselves integrate 

competencies such as 

thinking, writing, teaching 

and speaking into their own 

syllabi and how is this 

impacting on the quality of 

the programs in which they 

teach. 

 

Personal Research: Two 

responses were found for this 

category only. Only one 

participant (R23) saw it 

important to acknowledge that 

“The lecturer himself should 

be a research practitioner. 

Personal Research: In the 

subtheme Linking one’s own 

research with the teaching of 

research, respondent (R4) 

pointed to the motivational 

and educational aspects of 

sharing his or her own 

Personal Research: Lecturers 

communicated their 

experiences of sharing their 

research with their students.  

 

However, 18 responses were 

identified within the 
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Through experiencing 

research, students will have 

down to earth examples on 

how to do a research”. 

Nobody elaborated on this 

issue and how quality 

mentoring should also be 

explored through personal 

research especially with the 

new higher education reforms 

explicitly focusing on 

competency standards thus 

specifying where change is to 

happen.  

research with students. Other 

lecturers also communicated 

similar actions to boost 

motivation, to model 

processes, to encourage 

students. These are very 

valuable experiences that the 

lecturers sought to create for 

their students to feel part of a 

greater research project.  

 

subtheme, Challenge: 

Disregarding the value of 

innovation in research. In all 

the comments, lecturers 

expressed their confusion 

about innovation in research, 

especially what it may mean. 

Course and Unit Design: 

Respondents, however 

minimally, focused only on 

competencies (graduate 

attributes).  Issues relating to 

syllabus were not raised, nor 

was the question of self- and 

program evaluation.  

 

Course and Unit Design: 

Once again, this theme was 

poorly addressed, signaling 

that lecturers have little 

experience in systematic 

thinking about syllabus 

development for supporting 

research skill development. 

The comments were classified 

largely on the basis of what 

they might have meant, rather 

than as a result of detailed 

specifications that they 

provided.  

 

Course and Unit Design: No 

responses were identified for 

this theme. Overall, the 

theme, as shown in Table 4.6, 

contains very few responses 

indicating that the lecturers 

were challenged in areas such 

as unit and syllabus design.   

 

Pedagogy: Most responses 

related to Challenge: 

Students’ understanding of the 

skills involved, most referring 

to the kinds of issues the 

lecturers face when teaching 

research. 

Another subtheme that 

emerged as relevant was 

Challenge: lecturers’ 

understanding of innovation 

in research. None of the 

responses includes references 

to explicit processes, methods 

of work or even questions that 

would demonstrate the 

lecturers’ capacity to think 

abstractly of innovation and 

therefore be able to teach it 

Pedagogy: This was a theme 

that was addressed the most. 

It is important to note that, 

despite the data showing lack 

of principles and vision, the 

lecturers showed to be filled 

with pedagogic ideas. This 

makes their ideas more 

instrumental in nature rather 

than embedded in relation to a 

broader set of concerns.  

 

Most of the comments (45) 

referred to the subtheme 

Teaching research skills. 

Once again, the responses in 

this category referred mostly 

to activities that students need 

to undertake, much less to the 

processes that these activities 

demand for students to engage 

meaningfully and 

successfully.   

 

Comments regarding 

Teacher’s role illustrate the 

Pedagogy: This theme was 

dominated largely by lecturers 

reporting on the use of 

research in teaching research, 

Taking account of published 

research. The motivation for 

drawing on research, 

especially new studies, was 

justified as it supports 

innovation, legitimacy, 

exposure, knowledge, and 

critical exploration.  

The subtheme Differentiated 

Learning was also addressed 

with two lecturers pointing to 

the examples from their own 

practice, explaining their 

efforts to make students’ 

learning personalised, “I 

normally ask what students 

have in their minds about their 

own research project. If I 

think it is innovative, I will 

help them to improve the 

project. If the ideas are not 
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awareness on the part of 

lecturers that their teaching 

needs to be meaningful, 

student-centred and build 

autonomy:    

 

 

clear, I will offer what I think 

better research ideas” (R3); 

and “Enabling my students to 

set their own stages for 

conducting R n D design 

(R11). While important, the 

strategies identified by the 

lecturers are not elaborated, 

do not present the whole 

picture of what is done and 

why. Rather, they look like 

isolated, random ideas, 

unexplored critically and 

therefore while well intended, 

possibly, likely to result in 

unpredicted challenges that 

students may not be able to 

grapple with.  

 

 

Stakeholders’ Awareness: 

“Accounting for the school 

culture” was the most popular 

category, with lecturers 

commenting on the link 

between students’ research 

and their future jobs as 

teachers.  Interestingly, while 

the lecturers show to be aware 

of the deep scope that 

educational research involves, 

“ELT research is basically 

dealing with learner as human 

that has cultural intelligence 

(R26), in the theme of 

Personal Research and 

Pedagogy, the implications of 

this awareness were not 

developed. Instead, the 

lecturers were vague on the 

challenges that this complex 

perspective on “learner as 

human” might bring with it.  

 

Stakeholders’ Awareness: 

This theme was not well 

addressed or explored by the 

lecturers. Relationships 

between the various 

stakeholders that the new 

higher policies affect are not 

reflected up and elaborated. 

“Raising students’ awareness” 

was the most popular 

category, with lecturers 

identifying experiences that 

research units should elicit, 

such as usefulness to other 

people’s lives (R2), awareness 

as to how research can help 

with relevant skill 

development (R10) and 

learning about the value of 

reflection (R12) and of quality 

support in educational settings 

(R11).     

 

Stakeholders’ Awareness: 

This theme was not well 

addressed or explored by the 

lecturers. Two lecturers 

commented on Accounting for 

the schools’ culture and 

reported on their collaboration 

with teachers when teaching 

research (R3) and 

professionals gathered around 

the Association of Applied 

Linguistics of Indonesia 

(R26). While each of these 

examples is very positive, the 

examples are not elaborated, 

and little can be learned about 

what actually happened and 

how the collaboration 

impacted on the relevant 

stakeholders 

University Funding, 

Workload and Support: 

Interestingly, respondents did 

not elaborate on issues 

relevant to capacity 

development. Instead, 

responses focused more on 

lack of resources and 

opportunities for the lecturers 

University Funding, 

Workload and Support: No 

responses were recorded for 

this theme, signaling 

lecturers’ lack of experience 

in what is needed for policies 

to be both taken up, engaged 

and further developed.  The 

lecturers referred neither to 

the assistance that they 

University Funding, 

Workload and Support: No 

responses were recorded for 

this theme, indicating that, 

possibly, not much has been 

done in the various 

universities to promote and 

support teachers in their 

engagement with the new 

reforms. In the subtheme, 
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to both teach and conduct 

their own research 

obtained or to the forms of 

support they need to be better 

teachers 

Challenge: colleague’s 

understanding of research, 

one lecturer pointed to the 

question of students being 

supervised by lectures 

working in different research 

traditions, which then breaks 

consistency and confuses 

students (R3), “Many students 

with innovative projects, for 

example, developing 

computer-based materials had 

been rejected by this student's 

supervisor or even the head of 

the ELT department”. This is 

one example showing that 

professional development is 

needed to address issues that 

emerge from practice.  

 

 

4.4 Proposed syllabi: Analysis 

The purpose of this section is to analyse mentoring strategies proposed by the ELTE 

academics, who volunteered to share their newly designed syllabi developed on the 3rd day 

of the workshop conducted by the researcher to discuss and interpret findings from 

Questionnaire 1. 

 

4.4.1 Lecturer 1  

The lecturers were asked to outline strategies for thesis mentoring.  Lecturer 1 was the only 

mentor who worked with students from YEAR 3. In YEAR 3, students are requested to 

complete a project proposal for their thesis. As indicated in the Table 4.7, Lecturer I focused 

the activities of his or her plan on the key components of a thesis, such as title, research 

questions, introduction, much less on the process that would support students in completing 

those components. With the process missing, it is not clear what objectives guided Lecturer 

1 and his or her students.  

As indicated in Table 4.7 in Round I, students were expected to come up with research 

questions, develop three alternative titles/topics, identify gaps in research and develop 

research questions based on the discrepancies/gaps/unanswered questions found in the 

ELTE literature. All these are complex tasks and students need support to complete those 

successfully, while also feel inspired by research and systematic thinking. For example, how 

are the students to identify a research gap? Where are the questions to come from that would 
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help them question the status quo? If all the literature that the students would read says the 

same thing, the task of developing new questions becomes harder.  In Rounds II and III, 

students were to develop literature review to justify research and its questions. In Round IV, 

students are to develop research methodology.  Once again, the activities focus on 

completion, not on a process for assisting students in this task.  

Lecturer 1 also failed to provide his views on academic writing. This still needs to be 

developed for students to better understand the relationships involved in systematic thinking 

and idea presentation.  

The analysis of the teaching plan developed by Lecturer 1 inspired the researcher to break 

down the Framework for Developing Innovative Research generated in Chapter 2 (Table 

2.1) into processes for supporting students in their research projects. Table 4.7 illustrates the 

model in the column: Proposed process for supporting students in their thesis development. 

The model was developed at the end of the study and was not tested.  The processes outlined 

cannot be thought of as pedagogy. Each of the processes still needs to be translated into 

pedagogic strategies. The processes also do not address the skill of academic writing. 

However, Table 4.7 does include abstract composition as a tool for students to examine the 

logic and coherence of their proposal. In this regard reference was made to the Reading for 

Emotion model, developed by Lian, A.B. (2017) as a pedagogic tool for teaching literacy. 

Certainly, other pedagogic tools can be used, however, the Reading for Emotion model 

draws on a generic structure of all texts, such is the claim made by Lian, and text analysis 

through emotions, as Lian argues, offers a unique, yet powerful, perspective for examining 

and learning about texts coherence and the quality of its arguments. 
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Table 4.7 Syllabus proposed by Lecturer 1. 

Framework for Developing 

Innovative Research (Table 2.1) 

Goals and activities specified by Lecturer I Proposed process for supporting 

students in their thesis 

development 

Critical Perspective  

Identifying the object of study  

• What new perspectives were 

engaged to describe the object 

of study? Demonstrate their 

value in relation to evidence 

from earlier research and other 

perspectives. 

• Who is the beneficiary of the 

study? 

Method of analysis 

• How the new perspectives were 

related to describe the object of 

study? What new tools were 

invented to devise the method 

of investigation? 

Findings 

• What was to be revealed as a 

result of the study? 

 

Political Perspective  

Acknowledging the relationship 

between the intentions of a study and 

the political context (both global and 

local policies). 

 

Generative Perspective 

Goals 

Students will be able to plan their research proposals. 

Students will be able to write research proposals for their 

skripsi. 

Students will have their skripsi proposals ready for further 

consultation in the next semester. 

 

Activities 

Every student must: 

Present a written plan for a skripsi proposal in a class 

discussion in four rounds: 

Round I: present three alternative titles/topics and their 

research questions based on the 

discrepancies/gaps/unanswered questions found in the 

research-based articles published in internationally 

reputable journals in ELT.  

(Comment: Round I appears too demanding, too much is 

involved, while not enough support is being offered. How 

are the students to identify the research gap? Where are 

their questions to come from? If all articles the students 

read say the same thing, the task of finding new questions 

to be asked becomes proportionally harder.) 

 

Round II: present results/synthesis of reviewed articles 

from reputable journals relevant to the chosen alternative 

title/topic to be integrated into the Introduction part of a 

skripsi and or on their review of related literature. 

Identifying research problem 

In broad brush strokes identify what 

the issue is and why it is of concern. 

(may not need literature review).  

Locate your stated problem against 

current education policies.  

Develop study aims that link together 

the study problem and the education 

policies.  

 

Concept formation 

Read a journal article and identify 

concepts that underpin current 

thinking on the issue of your interest 

(e.g. text as a linguistic construct 

whose structure is to be taught) 

Read another article that utilises an 

alternative approach on the same 

issue. Identify its leading concepts.   

Compare the two approaches, their 

key concepts and compare the scope 

of the issues that each approach takes 

into account (i.e. range evidence).  

Expand your readings and identify 

what articles belong to what 

approach. 
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Specifying the new forms of practice 

that new forms of theorising can make 

possible 

(Comment: No support process is offered.) 

 

Round III: present a draft of Introduction Part of a skripsi.  

(Comment: No support process is offered.) 

 

(4) Round IV: present a draft of the Research Method Part 

of a skripsi. 

(Comment: No support process is offered.) 

 

Note:  

The results of reviewing the literature (articles from 

internationally reputable journals in ELT) must be 

integrated into the Introduction Part to support the 

researcher’s arguments in choosing the topic. 

Each round can be repeated if not satisfactory yet. 

 

Revise and develop the plan into a research proposal for 

skripsi (which consists of three parts, Part One: 

Introduction, Part Two: review of related literature, Part 

Three: Research Method. 

Submit the skripsi proposal by the due date (the day 

scheduled for the final exam or arranged differently). 

Consult with their skripsi supervisors along with the 

activities in the class during the semester and get their 

approvals before they continue developing their topics 

into skripsi proposals (only if the supervisors have been 

endorsed by the department). 

 

On the basis of your readings, 

identify your research problem.   

Specify who is to benefit from your 

study, how and why it matters? 

Identify your research questions 

relate their value to the study problem 

and the study aims. 

 

Method of analysis 

Identify the concepts obtained from 

your readings and propose how to 

relate them in order to create a 

framework for data analysis  

How would you collect data to be 

analysed with your framework for 

data analysis?  

 

Abstract writing 

Using the model of Reading for 

Emotion, develop Abstract of your 

study. Examine the coherence and 

flow of your thinking as reflected in 

your text.   

 

Findings 

What was to be revealed as a result of 

the study and what was actually 

revealed? 

 

Generative Perspective 

What implications for practice and 

policies can be recommended?   
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4.4.2 Lecturer 2 

As indicated in the Table 4.8, Lecturer 2 focused on turning the research proposal into a 

study. The mentoring plan was divided into 16 weeks. However, once again, the lecturer 

created a sequence that focused on stage completion. The lecturer cautions that students’ 

motivation varies. The stages of the mentoring process focus on project management 

(developing a timeline and meeting schedules), organising projects by topic for 

collaboration, draft discussions, development of the conceptual engagement of the study 

introduction, creating peer-support groups, student presentations and feedback provision, 

monitoring and on-going support. While all these activities are important, the list provided 

by Lecturer 2 does not outline a process that these activities are to support. This process is 

not so much a thesis completion, but, as the Framework for Developing Innovative Research 

(Table 2.1) indicates, it is to understand the concept of novelty, where it comes from, in 

response to what, what it is to generate and for whom.  

 

As indicated in the column, Proposed Process for Supporting Students in their Thesis 

Development (Table 4.8), an expert can help students identify conversations that take and 

do not take place in the field regarding a specific problem of their interest. This will help 

students begin to expand their views on the problems that they examine. An expert can direct 

students to relevant literature and can advise when students attempt to develop their own 

tools for data collection and analysis. While peer support is important, it may not count for 

much when students do not have an overall process to which they can refer when dealing 

with a problem at hand.  

 

Table 4.8, Syllabus proposed by Lecturer 2, also includes the column, Proposed Process for 

Supporting Students in their Thesis Development, to illustrate specific processes that a 

lecturer could utilise and further develop to support students, especially, when being familiar 

with his or her students’ area of interest.   
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Table 4.8 Syllabus proposed by Lecturer 2 

Framework for Developing 

Innovative Research (Table 2.1) 

Goals and activities specified by Lecturer 2 Proposed process for supporting 

students in their thesis development 

Critical Perspective  

Identifying the object of study  

• What new perspectives were 

engaged to describe the object 

of study? Demonstrate their 

value in relation to evidence 

from earlier research and other 

perspectives. 

• Who is the beneficiary of the 

study? 

 

Method of analysis 

• How the new perspectives were 

related to describe the object of 

study? What new tools were 

invented to devise the method 

of investigation? 

 

Findings 

• What was to be revealed as a 

result of the study? 

 

Political Perspective  

Acknowledging the relationship 

between the intentions of a study and 

the political context (both global and 

local policies). 

 

1. Reading their proposed draft carefully and asking 

them to arrange the timeline of their research 

writing (I intend to make a form consist of their 

research background, questions, objective, related 

references and timeline). The timeline will be 

limited to 6 months, but the realization may be 

varied according to each student’s motivation. 

2. Classifying their draft based on their research 

topic or research method (including topic which 

potentially support the fishbone of my research) 

and Inviting them to the Whatsapp group. 

3. Inviting the students to attend the initial meeting 

where I can share the ideas about educational 

research and discussing their proposed draft (it is 

the initial section to build the conceptual 

engagement and also the first step in identifying 

the students’ motivation on their research process. 

4. Dividing the students into some research groups 

based on their research topic and research method. 

Such as; Group CAR, Group Experimental, etc. It 

aims to let them share their ideas and let them to 

support each other. By doing this, it is expected 

that the students can take and give various 

resources from their friends, having a peer-check, 

share references and cultivate the dialogic habit. 

5. Arranging schedule to have discussion with each 

group (discussing about their progress, challenges, 

difficulties, references and others)  

Identifying research problem 

In broad brush strokes identify what 

the issue is and why it is of concern. 

(may not need literature review).  

Locate your stated problem against 

current education policies.  

Develop study aims that link together 

the study problem and the education 

policies.  

 

Concept formation: 

Read a journal article and identify 

concepts that underpin current 

thinking on the issue of your interest 

(e.g. text as a linguistic construct 

whose structure is to be taught) 

Read another article that utilises an 

alternative approach on the same 

issue. Identify its leading concepts.   

Compare the two approaches, their 

key concepts and compare the scope 

of the issues that each approach takes 

into account (i.e. range evidence).  

Expand your readings and identify 

what articles belong to what 

approach. 

On the basis of your readings, 

identify your research problem.   
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Generative Perspective 

Specifying the new forms of practice 

that new forms of theorising can make 

possible 

6. Observing students’ motivation through Whatsapp 

group and discussion section and identifying low-

motivated students and high motivated students. 

Assigning the high-motivated students to be a 

peer-support for the low-motivated students 

(mostly, this is the most challenging factor: 

students’ motivation) 

7. Having such a mini group presentation where the 

students can present their draft (and also as a 

practice for their seminar proposal) involving all 

research group. 

8. Evaluating the presentation and giving feedback 

and supervising the students one by one. 

9. Asking the students to have data collection 

10. Having such as mini group presentation and 

asking the students to share their data on how they 

will deal it and how it should be dealt with. 

11. Letting them to do data analysis 

12. Having personal discussion on each student and 

control their progress through the timeline they 

have made in the early agenda. 

13. Having the mini group presentation on their 

finding and result of their research. 

14. Having personal discussion on each student and 

observing their progress. 

15. Finishing their ready-to present draft or repeat the 

process according to the progress of each student. 

16. Self-evaluation as the supervisor (some indicator 

may be evaluated such as the resources I can 

provide, the knowledge I can use to supervise the 

students, the topic/issues enrichment, the novelty 

Specify who is to benefit from your 

study, how and why it matters? 

Identify your research questions 

relate their value to the study problem 

and the study aims. 

 

Method of analysis 

Identify the concepts obtained from 

your readings and propose how to 

relate them in order to create a 

framework for data analysis  

How would you collect data to be 

analysed with your framework for 

data analysis?  

 

Abstract writing 

Using the model of Reading for 

Emotion, develop Abstract of your 

study. Examine the coherence and 

flow of your thinking as reflected in 

your text.   

 

Findings 

What was to be revealed as a result of 

the study and what was actually 

revealed? 

 

Generative Perspective 

What implications for practice and 

policies can be recommended?   
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and innovation I found during the process and 

how I offer it to the next supervised students, etc) 
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4.4.3 Lecturer 3 

As indicated in the Table 4.9, Lecturer 3 looked critically at the process of supervision from 

the perspective of the interest of the ELTE Department, with students’ research to feed to 

the available expertise and research direction, “We should set a roadmap for our research 

which is related to our expertise. Then we can share our experiences to our students which 

probably they interest to have the same thing to do” (Lecturer 3). In the previous section, the 

discussion of Lecturer’s 2 teaching plans already indicated the reasons that make it a positive 

strategy. Lecturer 3 added another reason: to build research teams that ensure longevity of 

relationships between the university and students, of whom the majority will teach in 

schools. This is very different from seeing students’ research as separate from the everyday 

work of the ELTE Departments, an exercise in writing, rather than a genuine engagement in 

the field. As pointed out in Chapter 2, this is very much the direction proposed by Boyer 

(1990) and Boyer’s Report (1998). From the political perspective, this integration of 

students’ research into School’s research can ensure that students contextualise their theses 

in relation to the international and local political and educational agenda, thus making their 

research problems relevant and current.  

To support his or her arguments, Lecturer 3 emphasised the need for ELTE Departments to 

identify their strategic direction that needs to be supported, “Currently the lecturers have 

classified into several clusters based on the expertise but no control and goal to be achieved” 

(Table 4.9). Lecturer 3 also saw it necessary to enhance the research culture, the recognition 

among future school teachers of its relevance, and the need for processes for supporting 

students in their journey to develop research skills, “we must create a good atmosphere in 

reading, research and question habit in the students by proposing in teaching technique and 

project”.  

However, when it comes to providing conceptual and technical support (advice on the 

development or use of research methods), Lecturer 3 offered no plan and failed to reflect on 

the links between what the students are to learn and what current expertise in the ELTE 

Department of Lecturer 3 can offer. The value of this expertise is not addressed and how 

students are to benefit from it. This is an aspect that Lecturer 3 should have reflected upon, 

if only to develop his or her own ideas and to begin this conversation in his or her 

Department. 
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Table 4.9 Syllabus proposed by Lecturer 3. 

Framework for Developing 

Innovative Research (Table 2.1) 

Goals and activities specified by Lecturer 3 Proposed process for supporting 

students in their thesis development 

Critical Perspective  

Identifying the object of study  

• What new perspectives were 

engaged to describe the object 

of study? Demonstrate their 

value in relation to evidence 

from earlier research and other 

perspectives. 

• Who is the beneficiary of the 

study? 

 

Method of analysis 

• How the new perspectives were 

related to describe the object of 

study? What new tools were 

invented to devise the method 

of investigation? 

 

Findings 

• What was to be revealed as a 

result of the study? 

 

Political Perspective  

Acknowledging the relationship 

between the intentions of a study and 

the political context (both global and 

local policies). 

 

Own practice 

We should set a roadmap for our research which is related 

to our expertise. Then we can share our experiences to 

our students which probably they interest to have the 

same thing to do.  

 

Institutional Culture 

There are two points that we can do to change the 

atmosphere of research habit. First, we propose to the 

program to control and manage the cluster of the field. 

Currently the lecturers have classified into several 

clusters based on the expertise but no control and goal to 

be achieved. Moreover, the supervisors are given the 

topics based on the cluster. Secondly, we must create a 

good atmosphere in reading, research and question habit 

in the students by proposing in teaching technique and 

project. 

 

 

Identifying research problem 

In broad brush strokes identify what 

the issue is and why it is of concern. 

(may not need literature review).  

Locate your stated problem against 

current education policies.  

Develop study aims that link together 

the study problem and the education 

policies.  

 

Concept formation 

Read a journal article and identify 

concepts that underpin current 

thinking on the issue of your interest 

(e.g. text as a linguistic construct 

whose structure is to be taught) 

Read another article that utilises an 

alternative approach on the same 

issue. Identify its leading concepts.   

Compare the two approaches, their 

key concepts and compare the scope 

of the issues that each approach takes 

into account (i.e. range evidence).  

Expand your readings and identify 

what articles belong to what 

approach. 

On the basis of your readings, 

identify your research problem.   
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Generative Perspective 

Specifying the new forms of practice 

that new forms of theorising can make 

possible 

Specify who is to benefit from your 

study, how and why it matters? 

Identify your research questions 

relate their value to the study problem 

and the study aims. 

 

Method of analysis 

Identify the concepts obtained from 

your readings and propose how to 

relate them in order to create a 

framework for data analysis.  

How would you collect data to be 

analysed with your framework for 

data analysis?  

 

Abstract writing 

Using the model of Reading for 

Emotion, develop Abstract of your 

study. Examine the coherence and 

flow of your thinking as reflected in 

your text.   

 

Findings 

What was to be revealed as a result of 

the study and what was actually 

revealed? 

 

Generative Perspective 

What implications for practice and 

policies can be recommended?   
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4.4.4 Lecturer 4 

Lecturer 4 identified course objectives, “to learn and write the designs used in writing 

research and thesis. Students develop writing skill that will be essential for their professional 

careers, mainly in doing a research or writing thesis.”  Learning outcomes involved 

developing research design and completing a research proposal. None of these objectives 

referred to any specific process that would specify desired qualities of thesis writing for 

students to emulate and for teachers to strive for.   

 

As illustrated in Table 4.10, Teaching Plan of Lecturer 4, the lecturer followed traditional 

pedagogical practice, where teachers explain tasks and request performance from students 

but offer no process that would ensure that students can complete the tasks successfully 

while also feeling inspired about research and its value to them as future teachers. Lecturer 

4 identifies his or her task as requests to “submit the title”, explain “why he/she chooses the 

title”, outline “theories supporting the title”, tell “the steps they are going to do so they really 

know what they are writing and doing in the research” etc. However, as in the case of 

Lecturer 1, 2, and 3, these tasks are complex, and students may feel overloaded with the 

conceptual work required to complete them. Lecturer 4 is aware of the problem and 

suggested to have classes devoted to explaining to students the different traditions in 

research methods or discussing feedback. However, those activities are defined in terms of 

topics and the outline provided by Lecturer 4 does not specify any concrete processes that 

these topics will utilise. It is also not necessarily what aspects of research students are to 

understand and how those outcomes are chosen and why.    

 

Ungraded writing assignments consisting of a laboratory notebook, a research proposal, and 

a progress report were listed as support but not justified in reference to any process for 

assisting students in their research work. It is therefore unclear why these were chosen, other 

than possibly because of the tradition. Peer feedback was included as a support mechanism. 

Once again, without reference to any process, the meaning of that feedback is likely to be 

interpreted by students instrumentally, i.e. how to “fix” the thesis, not necessarily 

conceptually, in order to enable the students to better understand the relationships between 

the respective components of their thesis. The same applies to lecturer’s feedback. In 

Lecturer’s 4 activities, he or she is to “review initial drafts” for students to utlise those 
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reviews as a “chance to improve”. Lecturer 4 offers no assurance that the ongoing revisions 

will result in better outcomes, nor are those outcomes listed.   

 

Once again, Table 4.10, Teaching Plan of Lecturer 4, also includes the column, Proposed 

Process for Supporting Students in their Thesis Development, for reference to illustrate the 

kinds of processes that can be utilised and further developed to support students in their 

research projects.  
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Table 4.10 Syllabus proposed by Lecturer 4. 

Framework for Developing 

Innovative Research (Table 2.1) 

Goals and activities specified by Lecturer 4 Proposed process for supporting 

students in their thesis 

development 

Critical Perspective  

Identifying the object of study  

• What new perspectives were 

engaged to describe the object 

of study? Demonstrate their 

value in relation to evidence 

from earlier research and other 

perspectives. 

• Who is the beneficiary of the 

study? 

Method of analysis 

• How the new perspectives were 

related to describe the object of 

study? What new tools were 

invented to devise the method 

of investigation? 

 

Findings 

• What was to be revealed as a 

result of the study? 

 

Political Perspective  

Acknowledging the relationship 

between the intentions of a study and 

the political context (both global and 

local policies). 

 

Action plans 

1. I ask him/her to submit the title and ask why 

he/she chooses the title. I do it since I hope that 

my students are able to justify the assumptions 

they make and not just copying or choosing the 

theme without knowing the essence of the topic. 

2. I ask him/her the theories supporting the title and 

give suggestion the journals or the books that 

he/she should also use 

3. I ask him/her the design of the research  

4. I ask him/her to tell me the steps they are going to 

do so they really know what they are writing and 

doing in the research.  

5. I ask him/her to write chapter one and guide 

him/her if they find difficulty 

6. Making correction to chapter 1 without making 

him/her desperate with what she/he has written 

7. I ask him/her to continue to write chapter two and 

guide them more carefully since chapter 2 talks 

about the design of the research.  

8. I listen to the steps and ideas that he / she has to 

implement either the technique, the test, 

questioner, etc and give correction or useful ideas 

9. I ask the student to do proposal seminar  

10. I ask the student to discuss anything they want to 

discuss about the research he/she is doing. 

Identifying research problem 

In broad brush strokes identify what 

the issue is and why it is of concern. 

(may not need literature review).  

Locate your stated problem against 

current education policies.  

Develop study aims that link together 

the study problem and the education 

policies.  

 

Concept formation 

Read a journal article and identify 

concepts that underpin current 

thinking on the issue of your interest 

(e.g. text as a linguistic construct 

whose structure is to be taught) 

Read another article that utilises an 

alternative approach on the same 

issue. Identify its leading concepts.   

Compare the two approaches, their 

key concepts and compare the scope 

of the issues that each approach takes 

into account (i.e. range evidence).  

Expand your readings and identify 

what articles belong to what 

approach. 
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Generative Perspective 

Specifying the new forms of practice 

that new forms of theorising can make 

possible 

11. I ask him/her to continue to write chapter three 

and guide more carefully because it is about 

findings 

12. I listen to the steps and ideas that he / she has to 

implement either the technique, the test, 

questioner, etc and give correction or useful ideas 

13. I ask him/her to continue to write chapter five as 

the final chapter and ask them to discuss with me 

more intensively. 

 

Schedule 

1. Explanation of quantitative research 

2. Explanation of quantitative research 

3. Explanation of qualitative research 

4. Explanation of qualitative research 

5. Explanation of CAR 

6. Explanation of CAR 

7. Ask the students to make/write the titles of a 

thesis  

8. Ask the students to make/write the draft of 

Introduction as chapter 

9. The lecturer gives feedback of the students’ 

chapter 1 

10. The students improve chapter 1 

11. Ask the students to make the design/steps for the 

research as chapter 2 

12. The students discuss and get feedback from the 

peers 

13. The lecturer gives feedback of the students’ 

chapter 2 

14. The students improve chapter 2  

On the basis of your readings, 

identify your research problem.   

Specify who is to benefit from your 

study, how and why it matters? 

Identify your research questions 

relate their value to the study problem 

and the study aims. 

 

Method of analysis 

Identify the concepts obtained from 

your readings and propose how to 

relate them in order to create a 

framework for data analysis  

How would you collect data to be 

analysed with your framework for 

data analysis?  

 

Abstract writing 

Using the model of Reading for 

Emotion, develop Abstract of your 

study. Examine the coherence and 

flow of your thinking as reflected in 

your text.   

How would you collect data to be 

analysed with your framework for 

data analysis?  

 

Findings 

What was to be revealed as a result of 

the study and what was actually 

revealed? 
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15. The lecturer asks the students to check and make 

improvement (if any) chapter 1 and chapter 2 

16. Submit chapter 1 and 2  

 

Generative Perspective 

What implications for practice and 

policies can be recommended?   
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4.4.5 Lecturer 5 

Lecturer 5, like Lecturer 3, feels that a change in the supervision culture would be welcome 

and a greater collaborative involvement, “I would like to be more involved in discussions 

prior to the writing of students’ thesis proposal and listen more to the students’ voices” 

(Lecturer 5). Lecturer 5 is aware that students need support and suggests the development of 

Community of Practice as a structure to reach to this, “To nurture students’ critical thinking, 

collaboration and communication skill, I will do different approach to my supervising 

practice. I will do Community of Practice by dividing my advisee into small groups”. The 

idea is for groups to meet, present, discuss; the emerging picture is that of an ideal academic 

community. The problem is that beginning research students are not an ideal community and 

experience problems that require forms of support that have the potential to have an impact. 

Lecturer 5 offered a suggestion in this regard and proposed to assume a position of a listener, 

rather than a teacher who controls all aspects of learning. He or she suggests that to support 

students’ discussion, one strategy is for students to engage in readings on English and 

Language and Teaching (“E+L+T”) to help students expand the theoretical bases on which 

they could draw in their discussions and studies. This is a very interesting strategy, one that 

truly has the potential to broaden the scope of students’ perspectives, concepts and sources 

from which they can generate questions that can feed both innovation and interest in 

research, “Grouping students, lead discussions in the groups. Each person should present 

their mind map and their review of related literature on what “E+L+T”; the other students 

will give feedback based on their readings in “E+L+T” (Lecturer 5). If followed as proposed, 

research of this kind can support the ways of thinking discussed by Thomas (2007, p. viii) 

when he called for resisting “the way[s] things are done” and making room for different 

thinking that eventually may lead to innovation and change of practice. Innovation hinges 

on questioning that which is already knows, and questioning hinges on information 

gathering, not following worn-out patterns.  

 

The “E+L+T” idea proposed by Lecturer 5 is the strongest strategy proposed by him or her. 

Other actions that he or she outlined fall within the same pattern as those of the lecturers 

discussed earlier: no processes were outline that would show how to help students in all 

matters, including relating their research to the national and international policy context, 

organising information, narrowing down the focus of the study to make it relevant, reflecting 

on their own role in the study, developing tools for data collection and analysis and 

developing conclusions. In the absence of a framework that would guide both the pedagogy 
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of mentoring as well as thesis development, the strategies outlined by Lecturer 5, such as 

consultation, work revision and presentation, brainstorming, and discussions, while all 

useful in and of themselves, they lack the focus.  
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Table 4.11 Syllabus proposed by Lecturer 5. 

Framework for Developing 

Innovative Research (Table 2.1) 

Goals and activities specified by Lecturer 5 Proposed process for supporting 

students in their thesis development 

Critical Perspective  

Identifying the object of study  

• What new perspectives were 

engaged to describe the object 

of study? Demonstrate their 

value in relation to evidence 

from earlier research and other 

perspectives. 

• Who is the beneficiary of the 

study? 

 

Method of analysis 

• How the new perspectives were 

related to describe the object of 

study? What new tools were 

invented to devise the method 

of investigation? 

 

Findings 

• What was to be revealed as a 

result of the study? 

 

Political Perspective  

Acknowledging the relationship 

between the intentions of a study and 

the political context (both global and 

local policies). 

I would like to be more involved in discussions prior to 

the writing of students’ thesis proposal and listen more to 

the students’ voices. To nurture students’ critical thinking, 

collaboration and communication skill, I will do different 

approach to my supervising practice. I will do Community 

of Practice by dividing my advisee into small groups. The 

groups will meet me at least once in two weeks. In these 

small groups, all members will be responsible to present 

their work and read each other draft. They will also 

engage in discussions and give feedbacks in the form of 

comments, ideas, suggestions, criticism, and also sharing 

resources. I will be more open to their ideas, thus instead 

of providing them all the steps they need to take, I’ll 

guide discussion in these groups. I hope by doing this 

plan, students will get more opportunities to speak up 

their voice, as well as to train their communication and 

collaboration skill; and more importantly to promote their 

critical thinking. As the result, I hope by the end of this 

semester, all students who work with Community of 

Practice will be able to conduct seminar of their thesis 

proposal and get better vision on what they actually want 

to do and how to do it. 

 

Action plans 

1. (By email) informing the students about my 

supervising plan and ask them to provide simple 

mind map of the project (and alternative projects) 

Identifying research problem 

In broad brush strokes identify what 

the issue is and why it is of concern. 

(may not need literature review).  

Locate your stated problem against 

current education policies.  

Develop study aims that link together 

the study problem and the education 

policies.  

 

Concept formation 

Read a journal article and identify 

concepts that underpin current 

thinking on the issue of your interest 

(e.g. text as a linguistic construct 

whose structure is to be taught) 

Read another article that utilises an 

alternative approach on the same 

issue. Identify its leading concepts.   

Compare the two approaches, their 

key concepts and compare the scope 

of the issues that each approach takes 

into account (i.e. range evidence).  

Expand your readings and identify 

what articles belong to what 

approach. 
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Generative Perspective 

Specifying the new forms of practice 

that new forms of theorising can make 

possible 

they’re going to carry out for their thesis. Students 

will be informed to do literature review related to 

their plan. 

2. Grouping students, lead discussions in the groups. 

Each person should present their mind map and 

their review of related literature on what E+L+T; 

the other students will give feedback based on 

their readings in E+L+T. Expected result: better 

ideas to start writing chapter one.  

3. Individual consultation: each student reporting 

their work progress; consulting their initial draft of 

background of the study. 

4. Group work: students will present their progress 

and get feedback to revise their background of the 

study. They will work in the group to formulate 

research questions, purpose of the study, and 

significances of the study. Expected result: good 

formulation of research questions, research 

objectives, and significances of the study 

5. Individual consultation: each student reporting 

their work progress; consulting their revised draft 

of chapter one. 

6. Group work: Students will present their final draft 

of chapter one and do brainstorming discussion for 

chapter two. Expected result: Students get ideas 

and resources to start writing chapter two. 

7. Group work: Students will present their draft of 

chapter two and get feedback for improvement. 

They will work in the group to discuss whether the 

research design is suitable to answer the research 

questions. Students will also discuss the types of 

data they need to seek and the most suitable 

On the basis of your readings, 

identify your research problem.   

Specify who is to benefit from your 

study, how and why it matters? 

Identify your research questions 

relate their value to the study problem 

and the study aims. 

 

Method of analysis 

Identify the concepts obtained from 

your readings and propose how to 

relate them in order to create a 

framework for data analysis  

How would you collect data to be 

analysed with your framework for 

data analysis?  

 

Abstract writing 

Using the model of Reading for 

Emotion, develop Abstract of your 

study. Examine the coherence and 

flow of your thinking as reflected in 

your text.   

 

Findings 

What was to be revealed as a result of 

the study and what was actually 

revealed? 

 

Generative Perspective 

What implications for practice and 

policies can be recommended?   
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method to gather and analyze the data. Expected 

result: Good formulation of research design. 

8. Individual consultation: each student reporting 

their work progress; consulting their revised draft 

of chapter two. 

9. Thesis Proposal Seminar 
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4.4.6 Lecturers 6, 7 and 8 

The strategies for thesis mentoring outlined in the plans developed by Lecturers 6, 7 and 8 

are similar in structure (Table, 4.12, Syllabus proposed by Lecturer 6, 7 and 8). Each lecturer 

developed their plans around the components of a thesis, while not paying attention to the 

processes and understandings that the completion of each of these components requires and 

the pedagogy to support the students.  Lecturer 6 identified activities such as discussing 

research suggestions, asking students to complete tasks such as finding references/related 

journal articles, formulate their thesis title, composing background of the study, completing 

and revising texts. Along similar lines, Lecturer 7 included activities such as topic 

identification, reading, brainstorming, developing research title and the respective sections 

of the thesis. Lecturer 8 also chose discussions, and requests for students to deliver thesis 

components such as completing reading, developing research outline, drafting research 

background, research “gap”, designing research instruments, presenting data.  

 

The activity plans proposed by Lecturers 7 and 8 showed their awareness that students 

needed help. For example, Lecturer 7 sees it as important to guide (motivate) students to 

engage in a project relevant to his or her own area of expertise. In turn, Lecturer 8 sees 

discussion as a helpful tool to motivate students and assist them in topic choice. Lecturer 8 

also makes time to help students with issues relevant to data presentation and interpretation, 

identify ideas for future research and helping with publications. While these are positive 

activities, together, the actions listed by Lecturers 6, 7 and 8 do not illustrate how to help 

students view the components of their research as a connected thread of thought and how to 

work with those components for their study to demonstrate some sort of systematicity and 

rigour. Yet, it is these qualities of coherent, systematic and rigorous thinking that thesis 

writing should focus on if, as discussed in Chapter 2, a study is to engage and teach analytical 

thinking (Allan et al, 2014, p. 198). The lecturers made no specific mention of the skills that 

the process of writing a thesis involves and did not elaborate on how they plan to address 

those. The action plans are instrumental in nature and too little attention is given to specific 

skill development.  
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Table 4.12 Syllabus proposed by Lecturer 6, 7, and 8. 

Framework for Developing 

Innovative Research (Table 2.1) 

Goals and activities specified by Lecturer 6, 7 and 8 Proposed process for supporting 

students in their thesis 

development 

Critical Perspective  

Identifying the object of study  

• What new perspectives were 

engaged to describe the object 

of study? Demonstrate their 

value in relation to evidence 

from earlier research and other 

perspectives. 

• Who is the beneficiary of the 

study? 

 

Method of analysis 

• How the new perspectives were 

related to describe the object of 

study? What new tools were 

invented to devise the method 

of investigation? 

 

Findings 

• What was to be revealed as a 

result of the study? 

 

Political Perspective  

Acknowledging the relationship 

between the intentions of a study and 

the political context (both global and 

local policies). 

Lecturer 6 

Activities 

1. Discuss with my students what they want to study, 

what aspect they like to dig 

2. Ask them to find references/ related journal article 

3. Ask them to read the references/journal article 

4. Ask them to find the gap between the 

references/journal article 

5. Ask them to formulate their thesis title 

6. Composing background of the study 

7. Stating research problem, objectives and 

significant of the study 

8. Completing and revising chapter 1 

9. Considering the design that will be used in the 

study 

10. Considering the Instrument that will be used  

11. Go to thesis proposal seminar 

 

Lecturer 7  

Action plans 

1. Identifying an interesting research topic, (guiding 

student to do collaborative research project if we 

have the same interest) 

2. Reading research article from reputable journal.  

3. Sharing and brainstorming of what student get 

from activity in meeting 2.  

4. Research title  

5. Making draft of research proposal  

Identifying research problem 

In broad brush strokes identify what 

the issue is and why it is of concern. 

(may not need literature review).  

Locate your stated problem against 

current education policies.  

Develop study aims that link together 

the study problem and the education 

policies.  

 

Concept formation 

Read a journal article and identify 

concepts that underpin current 

thinking on the issue of your interest 

(e.g. text as a linguistic construct 

whose structure is to be taught) 

Read another article that utilises an 

alternative approach on the same 

issue. Identify its leading concepts.   

Compare the two approaches, their 

key concepts and compare the scope 

of the issues that each approach takes 

into account (i.e. range evidence).  

Expand your readings and identify 

what articles belong to what 

approach. 

On the basis of your readings, 

identify your research problem.   
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Generative Perspective 

Specifying the new forms of practice 

that new forms of theorising can make 

possible 

Chapter 1. Introduction (emphasizing on significance of 

research)  

Chapter 1. Introduction (emphasizing on research gap)  

CHAPTER 2. Methodology (deciding research design and 

population and sample)  

CHAPTER 2. Methodology (deciding research 

instrument) 

CHAPTER 2. Methodology (developing research 

instrument) 

CHAPTER 3. Analyzing data  

CHAPTER 3. Presenting data finding  

CHAPTER 4. Discussion  

CHAPTER 5. Drawing conclusion  

CHAPTER 5. Making suggestion  

Practice for oral defense  

 

Lecturer 8 

Action plans 

1. Discussing the topic of their interest (if my 

students see research from the ‘old fashioned’ one, 

I will confirm their interest, but I will ask for 

justification) 

2. Asking them relevant articles 

3. Making research outline 

4. Drafting research background 

5. Pushing them to justify ‘research gap’ 

6. Redefining significance of study 

7. Discussing the research procedure, kinds of data 

that will be gathered, how they collect data, and 

how they analyze it 

8. Designing research design 

9. Justifying instruments 

Specify who is to benefit from your 

study, how and why it matters? 

Identify your research questions 

relate their value to the study problem 

and the study aims. 

 

Method of analysis 

Identify the concepts obtained from 

your readings and propose how to 

relate them in order to create a 

framework for data analysis  

How would you collect data to be 

analysed with your framework for 

data analysis?  

 

Abstract writing 

Using the model of Reading for 

Emotion, develop Abstract of your 

study. Examine the coherence and 

flow of your thinking as reflected in 

your text.   

 

Findings 

What was to be revealed as a result of 

the study and what was actually 

revealed? 

 

Generative Perspective 

What implications for practice and 

policies can be recommended?   
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10. Clarifying validity and reliability 

11. Presenting data in table 

12. Helping students presenting data 

13. Helping students interpret the data 

14. Helping them discuss the data 

15. Helping them address what is not covered yet in 

the finding 

16. Helping them write the article and publish 
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4.4.7 Comparing Participants’ Proposed Syllabi and Questionnaire 1 

The syllabi confirmed the findings from Questionnaire 1. The major weakness in all the 

syllabi was general absence of principles that would both guide the development of activities 

and serve as criteria for quality assessment for further improvement. As a result, the syllabi 

are presented as answers to questions that were never posed. This makes it difficult for the 

lecturers to develop a shared framework for ensuring quality in their teaching and for 

interpreting the challenges communicated to them by their students. In Questionnaire 1, 

Question 3, Challenge: colleagues’ understanding of research, a comment was found 

criticising differences in approaches to research between colleagues. This appears to be an 

insurmountable obstacle. Yet, a strong command of research processes and the evidence that 

informs them should provide lecturers with a good basis for discussion or, at least, for a 

better understanding of how to work with each other’s differences.  

 

The absence of abstract, principled, well-articulated processes and principles that guide them 

makes it also difficult to impart onto students the skills that the lecturers themselves are not 

displaying. The activities outlined in each syllabi are a collection of intuitively developed 

series of engagements, based more on what is expected from the students, while not 

specifying what it takes for these goals to be accomplished. The “nitty gritty” of learning 

research was left out from each of the syllabi. All lecturers expected students to complete 

complex tasks, but little, if any, mention was made of activities that are needed for students 

to meaningfully engage in those activities. The researcher proposed a few ideas in this 

respect that align with the principles that underpin the Framework for Developing Innovative 

Research (Table 2.1). For example, the objectives of Round 1 described by Lecturer 1, such 

as “present[ing] three alternative titles/topics and their research questions based on the 

discrepancies/gaps/unanswered questions found in the research-based articles”, the 

researcher replaced with two stages, thus differentiating between the stage, where students 

engage in problem formulation, and the stage, where students do more focused work, 

enabling them to specify the exact aspect of the problem on which they will focus.  

 

The two stages proposed by the researcher break down the process of “gap” finding and 

concept formation. The gap finding process makes it possible for students to (a) use their 

own intuition first (something that Thomas, 2007 urged to engage); (b) position their own 

thinking in relation to current (and past) policies (an issue that came up strongly in Allan et 

al, 2014); and state broadly their study aims. All these are brain-storming activities, focusing 
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more on global issues and engaging students in the problematic of teaching without placing 

too many demands too early, without the students knowing as yet what they are doing and 

why. Further stages, Concept formation, Method of analysis, engage the student gradually 

with more detail and offer processes for completing research tasks. In turn, Abstract writing 

invites students to summarise their ideas thus far and in so doing to assess consistency of 

their thinking. Findings and Generative Perspective enable the students to distinguish 

between what the study did in relation to the specific problem being investigated and the 

implications that the findings suggest for policy and practice. 

 

A notable exception in the syllabi was the “E+L+T” idea proposed by Lecturer 5, a process 

requiring from the students to explore issues by expanding the scope of their inquiry beyond 

what typically is seen as ELT problems and venturing out to theoretical disciplines for 

concepts, methods and ideas to be then linked together, however  “badly”. This process of 

expansion facilities gathering of information and critical analysis from the perspectives of 

different disciplines and their models. As Thomas (2007) puts it, this is a risky model, but, 

at the same time, this is the only way for ensuring intellectual rigour, expansion and 

explanatory power of the findings. Well-informed research is also easier for others to 

replicate or criticise, as the concepts and their intellectual framing are clearly established and 

referenced.  

 

4.5 Study participants’ reports on their teaching  

This section illustrates the participants’ reports of their own teaching that they implemented 

over the period of 10 weeks using the syllabi they created and improved as a result of the 

interaction with the researcher.  Table 3.2 illustrates the structure created to obtain lecturers’ 

feedback. Appendix 2 contains the full data.  

 

4.5.1 General data distribution 

There were 39 responses in total, which heavily focused on the theme of Pedagogy (82%). 

Table 4.13 below presents the distribution of responses by themes. The data shows the 

lecturers to be consistent throughout this entre research in their failure to relate their 

responses to global and local policies that would offer a principled and contextualised 

justification of the perspectives that they share with the researcher.   

 



139 

 

 

Table 4.13 Participants’ feedback on their new teaching approaches: Distribution of 

responses 

Themes 
Total 

comments/theme 

% comments/all 

comments 

Global Relevance - - 

National Relevance - - 

Course and Syllabus Design - - 

Pedagogy 32 82% 

Stakeholders' Awareness 6 15% 

University Funding, Workload and 

Support 
1 3% 

Personal Research - - 

Total comments 39 100% 

 

Figure 4.2 below illustrates the dispersal of the responses  

 

 

Figure 4.2 Dispersal of responses on syllabus implementation  

 

4.5.2 Analysis of the participants’ comments on their newly implemented teaching 

approaches   

Table 4.14 presents detailed patterns in the feedback obtained from the participants on their 

own teaching. The participants’ comments are organised in relation to the categories outlined 

in the Framework for Developing Innovative Research created in Chapter 2 (Table 2.1). The 

aim of this analysis was to identify the specific processes that the participants applied for 

each stage of the framework and their views on those. Figure 4.3 illustrates the distribution 
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of the participants’ comments organised by critical, political, and generative perspectives. 

The overwhelming focus on the critical perspective indicates  

 

 

Figure 4.3 Syllabi implementation: The distribution of the participants’ comments organised 

by critical, political, and generative perspectives. 

 

Table 4.14 Detailed evaluation of the participants’ feedback on the implementation of their 

new syllabi. 

Perspective  Processes Analysis of the process applied by the study 

participants 

Critical 

Perspective 

Identifying the 

object of study  

 

What new 

perspectives were 

engaged to describe 

the object of study? 

Demonstrate their 

value in relation to 

evidence from 

earlier research and 

other perspectives. 

Lecturers did not provide enough of the context in the 

comments to establish what exactly their students did 

and what opportunities they had to apply 

innovative/critical thinking. There is persistent absence 

of detail and justification.   

 

Responses lacked references to the theme of Course 

and Unit Design. This meant that the respondents felt 

not obliged to be specific and to address all elements of 

unit design relevant to the job of planning and support. 

 

Overall, no clear processes emerged from the data 

that would specify the function of new perspectives, 

how to obtain them and how to use them to help students 

capture the object of their study in terms of the concepts 

that the new perspectives afford. Instead, the lectures 

used vague terms, which also made it difficult to 

categorise them.  
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For example, (R4) showed unable to interfere with 

students’ choices. No process was suggested or tried 

out to make his/her challenges a welcome feedback, 

“The students remain status quo of doing research, did 

not move on.  [Students applied techniques already 

proposed in TESOL literature to see how they work in 

classroom], implementing techniques/strategies/games, 

or find the effectiveness of techniques/strategies/games, 

correlational studies, or describing the practice of 

teaching English skills in one institution” (R1). Along 

similar lines, lecturer (R5) found it challenging to 

respond to students’ resistance, “When I gave an idea 

that they can explore not only restrictly from ELT, but 

also other fields of study, they said that it would take a 

long-time research. They were afraid that they could not 

finish in time”.  

 

Some strategies were identified (R2, R3, R4) to assist 

students, which included, modeling, discussions, 

providing students with the relevant and up-to-date 

literature, keeping contact with students to remind them 

to finishing their thesis, being understanding of 

students’ different needs and pace, encouraging 

students to read more and use the dictionary, requesting 

students to compare theories and findings in research 

articles and relate them to the students’ study, “There 

were students that did not know how to find the 

journals. I gave them the hard copies, and we finally 

worked together to find the link for searching the 

journals” (R4).  

 

(R4) explained his process of working with the students, 

however, the detail of the process is left out. For 

example, information about what was compared and 

how is missing: 

“1. We discussed the journals that they and I found. We 

compared the theories, the findings in them.  

2. I asked them if they agreed with all the theories or 

they had different ideas. 

3. I asked them to conclude the theories and asked 

them to decide what theories that really matched their 

studies.” 

 

(R2) too offered a longer explanation of what happened 

in his/her classes. However, s/he omits the details that 

would clarify how the students were to know the value 

of critical thinking for the purpose of solving classroom 

problems, “The discussion could take short to longer 

time or done in once to several times, it depended on 

students’ level of understanding and their openness to 
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share their problem/difficulty they found during 

conducting their research. However, there were some 

points that could be noticed during the discussion: 

students need guidance to find a good article since they 

have limited experience to browse and to select a good 

article related to their topic. Thus, before challenging 

them to review the literature, the thesis advisor or 

teacher should teach them some tips or strategies to find 

and get good research article they need”. 

 

Requesting students to look for contradictions in 

theories and findings across different studies was 

proposed by (R2). This was refreshing as students were 

given the chance to think. This is very different from 

being restricted by the questions and goals of the 

supervisor, “I asked her … Do you find any 

contradictory findings between theories and research 

findings after reviewing literature?” (R2). 

 

Yet, not all students responded well to the support 

provided, “Students’ motivation. Not all students are 

willing to commit to finish their thesis project on time, 

not all students regularly consult to their advisor if they 

find problems. Some students see their advisor only 

when the deadline is near” (R2). (R3) notes students’ 

confusion about the job of writing a small thesis, “Many 

students told me that they do not know what they want 

to do (their own thesis, since they do not understand 

when they got research methodology course) note: their 

reading habit is very low …   

 

Frustrations directed to students’ engagement were 

expressed and a form of self-pride in being able to 

overcome it, “It could be the laziness of one student 

since he took long time do this step. I repeatedly invited 

him to come to my office to discuss. He at last did it 

after all the friends under my supervision had done it” 

(R4). AND “Students’ motivation to do their thesis are 

low. Many students do not have willingness to do their 

thesis punctually” (R3). (R5) had similar experiences, 

“many of them only take one thesis example as the 

reference. They found that ‘innovation’ is hard to be 

done in English Education field, because they tend to 

repeat the existing research”. 

 

Frustrations were also directed to resourcing of 

university libraries, “This condition happens due to the 

students do not have more examples of research in the 

library” (R1). Other lecturers shared this view, 
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“Facilities for students to read articles from reputable 

journals and newest books are limited” (R2).   

 

Panel work was found to be a problem, “My position 

as the second advisor is limited to give advice on certain 

aspects only, for example in approving research title I 

don’t have the full priority, and also if I suggest to add 

some points (some information) on students’ research 

project, it sometimes does not work, it depends on the 

first advisor’s approval” (R2). AND “I have limited 

right to do guidance in my position as second advisor, 

so that I cannot fully control them in writing their thesis. 

For example, when I ask them to write background of 

the study coherently, most of them told me “my first 

advisor has approved my chapter 1 ma’am, should I 

change it?” (R3).  AND “So far, I am as a second 

advisor who does not have full right to give advice to 

the students. There was an advisor who did not agree to 

the book or journal that I suggested to the student. There 

was also an advisor, after the student read articles and 

books, she changed the title of the study that had 

different method from the previous title” (R4). 

 

Others were satisfied in their role as second 

supervisors, however, not much was said about the 

panel’s work, “I enjoy my position as second advisor, I 

can be their friend in discussing something, as result one 

of my advisory students, HNH is able to finish her thesis 

in 6 months/ one semester” (R3). 

 

Who is the 

beneficiary of the 

study? Theory or 

students and how 

so? 

Identifying the beneficiary of the study required from 

researchers to take a critical stance to their own role in 

their study and differentiate between the methods that 

serve them and those that serve English learning 

students or children (Latour, 2004). This distinction 

was not addressed in the responses provided by the 

study participants.  

Lecturer (R1) focused on the institutional benefits of 

quality research pedagogy. The need for 

standardisation of processes was expressed if the new 

reforms were to impact positively on the students, 

“There should be Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) 

of guiding students. This can be used as the quality 

control. It should become mission and vision of 

university to create research university” (R1). 

 

(R1) focused on the departmental culture, leadership 

and collaboration, “There is long process to change 

this. Academic atmosphere should be built first starting 

from the way the lecturers/academics teach in the 
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classroom, and same understanding of lecturers in 

guiding the students”.  

 

Method of analysis 

 

How were the new 

perspectives related 

to describe the 

object of study?  

 

No clear processes emerged from the descriptions 

provided by the lecturers on integrating new 

perspectives. No links were made between course and 

unit objectives. This absolved the lectures from 

evaluating their strategies for coherence and relevance 

to the overall goals of the course and learning outcomes.  

 

Frustrations were expressed regarding the challenges of 

teaching for innovation in a context where students 

struggle with language and thinking skills, “Students 

came with titles, not with problems. Reading habits and 

reading skills can be serious problems. Critical thinking 

is long journey. This needs reading habit” (R1).  

 

Strategies were proposed to help students work with 

concepts found in the literature, including focusing on 

concepts, framing of problems, methods analysis, 

questioning, discussion and reflection. This is very 

positive but more elaboration is required to evidence 

how the lecturer supported students in making links 

between all those research components,  “It is important 

to direct the students to focus on certain aspects when 

they read research article, as the thesis advisor or 

teacher we should guide them to list several aspects that 

were needed to review more with the help of journal 

article, such as the theoretical framework, the research 

instruments, gap indication, etc. after that, the thesis 

advisor or the teacher should guide students to adapt or 

adopt those to their research project” (R2).  

 

AND “After she read the article, she came to me with 

confidence “ma’am I have read the articles and I know 

many things related to my thesis”. I was glad to hear 

that good news. I started with the question “what is the 

title of the two articles?” then followed by “how does 

the writer compose their research problems?” “can you 

see the gap in those articles?” “can you debrief the 

findings of the articles you have read?” After she 

answered my questions, I reflected to her own thesis 

with some questions: Do you think that your research 

problem indicates a gap based on the previous research? 

How will you do your research?” (R3).  

 

 

What new tools 

were invented to 

The lecturers felt challenged by the idea of developing 

new tools, “Challenge: To develop research instruments 

based on students’ needs, not copying from other 
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devise the method 

of investigation? 

 

researchers” (R2). Arguably, knowledge of the 

processes that would serve this goal would have helped 

to alleviate the stress.  

 

Strategies were proposed, such as discussion and 

shared reflection. Discussion and shared reflection on 

the problem were seen as giving students the power to 

think and “play” with information. While this is a 

welcomed strategy, once again, reference to a specific 

process may have helped the “less brilliant” students, or 

could have helped the student to reflect on her own 

ideas, “She came to me and asked about how to make a 

good corpus for her data. And where should she go to 

validate her data. I had not directly told her how to make 

corpus, but I asked her what kinds of information you 

want to have in your corpus. She answered, “as my three 

questions in the research problems, I want to make my 

corpus easily to answer my problem” then we discussed 

it together. She is a brilliant student, every meet me she 

has already with some questions in her note. The 

question is not merely about the information she gets 

from literature / review article she has read but also 

everything she wants to know about her curiosity in 

many things. The discussion sometimes takes short and 

longer times, it depends on the topic and student’s 

understanding” (R3). 

 

Others too used discussion and openness, “The 

students prepared their instruments and were ready to 

do the research. We discussed if they found difficulties 

or forgot the steps or confirmed again the steps they had 

to do. I realized that they were from different 

backgrounds and they had different capabilities. It 

needed patience” (R4). 

 

Frustrations directed to the students were also 

expressed, pointing to the challenges that coherent 

thinking and the willingness to “play” present to the 

students, “Most of my students find it hard to see the 

connection between chapter 1 and chapter 2. They still 

use ‘the existing thesis’ [work completed in previous 

years by other students] as the example of writing their 

research method” (R5). 

 

Lecturer (R1) framed his comments on students’ 

challenges from the perspective of deficit, rather than 

solution, “Many students forgot that the function of 

method is to help them design the research to answer 

the research problems. The gap between their 

understanding of method and the way they write the 
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method is large. They just follow what the book says. 

They just write about experiment, correlation, 

classroom action research” (R1).  

 

Lecturer (R5) had mixed feeling about his/her 

students’ progress while also illustrating the 

complexity of the skills involved, “The instruments that 

the students somehow are shallow and mostly without 

justification. However, they develop their 

understanding of good instruments and types of 

instruments. Many of them do not provide  a whole 

reliability and validity tests for the instruments. They do 

not try out the instruments, do not develop blueprint of 

the instrumens, and for questionnaire most of them do 

not challange themselves to find out more 

comprehensive questions towards the research 

question(s)”. 

 

Other lecturers were happy with students’ progress, 

but little information was offered to explain why, “I 

asked one of my students about their justification of 

their instruments, and I asked them about using other 

instruments. However, they said that they will not use 

my suggested instrument. I was ‘happy’ to hear ‘this’ 

because I think they were alrealdy independent of what 

they are doing” (R5).  

 

Findings 

 

What was to be 

revealed as a result 

of the study? 

No data was found. (R5) commented on the time 

issues that the lecturers experienced, “Unfortunately, 

(after 4 months) none of my students have as yet 

discussed their reseach findings”. 

 

Political 

Perspective 

Acknowledging the 

relationship 

between the 

intentions of a 

study and the 

political context 

(both global and 

local policies). 

No data was found 

Generative 

Perspective 

Specifying the new 

forms of practice 

that new forms of 

theorising can make 

possible. 

Pedagogy. Challenge: Teaching Research skills 

Not interfering with students’ choices. It is not clear 

that the students learned anything.  

 

R2) I suggested her … to review the theoretical 

frameworks the writers used to analyze data. Then she 

found 2 articles; Nguyen (2008) and Victorina (2014). 

From those articles she adapted the taxonomy of 

criticism to analyze the data.  
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Stakeholders Awareness: Accounting of the 

university departmental culture. 

(R1) “For this condition, top leaders in campus should 

think of how research becomes habit of life, means 

make students familiar with research activities.” 

 

 

4.5.3 Comparing the participants’ feedback on their teaching with findings from 

Questionnaire 1 and the analysis of the proposed syllabi 

Overall, the problems identified in Questionnaire 1 and in the syllabi were still present in the 

comments offered by the study participants on their own teaching. Although the participants 

made an explicit effort to expand students’ scope of thinking about ELT pedagogy and 

research, the challenges that showed to be present in the earlier data indicate that more 

intensive and focused professional development is still needed for the lecturers to better 

understand their role as researchers and research pedagogues. 

 

The ongoing issue was the difficulty to think abstractly, “in processes”, thus relying on 

procedures that have roots in philosophy, theories of scientific method, and/or concepts that 

enable the researcher to position themselves critically in relation to their study object, 

without being reductionist. This is very important in pedagogy, where students differ in 

experience and problems they experience, and where the idea is to support the students in 

dealing with the challenges that they grapple with. Poor support and high demands, as the 

comments indicate, reflect then on students’ motivation and the willingness to commit to the 

project the required hours. Support, at times, was interpreted as giving students freedom to 

find relevant literature, or leaving students to their own devices to conduct complex tasks, 

such as, for example, “requesting students to compare theories and findings in research 

articles and relate them to the students’ study” (R2).  

 

Also, as in Questionnaire 1, in their feedback comments, the lecturers were able to point to 

unit learning outcomes, but not to the National Higher Education Standards (MORTHE, 

2015) or the IQF (Indonesian Government, 2012). This then impacted on the meaning of 

those outcomes and, consequently, their interpretation. For example, when planning 

teaching, (R4) did not explain his or her own plan for teaching innovation. Yet, arguably, an 

explanation of this kind would have enabled the students to construct the value of their work 
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in relation to the international and national context of needs and values. This is very different 

than simply learning “research skills”.  

 

The comments in the lecturers’ feedback showed also some positive signs. For example, 

Lecturer (R2) offered support when helping students learn to work with conflicting 

perspectives. However, one must add that the idea of working with conflicting perspectives 

grows in value when problems are presented in a broader context of issues that impact on 

education. Nonetheless, the lecturer (R2) found relevant articles him/herself and helped 

students identify when conflict is present and, hopefully, although this was not said 

explicitly, the value of conflict in research. This issue showed up in the data, with the lecturer 

(R2) not specifying why new or different perspectives matter. This could have been simply 

an omission on the part of the lecturer, as the same lecturer helped a student in her 

interpretation of “insignificant” finding and its value to the overall body of research and 

one’s own research experience. Nevertheless, an explicit explanation would have identified 

a principle. When principles are missing, it is plausible to assume that the lecturers might 

find it also difficult to teach these points to their students.  Another positive example 

involved lecturer (R3), who focused the student on the keywords relevant to her research. 

This then manifested with the student in question identifying complex and relevant literature, 

while feeling supported by her lecturer.  

  

Some of the tendencies described above were already present in the data analysed in 

Questionnaire 1 or in the syllabi, some offered unique insights into the struggles that 

researchers experience when teaching research. Other than the perspective on research 

pedagogy, the data in the participants’ feedback offered insights on their students. Among 

some of the challenges that they mentioned were language barriers (the literature is in 

English), insufficient preparation of the students in the earlier years of their undergraduate 

studies, poor understanding on the students’ part of the field of ELT and its problems, poor 

time management possibly partly due to the enormity of the challenge that writing a research 

thesis presents.  
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4.6 Questionnaire 2 and follow up interviews: Evaluation of the 

participants’ engagement in the project 

This section presents findings from Questionnaire 2 administered to ELTE academics 

participating in the project and also from follow-up interviews. Follow-up interviews were 

conducted in order to clarify data from Questionnaire 2 and to enable the participants to talk 

freely about their experiences in the project. Data from five interviews was not fully 

transcribed, only the key points. As explained in Chapter 3, the questions in the follow-up 

interviews were the same as the questions used in Questionnaire 2. The same process for 

data analysis was applied as when evaluating the participants’ feedback on the 

implementation of their modified their syllabi. The aim of the analysis was to identify how 

much the lecturers learned in the course of the project that helped them support their students 

better.  

 

Table 4.15 illustrates the general distribution of the responses to Questionnaire 2 and 

interviews in relation to the themes. Eight lecturers from various the participating 

universities responded the questionnaire, and five lecturers agreed to the follow-up 

interviews. Overall, the most of the participants’ comments related to Stakeholder 

Awareness, while the least responses were recorded for Course and Syllabus Design. 

Global Relevance was absent. 

 

Table 4.15 Questionnaire 2 and follow-up interviews: Distribution of responses 

Themes 
Total 

comments/theme 

% comments/all 

comments 

Global Relevance - - 

National Relevance 14 9% 

Course and Syllabus Design 1 0.6% 

Pedagogy 47 30% 

Stakeholders' Awareness 80 51% 

University Funding, Workload and 

Support 
10 6.4% 

Personal Research 5 3% 

Total comments 157 100% 

Figure 4.4 below compares all responses in Questionnaire 2 and the follow-up interviews by 

themes. 
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Figure 4.4 Participants’ responses to Questionnaire 2 and follow-up interviews 

 

4.6.1 Questionnaire 2 and follow-up interviews: Analysis 

Table 4.16 presents detailed patterns in the feedback obtained from the participants and 

organised in relation to the categories outlined in the Framework for Developing Innovative 

Research created in Chapter 2 (Table 2.1). The aim was to establish what the participants 

valued and what they have learned and wanted to learn more.  The categories from Table 4.1 

served to break down the data some more to obtain a more granular level of detail. Those 

categories are invisible in the analysis in Table 4.16. Nonetheless, they helped to generate a 

more differentiated picture from the data. Overall, the analysis reflected similar findings as 

in the previous stages of the present study, while also illustrating lecturers’ perspectives on 

their own progress.   

 

The discussion below offers a brief analysis of the data relative to the critical, political and 

generative perspectives identified in Table 2.1. In turn, Table 4.16 offers a more detailed 

presentation of the data. 

 

In relation to the critical perspective, the lecturers tended to frame their experiences in 

vague terms, which also made it difficult to categorise them. Responses lacked references to 

the theme of Course and Unit Design. This meant that the respondents did not have to be 

specific and address all elements of unit design relevant to the job of planning and support. 

For example, an explanation that “for supervising students usually I’ll just follow the flow, 

moreover if the students are with low cognitive ability” (R4) is very ambiguous and no one 
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can actually learn from it and apply it in their own teaching. It lacks the specifics that 

informed and critically explored principles would provide. Positive attitudes were expressed 

by many in support of innovation, yet no processes were mention for the integration of new 

perspective for new ideas to emerge, “The most important thing to teach research is to make 

students aware of the innovation in research and thus make them critical. This will encourage 

them to conduct research that bring significant contribution to the body of knowledge. 

Students are willing to conduct research that is innovative and not just doing the same thing 

as it has been done by other researchers” (R5). 

 

Several strategies were proposed, such as Access to good literature, Discussions, Lots of 

reading, Modeling research design, Co-researching with the students and Accommodating 

for students’ voice. However, nothing specific was offered on the issue of the support needed 

for students to understand and apply processes enabling them to identify and form concepts, 

compare concepts, play with concepts. References were made to research skills, but still no 

processes were identified or explained, “Dialogic approach (DA) in teaching research is 

definitely new things that I get! … DA is the same as HOTS -higher order thinking skill 

(which is so popular in Indonesia nowadays). It involves analysis, evaluation and creating 

something from the problems we learnt” (R1). It is therefore not surprising that some 

lecturers felt discouraged about the idea of innovation and critique, “Read[ing] as much 

journals as possible”, explaining innovation though “it is too much, too difficult and takes 

time” (R5). When researchers themselves are not clear about the processes, teaching research 

can be daunting. 

 

Frustrations were expressed about the working conditions in universities in Indonesia, “CDU 

lecturers are able to sit down for 3-4 hours to discuss with one student about his/her research. 

While here at Indonesia, we have 10-15 students with only maximum 2 hours allocated, or 

even 1 hour! … So, there’s not much discussion” (R1); also, “I find myself challenged with 

what my students might bring to me, but I’m afraid that could not give them enough support 

and solution. I am not afraid to 'learn', but I do not have enough time (R4). Teaching 

conditions were criticised, “Facilities for students to read articles from reputable journals 

and newest books are limited” (R2). Others also expressed frustration with their 

departmental culture and its disregard for change, “There lies problem in my department ... 

students may choose any broad topic that he wants to investigate but the supervisor must 

lead them to use specific theory (knowledge) that we’re (lecturers) familiar / expertise at”. 
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In other words, different research traditions result in tension between the panel members, 

which then impacts on the students. Frustrations were also directed to students, “I applied 

dialogic approach when I was teaching research in seminar proposal class. However, 

dialogic approach worked to only one or two students, they are students who’re serious, tried 

to read a lot, and discuss effectively” (R1). However, once again, when researchers show no 

theoretical “crutches” to lean on, workload, assumptions about the students and other 

challenges turn into insurmountable obstacles. 

 

Examples of positive impact of the project on the participants were also found. The idea of 

ELTE benefiting from interdisciplinary research was repeated by many lecturers, “We need 

to give students with a lot of possible research topics and design and open their mind to 

'possibilities' of other 'subject of knowledge',  not only about TEFL (R4). Innovation too was 

mentioned as  a key concern in research and research training, “I made myself think about 

innovation” (R7), and “The most important thing to teach research is to make students aware 

of the innovation in research and thus make them critical. This will encourage them to 

conduct research that bring significant contribution to the body of knowledge. Students are 

willing to conduct research that is innovative and not just doing the same thing as it has been 

done by other researchers”. Lecturer (R6) too stressed innovation, “Think out[side] the box, 

finding the why, not only the ‘what’ and the ‘how’. Research is flexible. This is not static”. 

Lecturer (R1) acknowledged the need for lecturers to approach research as an exercise in 

complex thinking, “Dialogic [i.e. interdisciplinary and critical] approach (DA) in teaching 

research is definitely new things that I get! … DA is the same as HOTS -higher order 

thinking skill (which is so popular in Indonesia nowadays). It involves analysis, evaluation 

and creating something from the problems we learnt”. 

 

Identifying the beneficiary of the study requires from researchers to take a critical stance to 

their own role in their study and differentiate between the methods that serve them and those 

that serve English learning students or children (Latour, 2004). This distinction was not 

addressed in the responses provided by the study participants, but there were two exceptions, 

“Another new thing that I got is about impact (beneficiaries) of a research that I have not 

thought about. My research this far only focuses about me, but what is the impact? The 

output was only the research report” (R2). Another participant was critical of the possibility 

to measure benefit, “But, there’s NO direct effect to participant. Coz to me, educational 

research is the research that its benefit can’t be seen directly. Mostly, it takes time, years, to 
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see its effect to society even to the participants themselves. (can’t we see that participants’ 

intellectual engagement is the benefit for them?) (R3). These comments show reflections on 

issues critical to educational research and will require further experiences for lecturers to 

offer perspectives that are better articulated.  

 

In relation to the political perspective, nothing was said about locating ELTE students’ 

research against national educational policies of the past and present, as well as against 

international policies. Instead, the lecturers were focused on the need to locate the goals of 

their research pedagogy in current higher educational policies, “Any topic of research must 

be synchronized with the university’s and Directorate of higher education’s RIP-rencana 

induk pengembangan (development masterplan) like what I did this month educational 

research must be related to good governance by using culture reviving key indicator” (R3). 

Others felt that their participation in the present study helped them refocus on the standards, 

“Also, KKNI talks about research. And hopefully here the research has innovation. Thus, it 

precisely links with this project” (R7) and “I think so (the project help to link my teaching 

with the NSHE and IQF- red), but I have not made it visible” (R1). Responses focused on 

skill development, with some lectures expressing confidence in supporting students’ critical 

thinking skills, “But th[is] project help[ed] my students to have a critical thinking and being 

responsible with what they are doing/ decide” (R4). No references were made to 

international developments and the traditions that motivated pedagogic change in 

universities across the world. This emotional and intellectual break between the national and 

international context and interests is not helpful as lecturers find it difficult to understand 

and hence cope with the tensions that new policy change creates. Frustrations were expressed 

about the inefficiency of the higher education system in Indonesia, “… the standards (NHES) 

should be implemented through the whole curriculum, not only on research subjects” (R4). 

Yet no practical solutions were offered as if this was a job of someone else. 

 

In relation to the generative perspective, no comments were found relevant to this 

category. The tendency to express ideas in vague and unprincipled terms, lack of historical 

awareness and the inability to relate the current context of Indonesia to international 

developments and traditions limit the impact of the responses provided and their capacity to 

offer direction for future.  
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Table 4.16 Questionnaire 2 and the follow-up interviews: Analysis 

Critical Perspective:  

1. What new things have 

you learned as a result 

of your participation in 

this project? 

2. What did you learn 

about the process of 

engaging new 

perspectives to 

describe the object of 

study?  

3. What did you plan to 

change in your 

teaching of research 

and what happened? 

 

 

Overall, no clear processes emerged from the data that would 

specify the function of new perspectives, how to obtain them 

and how to use them to help students capture the object of their 

study in terms of the concepts that the new perspectives afford. 

Instead, the lectures used vague terms, which also made it 

difficult to categorise them. Responses lacked references to the 

theme of Course and Unit Design. This meant that the 

respondents were not obliged to be specific and address all 

elements of unit design relevant to the job of planning and 

support.   

 

For example, (R4) showed to be vague in his/her explanations, 

when describing his or her Planning of Teaching, “for 

supervising students usually I’ll just follow the flow, moreover 

if the students are with low cognitive ability”. A description of 

this kind tells little about what the Planning involves (and why) 

for students to learn how to theorise the object of their study. A 

lot of lecturers had good ideas, but none was able to articulate 

a method and a rationale for helping students understand what 

they do and why. (R6) was critical of the students that they are 

more concern with the study title than thinking. Yet, 

development of the title tends to be one of the first tasks that 

the students are required to complete (Table 4.7), “It is not as 

easy as the planning. Reading habit of Indonesian students 

remain status quo of the condition. The students still concern of 

offering titles of research than trying to find problems and offer 

solution using scientific activities” (R6). (R7) reported 

boredom in research classes, “The methods used were usually 

only 2. And the titles and what were written were almost the 

same”.  

 

Positive change was shown in reflection on innovation. For 

example, lecturer (R2) appreciates the idea that teaching about 

qualitative and quantitative paradigms alone  does not prepare 

students to learn how to design a research study,  “let them feel 

free to get lot of knowledge about research method[s], never 

judge qualitative or quantitative is the best. All methods are 

good based on the aims of the research”. Also, (R1) critiqued 

education for its apparent lack of concern for the impact, yet, 

once again, the statement while insightful, is general in nature 

and offers no precise direction, “Indonesian academics’ 

research is still focusing on OUTPUT – journal, but not the 

OUTCOME - impact. … IMPACT is ignored! … Not the cross 

disciplinary research yet”. 

 

Other lecturers stressed strategies such as Access to good 

literature, Discussions, Lots of reading, Modeling research 
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design, Co-researching with the students and Accommodating 

for students’ voice. Lecturer (R2) spoke of access to high-level 

literature, but nothing specific was offered in regard to concept-

formation. (R5) outlined strategies such as discussion to “know 

what their interest”, “Read[ing] as much journals as possible”, 

explaining innovation though “it is too much, too difficult and 

takes time”. (R4) We need to give students with a lot of possible 

research topics and design and open their mind to 'possibilities' 

of other 'subject of knowledge', not only about TEFL. (R7): “I 

could learn with the students, discussed something together 

with them, and found that I should have listened to their voices 

in every research they made”, and “I made myself think about 

innovation”. (R3) “I now realized that I should not only have 

orientation how to make them graduate soon by finishing 

thesis. I need to accommodate students’ voice in doing their 

research (facts: what happen this far is that students do not 

understand what they want to investigate, they don’t know what 

research is, what is their topic of interest etc). 

 

Positive attitudes were expressed by many in support of 

innovation, yet no processes were mention for the integration 

of new perspective for new ideas to emerge, “The most 

important thing to teach research is to make students aware of 

the innovation in research and thus make them critical. This 

will encourage them to conduct research that bring significant 

contribution to the body of knowledge. Students are willing to 

conduct research that is innovative and not just doing the same 

thing as it has been done by other researchers” (R5); and 

“Practice makes perfect. To me research is skill. Research is 

part of life. Think out[side] the box, finding the why, not only 

the ‘what’ and the ‘how’. Research is flexible. This is not 

static” (R6). References were made to research skills, but still 

no processes identified or explained, “Dialogic approach (DA) 

in teaching research is definitely new things that I get! … DA 

is the same as HOTS -higher order thinking skill (which is so 

popular in Indonesia nowadays). It involves analysis, 

evaluation and creating something from the problems we 

learnt” (R1). 

 

Frustrations were also expressed about the working 

conditions in universities in Indonesia, “CDU lecturers are able 

to sit down for 3-4 hours to discuss with one student about 

his/her research. While here at Indonesia, we have 10-15 

students with only maximum 2 hours allocated, or even 1 hour! 

… So, there’s not much discussion” (R1). Teaching conditions 

were criticised, “Facilities for students to read articles from 

reputable journals and newest books are limited” (R2). 

Frustrations were also directed to students, “I applied dialogic 

approach when I was teaching research in seminar proposal 

class. However, dialogic approach worked to only one or two 
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students, they are students who’re serious, tried to read a lot, 

and discuss effectively” (R1).  

 

1. What did you learn 

about the process of 

specifying the 

beneficiary of a 

research study? 

2. How did your students 

benefit from your 

engagement? 

3. How did you benefit 

from your 

engagement? 

 

Identifying the beneficiary of the study requires from 

researchers to take a critical stance to their own role in their 

study and differentiate between the methods that serve them 

and those that serve English learning students or children 

(Latour, 2004). This distinction was not addressed in the 

responses provided by the study participants, but there were 

two exceptions, “Another new thing that I got is about impact 

(beneficiaries) of a research that I have not thought about. My 

research this far only focuses about me, but what is the impact? 

The output was only the research report. While beneficiary or 

impact of research is about benefit or advantage or usefulness 

of our research for worldwide not just written report” (R2). 

Another participant was critical of the possibility to measure 

benefit, “But, there’s NO direct effect to participant. Coz to me, 

educational research is the research that its benefit can’t be seen 

directly. Mostly, it takes time, years, to see its effect to society 

even to the participants themselves. (can’t we see that 

participants’ intellectual engagement is the benefit for them?) 

(R3). 

 

Others expressed a less theoretical take and focused on 

personal or institutional benefits of their participation in the 

study. For example, Lecturer (R3) saw research per se as 

critical to the building of faculty staff prestige, “research 

strengthens the department’s masterplan development, and 

then faculty’s masterplan development as well”. Along these 

lines, some lecturers expressed positive feelings about their 

participation in the study as they felt they got a lot out of it, “By 

joining this project, I’m more well organized in planning and 

doing my own research project (it’s about translation in ELTE) 

... Here’s what I did: I read a lot of journals, I tried to find gaps 

between what I read, here lies the problem that can be 

investigated, and I also read journals from other field of studies 

(like psychology, sociology) till I find the issue about character 

based-education which is related to translation. So, here’s 

where I’m so much improved: the references in my journal 

article writing isn’t only from ELTE” (R3). Lecturer (R3) also 

stressed collaboration, “Networking is the first and utmost 

important thing I got from my engagement to this project, next 

is the perspectives of research: students’ voice, beneficiaries of 

a research” and personal development “I can also upgrade our 

expertise while supervising students’ theses”. Others too saw 

their participation as beneficiary to them, “My point of view of 

how to do research was also changed – the cross disciplinaries 

research is truly an innovation. My research got a grant from 

DIKTI (directorate general of higher education) in which the 

output must be an article in a reputable international journal and 
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what impressed me is that its requirements: it must be a cross 

disciplinaries study. So, it made me realized that doing a cross 

disciplinaries research is what makes your research becomes 

internationally accepted. This is the modern research” (R5). 

Lecturer (R1), “I can have my research expertise improved as 

well as my students research”. Some lecturers were skeptical 

about their progress, “My engagement in this study project does 

not really allow me to link the new policy (IQF and GA) to 

teaching research, since: what is the standard/ measurement to 

say so? But from our discussion, I think we can conclude about 

some steps to be done so that our students can reach certain 

level in the graduate attribute as describe by government” (R1); 

AND “Moreover, I have to do my own research. Ideally, I must 

have my own research road map to reach my expertise – but, 

it’s difficult to be done! I don’t know how to do it!” (R4).  

 

Another issue raised was the impact on the students, “I had one 

student, in which I was her associate supervisor. When I read 

her thesis, I tried to challenge her “why don’t you add one more 

variable”. So, I think while she’s taking my challenge, she got 

the benefit in terms of gap (the added variable to her research) 

– well, it might be the lowest level of innovation, but it has 

raised up the level of her research” (R5). 

 

Others also expressed frustration with their departmental 

culture and its disregard for change, “There lies problem in my 

department in relation to accommodating students’ voice and 

lecturer’s expertise. For a colleague of me, students may choose 

any broad topic that he wants to investigate but the supervisor 

must lead them to use specific theory (knowledge) that we’re 

(lecturers) familiar / expertise at” (R3). Workload issues were 

also mentioned, “I find myself challenged with what my 

students might bring to me, but I’m afraid that could not give 

them enough support and solution. I am not afraid to ‘learn’, 

but I do not have enough time” (R4); AND “Another problem: 

lecturers have around 15-20 undergrad students to be 

supervised in writing theses and those students had to be 

graduated” (R1). 

 

Method of analysis 

 

1. What did you learn 

about the process of 

building new tools for 

data collection and/or 

analysis?  

 

 

No comments were found that would directly address the 

process of integrating new perspectives and designing new 

tools for data collection and analysis.  

   

Instead, one lecturer briefly described strategies they used to 

support students in research design and his or her skepticism 

about his/her own expertise in this regard, “I put on my plan: 

how to change students’ mind of research, what is their interest, 

how to formulate questions etc. But, this far it worked with only 

2 of my students. And it only worked with chapter 1 and 2 only, 
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after that: it worked as how it usually worked ☹ it’s so 

difficult for me and for my students” (R4). 

 

A slightly more optimistic take was expressed by lecturer (R5), 

“Their difficulties were mostly about how to find research gap, 

develop suitable research instrument, and collect and analyse 

the data. Most of the students did know how to do, how to start, 

what references they needed to read, how to present findings 

and justify it, etc. Thus, my engagement helped them to manage 

from those difficulties”. 

 

Findings 

1. How did your 

engagement in the 

project help you 

redefine what is 

important in teaching 

research? On what 

grounds did you 

change your mind? 

 

Responses to this question were elicited from comments related 

to earlier questions. They are relevant as they show that the 

participation in the project helped lecturers both discover 

and/or consolidate their thinking about research and research 

teaching. However, little justification is present in the 

comments. This is a pattern that was found in just about all 

comments in each stage of this study. 

 

For example, Lecturer (R7) expressed awareness that whatever 

is currently being done in ELTE programs, or maybe only in 

the thesis units, for some reason is received by students with 

indifference as nothing new is presented or made important, 

“The methods used were usually only 2. And the titles and what 

were written were almost the same”.  

 

Lecturer (R7) commented on viewing research as a 

collaborative process, rather than simply a “student’s thing”, 

“I could learn with the students, discussed something together 

with them, and found that I should have listened to their voices 

in every research they made”, and “I made myself think about 

innovation”. 

 

Also, Lecturer (R1) noted that research needs to refocus on 

impact, rather than output alone, in this way resounding the 

need for quality, instead of quantity, “Indonesian academics’ 

research is still focusing on OUTPUT – journal, but not the 

OUTCOME - impact. … IMPACT is ignored! … Not the cross 

disciplinary research yet”. 

 

Lecturer (R4) commented on the need for students to learn that 

research involves acquiring and working with knowledge, 

which is not the same as being given the understanding that 

they do research while, in fact, students are trained in thinking 

simply, “We need to give students with a lot of possible 

research topics and design and open their mind to 'possibilities' 

of other 'subject of knowledge', not only about TEFL”. Lecturer 

(R5) followed this line of thinking pointing to innovation as 

the key theme of research, “The most important thing to teach 

research is to make students aware of the innovation in research 
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and thus make them critical. This will encourage them to 

conduct research that bring significant contribution to the body 

of knowledge. Students are willing to conduct research that is 

innovative and not just doing the same thing as it has been done 

by other researchers”. (R6) too stressed innovation, “Think 

out[side] the box, finding the why, not only the ‘what’ and the 

‘how’. Research is flexible. This is not static”. 

 

Positive change was shown in reflection on innovation. For 

example, lecturer (R2) appreciates the idea that teaching about 

qualitative and quantitative paradigms alone  does not prepare 

students to learn how to design a research study,  “let them feel 

free to get lot of knowledge about research method[s], never 

judge qualitative or quantitative is the best. All methods are 

good based on the aims of the research”. 

 

Also, lecturer (R1) acknowledged the need for lecturers to 

approach research as an exercise in complex thinking, 

“Dialogic approach (DA) in teaching research is definitely new 

things that I get! … DA is the same as HOTS -higher order 

thinking skill (which is so popular in Indonesia nowadays). It 

involves analysis, evaluation and creating something from the 

problems we learnt”. 

 

Political Perspective:  

1. Did the project help 

you link your teaching 

with the new higher 

education standards 

(standar nasional 

pendidikan tinggi) and 

Indonesian 

Qualifications 

Framework (KKNI) 

policies, or not? Can 

you please explain? 

The lecturers were very much aware of the need to locate the 

goals of their research pedagogy in current higher 

educational policies, “Any topic of research must be 

synchronized with the university’s and Directorate of higher 

education’s RIP-rencana induk pengembangan (development 

masterplan) like what I did this month educational research 

must be related to good governance by using culture reviving 

key indicator”(R3).  

 

The lecturers (R3, R4, R5) also referred to the National Higher 

Education Standards (NHES) and the techniques they used to 

support them, “To boost critical thinking: What I did: I engaged 

students whose research in line with my research deeply into 

the insight that I have, reading actively the journals- discuss 

with them, not just let them do technical things. If the students’ 

research is not in line with mine, it makes me and them felt 

difficult to discuss since they are not familiar with what they 

want to investigate, while me: I have my own interest. 

However, I must supervise them as it is my job (these students 

are given by the department for me to supervise)” (R3). Along 

similar lines, lecturer (R4) felt more confident in supporting 

students’ critical thinking skills, “But the project helps my 

students to have a critical thinking and being responsible with 

what they are doing/ decide”. (R7 and R1) also mentioned the 

relevance of the IQF in teaching research, “Also, KKNI talks 

about research. And hopefully here the research has innovation. 
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Thus, it precisely links with this project” (R7) and “I think so 

(the project help to link my teaching with the NSHE and IQF- 

red), but I have not made it visible” R1). 

 

Some lecturers expressed frustration with the system and its 

inability to integrate the New Higher Education Standards, “I 

think [yes, but not too significant, because] the standards 

(NHES) should be implemented through the whole curriculum, 

not only on research subjects” (R4). Lecturer (R1) referred to 

these weaknesses by criticising ELTE programs, “To me 

critical thinking is not reached because critical reading is not 

reached, critical comprehension is not reached as well. Students 

research are only in 4 categories: CAR, experimental, 

descriptive and correlation”. 

   

Workload issues came up also, “However, we have problem 

here: lecturers must be their mentor/motor in those programs 

(programs to boost students critical thinking), meanwhile we 

have so many things to do ourselves as lecturers! We felt so 

overwhelmed” (R3) AND “However, its (cross-disciplinaries 

research) implementation is not easy as it takes very long 

process” (R5). 

 

In terms of workload, lecturer (R4) reported lecturers 

interpreting higher education policy requirements as not 

involving undergraduate students in “creating”. However, once 

again a more precise distinction between creating and critical 

thinking was not provided, “Critical thinking is indeed a 

challenge.  However, time limitation (for students to graduate 

and to finish thesis) is the main obstacle, so students choose the 

easiest one for them to do. What even happened was once a 

senior lecturer said, “this kind” (research that involves critical 

thinking -red) of research is for master students and not for the 

undergraduate students. What senior lecturers said about IQF: 

Graduate attribute for undergraduate students is at level 6: the 

stressing point is to reformulate, redesign. While master 

students’ Graduate attribute is at level 7 which is to create. So 

that’s why we interpret the meaning of reformulation/redesign 

is that students do research as what has been done previously 

and to get the novelty, students just need to change the 

subject/setting of their research. 

 

Availability of resources was an issue: “Improving critical 

thinking is doable, but it will be difficult to be applied to all 

students. It once happened to my student in which he chose a 

title for his research and he liked it, but he has very limited 

sources about it. And it was more than a year for him to finish 

his thesis because of this condition” (R2).  
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4.7 Conclusion: Summary of the study findings 

Chapter 4 presented the findings of the study. First, data from Questionnaire 1 were analysed 

using the “architecture-of the-job” matrix developed by Harvard Business School 

(Christensen, 1997; 2010; Christensen, Hall, Dillon & Duncan, 2016; Weise & Christenson, 

2014). The analysis showed that lecturers were aware of the new higher education policies 

being put in place and their role in establishing levels of complexity for study levels and the 

required competencies. However, the responses demonstrated quite a shallow understanding 

of these requirements, with many aspects of that “job” of teaching research in the upper years 

of an ELTE degree remaining left out and unanswered. This suggested that lectures failed to 

frame their responses in relation to policies and principles that would render them both 

legitimate and informed. Instead, they relied on personal experience that lacked critical 

framing. Their ideas appeared to be constructed randomly and were not argued out with 

confidence backed up by solid expertise.     

 

Next, eight syllabi designed by ELTE academics, who volunteered to participate in this stage 

of the study, were analysed. The analysis confirmed the findings from Questionnaire 1 that 

were obtained from a much larger sample of participants. Once again, the major weakness 

in all the syllabi was general absence of principles that would both guide the development 

of activities and serve as criteria for quality assessment. The syllabi were full of activities 

for students to complete and, at times, support strategies that the lecturers designed to 

provide. In the absence of any framework or criteria that would justify (or legitimise) these 

activities, the syllabi were said to functioned more like answers to questions that were never 

posed. This absence of critically developed methodology of work, it was argued, makes it 

difficult for progress to take place, with the lecturers lacking a shared set of principles against 

which they could compare and contrast their own practices and perspectives on them.  The 

analysis also prompted the researcher to propose a process for supporting students in their 

thesis development relative to the criteria developed in Chapter 2 that described elements of 

quality educational research (Table 2.1). The model was developed at the end of the present 

study and was not tested. 

 

The participating lecturers obtained brief feedback on their syllabi, guided by the advice 

given by Thomas (2007) for research pedagogues to teach students to venture out beyond 

the “usual”, to explore ideas, and take risks in order to break out patterns and have a chance 
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to see things anew. In the stage, the researcher analysed patterns in the feedback obtained 

from the participants on the implementation the syllabi that they generated with the help of 

that feedback. The data obtained was analysed using both, the themes identified in Table 4.1 

and the Framework for Developing Innovative Research created in Chapter 2 (Table 2.1). 

The aim of this analysis was to identify the specific processes that the participants applied 

for each stage of the framework. The categories from Table 4.1 served to obtain a more 

detailed gradation of data that would reflect the different dimensions of quality teaching in 

higher education. Overall, the problems identified in Questionnaire 1 and in the syllabi 

showed to be also present in the comments offered by the study participants on their own 

teaching. The analysis showed that the participants were aware that research is to result in 

innovation and, while working with many constraints, largely related to institutional 

inefficiencies and lack of proper resourcing, they engaged different strategies to facilitate 

innovative thinking. Nonetheless, problems in thinking abstractly, i.e. in terms of processes 

and evidence that informs those, were still present. This rendered the teaching strategies 

unconvincing, the frustrations they described uncritical and the communication of the panels 

chaotic at best and non-existent at worst.    

 

The final stage of research involved an analysis of data obtained from the study participants 

on their participation in the study. Once again, the data obtained was analysed using both, 

the themes identified in Table 4.1 and the critical, political and generative perspectives 

identified in the Framework for Developing Innovative Research created in Chapter 2 (Table 

2.1). The aim was to establish what the participants valued and what they have learned and 

wanted to learn more. The categories from Table 4.1 served to break down the data some 

more to obtain a more granular level of detail.  

 

Overall, in relation to the critical perspective, the data showed that lecturers continued to 

frame their experiences in vague terms, which also made it difficult to categorise them. 

Several strategies were proposed for integrating the critical aspect to research, however, 

when researchers themselves were not clear about the processes involved, teaching research 

proved to be daunting. Lecturers expressed frustrations and, at times, confusion. Innovation, 

interdisciplinary thinking, awareness of the interest that research is serving were the key take 

home messages identified by the lecturers.  
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In relation to the political perspective, the lecturers were aware of the new policy landscape 

in higher education in Indonesia, however, no references were made to international 

developments and the traditions that motivated pedagogic change in universities across the 

world. Despite many frustrations that were expressed, no practical solutions were offered as 

if this was a job of someone else.  

 

In relation to the generative perspective, no comments were found relevant to this category. 

The tendency to express ideas in vague and unprincipled terms, lack of historical awareness 

and the inability to relate the current context of Indonesia to international developments and 

traditions limit the impact of the responses provided and their capacity to offer direction for 

future.  
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Chapter 5. Discussion 

 

5.1 Introduction 

The present study emerged from a critique of various stakeholders in Indonesia of its 

research in general and in ELTE departments. This critique was reinforced by the meta-

analysis of the ELTE literature in relation to a framework developed for this purpose in 

Chapter 2. However, concerns relating the quality of research in education showed to be an 

issue not only in Indonesia. As described in Chapter 2, high ranking scholars all around the 

world criticised the culture of educational research as reflected in scholarly publications and, 

among other causes, pointed to research training as a system that propagates a culture of 

stagnation, with research supervisors focusing more on technical details of research, much 

less on concepts, their development and critique. In their view, innovation is hardly visible 

on the agenda of research training programs, and students are trained to follow safe paths of 

tradition, thus ensuring that their work complies with status quo and will meet all assessment 

criteria. The present study sought to explore these points in the context of ELTE 

undergraduate research training in order to identify the challenges that ELTE academics 

encounter when supervising students and to suggest recommendation that can address those 

challenges. Chapter 5 discusses research findings from the perspective of these goals and in 

relation to the study research questions. The chapter concludes with a summary of the key 

points of the discussion. 

 

5.2 Research Question 1: Experiential, conceptual and institutional 

challenges in integrating new policies 

Research Question 1 inquired about the experiential, conceptual and institutional challenges 

that English language education academics experience as they grapple with the task of 

integrating the competency standards specified in the new Indonesian Qualifications 

Framework (Indonesian Government, 2012) and the National Higher Education Standards 

(MORTHE, 2015) into the teaching of research. 

 

Overall, the study showed ELTE academics struggling in their thesis units, trying to apply 

their own knowledge of what research involves into pedagogic strategies that would enable 

students to meet the subject requirements and the expectations of the supervisors. The data 

showed a number of patterns that need addressing: 
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• Absence of principled and abstract thinking - Overwhelmingly, at each stage of 

the study, the lecturers  found it challenging to explain their research pedagogies in 

abstract, theoretical terms, to able to make the connection between the new 

requirements spelled out in the various higher education policies and their own 

context of teaching. Instead, their responses were unexplored, uncritical, with 

lecturers failing to draw implications from what they believed the job of teaching 

research involved to practice. This was largely due to the absence of any theorising 

of both the concept of research itself and the pedagogy for teaching the skills needed 

to perform research. Concerns with lecturers’ understanding of research skills and 

innovation were already expressed in Questionnaire 1.  

• Global context of change – With one exception in Questionnaire 1, where 

Respondent (R16) argued for lecturers to view their research supervision as 

important not only locally but also globally, for it to be both relevant and legitimate, 

there was no mention throughout the study of the global context and the intellectual 

traditions that motivated the shift toward greater accountability. No reflections were 

offered on the impact of those traditions on Indonesia, its ELTE research culture and 

national and international engagements of ELTE researchers. This inability to link 

personal context to more generic and global problems and solutions showed that 

Indonesian lecturers were left out from the global conversation on the purpose of 

universities and their future direction, as well as being unable to offer a critical and 

in-depth perspective on their own struggles. Instead, the lecturers responded with ad 

hoc ideas and criticism, as well as frustrations, without conceptual tools to lift 

themselves out of their predicament and explore the factors that impact and interact 

with the goals that they were seeking to achieve.   

• Frustrations with the system - The findings revealed lecturers’ frustrations with the 

system, including the absence of any departmental, institutional and government 

support, together with the academics being unable to turn their criticism into positive 

strategies for both self-development and institutional support. It felt as if this 

responsibility was to be delegated to “someone else”, and academics were waiting 

for a manual that would tell them all they needed to know. One lecturer actually 

expressed this wish explicitly stating, “There should be Standard Operating 

Procedure (SOP) of guiding students. This can be used as the quality control. It 

should become mission and vision of university to create research university” (R1). 

The belief that a written word can be transparent enough to secure meaningful 
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engagement only vindicated the finding that, overall, the lecturers lacked theoretical 

preparation in areas as basic to ELTE as the concept of meaning. The idea that 

someone will also solve the problem for them, once and for all, also shows lack of 

leadership skills to champion change and yet, this is what educational research is 

about: the ability to theorise policy direction and the concepts and methods for its 

implementation. This point was argued by Rawolle and Lingard (2015) and Ball 

(2008): change requires intellectual engagement in the direction that is being 

pursued.  

Interestingly, most frustrations with the system showed up initially in the final stages 

of data collection, when the lecturers made an attempt to act on the feedback obtained 

from the researcher. No comments in this regard has been present in Questionnaire 

1, that surveyed beliefs, expectations and achievements thus far. Responses to 

Questionnaire 1 gave the impression that academics felt that the responsibility for 

change was solely theirs, the assumption being that doing research required neither 

further professional development nor training and research in pedagogy. This was 

also confirmed by the data. No lecturer reported conducting research that would 

explore his or her research pedagogy in relation to any criteria, be it those from the 

past or those captured in the National Higher Education Standards (MORTHE, 2015).  

• Frustrations with the students and panels: These frustrations were mentioned both 

in Questionnaire 1 and in the last stages of the study, where lecturers were reporting 

on their own teaching. Already, in Questionnaire 1, lecturers expressed concern with 

their students’ research skills. In later stages of the study, lecturers blamed each other 

for bad student preparation in the early years of the degree structure. They also 

blamed senior colleagues for their inability to communicate with the less senior panel 

members. However, once again, without reference to any criteria that would help 

lecturers theorise their own context, these frustrations were difficult to contextualise 

and relate to what the lecturers did in class.  

• References to Course and Unit design missing – Throughout the whole study 

references to Course and Unit design were missing. Also, the syllabi designed by the 

lecturers failed to develop coherent links between the unit (subject) and the degree 

outcomes and processes conceptualised to secure students’ meaningful teaching.   

• Stakeholders in research – Throughout the study, at each of its stages, lecturers 

were aware of the link between research and its relationship to schools. However, not 

a single lecturer gave any example of how this relationship was cultivated through 
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research units. Instead, the data gave the impression that students worked more with 

texts, and little, if at all, with the schoolteachers or policymakers.  On the positive 

side, the lecturers shared their own research with students modelling how to engage 

with the school context.  

• Level of difficulty -Concern with the students’ language skills came up in a number 

of comments offered by the lecturers, as did comments about innovation and the 

challenge that introducing innovation in the early stages of research training 

presented. No solutions were proposed to these dilemmas, as if the lecturers were not 

able to manage these challenges in way other than simply by “coping”.  

• Seeds of progress – The findings showed that, as the project progressed, the lecturers 

embraced several concepts that marked a change of direction away from treating 

research training simply as an exercise in techniques and toward viewing it as an 

opportunity for students to engage critically and in an informed way in their research 

problematic. Interdisciplinary thinking and working with conflicting theories were 

some of them.  

 

Overall, the findings of the study demonstrated that, as noted by many, the curriculum 

renewal agenda in higher education, that has swept throughout the world, has opened up 

space for reflection on pedagogy and lecturers’ own engagement in their respective 

disciplines. As a result, numerous countries, including Australia, introduced Graduate 

Certificate and Master level courses to engage lecturers in that reflective space in a more 

formal way. This is one way that can certainly prove useful in Indonesia. However, the 

problems outlined above are complex and require leadership at all levels of management for 

Indonesian academics to acquire skills and, therefore freedom, to take charge of their 

research units, their scope, design and pedagogy.  

 

5.3 Research Question 2: Teaching of research contributing to the 

building of a 21st century model of ELTE programs relevant to Indonesian 

schools. 

Recent internationalisation policies of higher education, although viewed by some with a 

grain of scepticism, reflect values described by Boyer (1990) that saw education and learning 

connected to the community, being in the service of the community and working to improve 

the lives of the community. Similar values had been echoed by Professor Burawoy (2011), 
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a sociologist,  where he describes academic work as necessarily involving working with and 

shaping policies, building professional capacity, contributing to the “critical community” 

of academia and engaging with the public by disseminating knowledge beyond academia as 

well as listening to the needs and perspectives from outside academia to prevent inertia and 

self-referencing. The four dimensions of the “job of the university” create a comprehensive 

framework for ELTE lecturers to explore and develop their own engagement in the discipline 

as participants in the building of modern Indonesian society, education experts, intellectuals, 

and members of the community. Stakeholders in this framework are not only those directly 

involved in the teaching or learning of English, or teacher training. The stakeholders also 

include the broader community of academia. This makes it necessary for all disciplinary 

work, including ELTE, to connect with other disciplines not only to learn from them but also 

to contribute to the shared knowledge, to vindicate, broaden and challenge this knowledge, 

to be creators and builders, rather than simply duplicators of what has been and has already 

been accepted as “mainstream”. Educational researchers such as Thomas (2007) and Allan, 

Edwards and Biesta (2014) reflected this spirit of creative and informed engagement through 

their publications discussed in Chapter 2. They viewed educational research as growing from 

policies in order to inform them and further shape them. They also argued for education to 

be authentic, related to and impacting on students’ experiences of the world around them, 

not only of the classroom. In view of these perspectives and the discussion thus far in this 

chapter, for ELTE research units (subjects) to be relevant to schools, it is critical that ELTE 

researchers take a broader perspective on the goals that inform their teaching, examine their 

meaning in relation to concepts that can challenge their assumptions, not just confirm them, 

and help their students’ relate their learning experiences to themselves as learners of English 

as well as to the various communities that work together to enhance English language 

learning in schools globally and locally. This includes schoolteachers and their students, 

English language teacher associations, ELTE research associations and similar. Changes of 

this kind do not require years to prepare. Rather, change can begin with small steps and 

planning that has a vision (that is being continuously updated) and that has the potential to 

deliver learning experiences that are increasingly critically informed and community 

embedded. Researching these learning experiences will impact not only on the ELTE 

discipline, but also can contribute valuable insights to the general expertise of academia in 

teaching research in undergraduate programs.     
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5.4 Research Question 3: Optimal conditions to support the teaching of 

research in undergraduate ELTE degree structures 

The following insights were generated in the course of the present study on the issue of 

supporting the teaching of research in undergraduate ELTE degree structures: 

(a) University and government support  

• Salaries and financial stability 

First and most of all, it is critical that lecturers are given proper conditions to conduct 

their job and having regular relatively high income is part of it. Currently, too often it is 

the case in Indonesia that academics are paid for by the hours they teach, not for the 

time they spend to do thinking and research (Suryadarma, Pomeroy, & Tanuwidjaja, 

2011, p. 2). As expected, lecturers neglect their research and thinking and teach overtime 

in order to earn a decent living 

• Professional development and capacity building activities  

It is evident that higher education reforms are a challenge not only to ELTE academics, 

but also to their institutions. However, the study findings indicate that the role of these 

institutions in assisting the lecturers in the process of implementing the new reforms is 

not clear to the lecturers. No lecturer reported on professional development activities 

organised by their universities, time given to gain such experience, or any projects that 

would have offered some support. This need addressing. Given the high cost of 

professional development activities, innovative ways of solving this issue need to be 

developed. This may include collaboration with other universities in Indonesia and 

abroad, utilising local funding or development funds allocated by other countries. 

Networking also offers an opportunity to build shared knowledge through research and 

via Professional Learning Communities. Utilising ICT will support communication 

between online Professional Learning Communities. Once the networks are established, 

they can be engaged with by the lecturers in research units to expand students’ 

understanding of their professional community.  

Any professional engagement with international universities should keep in mind that 

many researchers in Indonesia have been trained overseas and yet, despite that, the 

findings showed problems across the board. Research by Thomas (2007) and others 

showed that educational research is in need of a serious renewal all over the world, not 

only in Indonesia. This means that any international partnerships will need to be 

constructed as between equals in order to result in mutual learning. This will be 
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challenging to implement in Indonesia where academics expect experts to come and 

solve their problems. Smart planning of such international collaboration activities will 

need to be conducted for each party to benefit.  

• Resourcing and ICT literacy 

Proper resourcing is an issue. As mentioned by a few lecturers, it is not possible for 

students to undertake research in universities where access to literature is limited. Other 

infrastructure needed is access to the Internet and the capacity of the lecturers to utilise 

the Internet to enhance their teaching support with self-made, online resources that 

students can access asynchronously in order to support more individualised learning.  

(b) Access to professional and community networks  

Expanding students’ access to professionals other than their own mentor or advisory 

panel is necessary for undergraduate students to expand their own scope of concepts 

that matter to their research projects.    

(c) Learning to theorise 

The largely atheoretical approach to designing the learning experiences of 

undergraduate students in research units needs addressing. As mentioned earlier, 

participation in postgraduate courses in higher education teaching is one option. Another 

kind of opportunity that can enhance lecturers’ capacity to theorise is their own research. 

As mentioned by some of the study participants, when the objective of research is 

impact, not output alone, time can be taken, and strategies can be designed for 

collaborative learning.    

(d) Research on teaching research. 

Indonesian lecturers did not engage in research on their own teaching. There is a need 

for systematic engagement in reflection on their own practice to learn, reflect and to 

share findings. Criticism of current research teaching traditions needs to be taken into 

account and innovative, even risky, models of teaching research need to be explored and 

supported by universities for the discipline to learn from the experience of such projects.  

(e) Teaching risk-taking. 

Decisions need to be made regarding the priorities of research training. Is it to be for the 

students to conduct a simple study for students to forever believe that research is simple, 

or is it to engage students in reflective learning and give them free rein to play with 

concepts, be creative in their designs and learn that research is about exercising thinking, 

not following  the thinking of others. These are hard decisions to make but they can only 

benefit both the students and the researcher who assists the students. 
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5.5 Research Question 4: Strategies to change the culture and practices 

in higher education pedagogy to contribute to the building of a 21st century 

model of ELTE programs relevant to the Indonesian context. 

New higher education reforms have also taken place in Australia and met with some 

criticism, with scholars arguing that they reflected the new neoliberal agenda that introduced 

“changes in the curriculum towards more accountability, higher standards in the direction of 

unreachable achievements” (Kumar & Hill, 2009, p. 8). The present study is a case in point 

that, had it not been for those accountability standards, Indonesian research training would 

have continued, as it has for decades, without any disturbance. The findings did not show 

the scholars being uncomfortable with what they did or understood needed to be done, rather, 

they were uncomfortable with what was required of them. The idea that scholars en masse 

alone would create change, without being prompted, is naïve as, decades on, research 

training showed no change. This is true not only of Indonesia, but also all around the world, 

if we are to believe scholars like Thomas (2007), Allan, Edwards and Biesta (2014) and 

those whom they engaged in their studies. In other words, as shown in Chapter 2, problems 

in education training do not begin with training, but with the very concept of research and 

how it understood by those who practise it. Furthermore, as Thomas (2007) demonstrated, 

research is not free from politics and politics are not free from capitulation and abdication 

of one’s responsibility to think. Thinking may pay off in the long run, as it obviously worked 

for Thomas, but what is the price for Indonesian universities, who “buy” both education and 

professional development from richer countries, including Australia, believing they buy the 

way forward and instead they buy the system, with all its political seeds and biases.  

 

This is not the first time that new higher education reforms have been formulated and have 

been sought to be implemented.  Yet, years on, Rawolle and Lingard (2015) keep reminding 

scholars that implementation is the wrong word. A better way to describe the process would 

be critical engagement with the concepts that the policy supports while exploring their 

impact in specific contexts of practice to further inform the policies and future direction. In 

other words, conceptual work needs to be done for contexts of practice to be both well-

defined, informed, and critically engaged by others. Otherwise, everyone can claim that they 

teach all the skills demanded by the new policies and the only problem that they have are 

unprepared and unmotivated students or colleagues, who pull rank and refuse 
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communication. This was evident in Australia, where, it was claimed, the accountability 

systems were turned into an exercise in box ticking on documents specifying quality 

assurance markers. 

 

In Australia, leading academics expressed concerns that new accountability systems prompt 

lecturers “to cut their subjects down to a size that is tractable enough to meet the demands 

of accountability” (Gaita cited in Probert, 2015, p. 14).  Yet, Gaita added, “Impressive 

technicality, a kind of high-flying thoughtlessness, can shine in such conditions” (p. 14). The 

discussion so far, and the points made in relation to other research questions of this study, 

clearly suggest that to bring about real change requires engagement in projects that involve: 

• critical evaluation of the terms and concepts that frame change (critical 

perspective); 

• assessment of the impacts of proposed projects and their frameworks in 

relation to past policies, informed by current and past traditions of values that 

universities have served and aspire to serve (political perspective); 

• proposals that are conceptually rich and clear for others to engage with, 

model, and analyse to inform new policies (generative perspective). 

 

5.6 Conclusion  

The chapter summarised reflections on the study findings. The overall sentiment expressed 

in those summaries was appreciation for the National Higher Education Standards 

(MORTHE, 2015) and for the critical reflection on practice that they stimulate. The chapter 

warned against naïve thinking that professional development alone can remedy the problems 

identified in the study. The discussion argued that change cannot be bought; it must be 

worked out by those whom it impacts and in collaboration with one another. Along the same 

lines, ideas cannot be simply applied; they must be critically reflected upon, investigated and 

compared with a view to informing current practices and future policies. 
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Chapter 6. Conclusion and future directions 
 

6.1 Summary of the study 

The study was a response to the new higher education policies in Indonesia that seek to 

introduce greater accountability in higher education degree programs and teaching in order 

to meet international standards informed by modern visions of 21st Century learning. The 

study focused on the pedagogy of teaching research units in the upper years of the ELTE 

degree structure, designed specifically to broaden pre-service teachers’ understandings of 

what the job of language teacher involves, including exposure to the professional networks, 

professional literature and higher order thinking skills necessary for understanding and 

working with research. Of special interest to the study were the kinds of challenges that the 

integration of the National Higher Education Standards (MORTHE, 2015) presents to ELTE 

academics teaching those research units.   

 

In order to better understand the context of undergraduate research units, the study conducted 

a literature review, with a view to exploring the state of educational research around the 

world (or at least in English-speaking countries), Asia and Indonesia. The review revealed 

surprising outcomes and offered perspectives that were quite critical of the factors that 

impact on and interact with the forms of research that are valued, and the research teaching 

practices that follow. To assess the impact of those influences on Indonesia, a review of 

ELTE literature was conducted, based on studies published in international journals. The 

review showed that, while technically the studies were conducted well and followed the 

guidelines described in commonly used research textbooks, conceptually they were lacking 

rigour, depth and processes that would ensure systematicity of thought. In the next step, the 

study depicted examples of research studies by ELTE scholars from different countries in 

Asia with similar outcomes. The findings from the literature review were troubling and the 

study devised processes to investigate how the problems discovered in the ELTE literature 

reflected on the teaching of research units in Indonesia. These were described in Chapter 3 

(methodology).   

 

The findings of the study showed that ELTE academics are not only struggling to make their 

own research both informed and critical, they were also challenged when teaching the 

research units. The challenges were largely conceptual, and showed that ELTE academics 

have little knowledge, if any, of the global and local developments that led to the push for 
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standardisation, the values of the policies to be implemented and the processes for their 

implementation. The final chapters of the study pointed to the way forward. They 

encouraged critical engagement in the new reforms, with the result that ELTE academics 

should join the conversations on higher learning that take place around the world, rather than 

adopting a position of non-mastery that defines them as “in need of guidance” and that 

prevents them from acting as responsible participants.  

 

6.2 Contribution of the study to the field of ELTE 

The key contribution of the study are as follows: 

• The study proposed a framework (Table 2.1) for innovative research design 

developed while building on research and concepts of earlier studies devoted to the 

same goal. The study expanded the framework, in order to illustrate the middle steps 

that need to be developed by research for it to understand its own conceptual framing 

and role in relation to the interests of the field and the students. Using this framework, 

the study modelled a meta-analysis of ELTE literature, with a view to eliciting 

problems identified in relation to the categories of the framework. Arguably, the 

framework offered a very useful model for the purpose of analysis and development 

of research.  

• The study further developed the model investigating the “architecture of the job”, 

first proposed in Harvard and then adapted and used by researchers in Asia and 

Australia, while investigating the impacts of the new quality assurance processes. 

The model informs the data collection process and data analysis.  

• The study showed how the “architecture of the job” framework (Table 4.1) can work 

with the framework for informing research design (Table 2.1). This was done first 

time and demonstrated that, when used together, the researcher obtains a more 

granular level of detail. For example, for each category of Table 2.1, it was possible 

to relate the participants’ responses to different themes and subthemes of Table 4.1 

(“architecture of the job”).   

• The study offered quite a detailed analysis of the challenges that ELTE researchers 

in Indonesia experience when teaching research units. The systematicity of the 

methods of analysis made it possible to elicit general patterns and also to make a 

suggestion that, often,  what seemed to be an obstacle may have appeared to be so 
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because researchers themselves were confused about the job of research, let alone 

research teaching.  

• The study also showed that simple research is not research. This is an important 

finding and indicates that researchers will need to think how best to help students 

focus their studies for students’ research to be manageable but also complex.  

• Final conclusions and recommendations were developed. Conclusions included the 

idea that while steps toward change can be taken up immediately, provided that they 

are guided by a shared framework, the idea that expertise could be bought is simply 

not true: As the literature showed, when buying expertise, too often, unwittingly one 

buys the entire system of which it is a part, including its biases and political struggles. 

Instead, informed participation is the key.  

   

6.3 Limitations of the study 

The following are the study’s limitations 

• A notably low number of participants. While in a qualitative study this is not a 

problem per se, a greater number of participants might have changed the findings. 

However, it needs to be said, that Questionnaire 1 involved a good number of ELTE 

academics (not many universities teach ELTE).  

• All data came from academics, using questionnaires, syllabi and interviews. No 

classroom observations were conducted (with the follow-up discussions that would 

have ensued), which, of course, would have helped to enrich the data.   

• The study was about the lecturers and the data came from the lecturers. A different 

study might have engaged comments from the students in order to better understand 

the narratives that organise the relationship between the lecturers and the students 

and other stakeholders.  

• No policymakers were engaged, no administrative leaders (heads of different 

sections of universities). Perspectives from the government would have offered 

insights on leadership issues and the expectations with which the lecturers work.   

• In general, the participants’ responses in questionnaires or interviews (even in 

Bahasa Indonesia) were brief, frequently convoluted, relevant to their own specific 

context and failing to generalise by referring to principles and policies. This made 

analysis very difficult. Possibly, better tools for data collection could be devised. 

Other than observations, asking precise questions directly linked to the frameworks 
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used for data analysis could have resulted in more detail. However, it is not expected 

that this would change the study findings.   

• English is difficult, even for ELTE teachers. The final interviews used Bahasa 

Indonesia to overcome this issue.  

 

6.4 Future research directions 

The study revealed that a number of serious problems impact on the teaching of research in 

the upper years of ELTE undergraduate degree programs.  These related to conceptual issues, 

the quality of the degree programs in general, leadership, pedagogy and the ability of the 

lecturers to engage with stakeholders. These areas need addressing through further research 

in order to assist planning and to gauge progress for new higher education policies to be 

informed by this research and, as a result, for the policymakers to act on an informed basis.    

 

6.4.1 Leadership and management 

Throughout the study, there was a curious silence about leadership and the lecturers 

themselves taking on the challenge to lead. Volumes of research (Ramsden, 1988; Probert, 

2015) have been produced on the subject of change management in higher education and 

structures needed to assure informed and collaborative approaches.  

 

Leadership research could serve to fulfil a number of goals. For example, studies could 

examine the “fruits” of a system that seeks to maintain quality with diminished resources, 

or, as it is known ‘doing more with less’” (Ramsden, 1998, p. 6). Studies of this kind have 

the potential to offer a detailed analysis of what the system expects and what it supports. It 

could also identify untapped resources that escape everyone, when used to work in 

traditional contexts with traditional tools. Learning from international examples would be 

valuable as the culture of “doing more with less’ is ubiquitous. The present study could 

provide future research with focus points that can be examined more closely in relation to 

different leadership and management approaches and strategies.  

 

Second, scholars could focus on the different collaborative projects, partnerships, research 

engagements that Indonesian educators and ELTE scholars undertake, or have undertaken 

lately, and assess their value and impacts on the teaching of research in undergraduate degree 

programs. Indonesia commits a great deal of its resources to international projects, as do 
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their international partners, but how helpful are these projects to the goals that the higher 

education policies capture and demand? What is it that the educators are actually learning? 

Is it a culture of output or impact, as lecturer (R1) questioned? Projects of this kind would 

help Indonesian scholars to play a more proactive role in shaping those partnerships and 

adjusting their goals to real needs as opposed to perceived needs. 

 

6.4.2 Research, pedagogy and its stakeholders 

The present study offered a number of tools and frameworks for ensuring that research is 

conceptually well developed, and the process of research is understood in greater detail. The 

tools developed and used by the present study can be further engaged by scholars in the 

context of teaching research and their pedagogic usefulness can be tested.  In addition, Table 

4.7 also includes Process for supporting students in their thesis development, a model whose 

value to teaching can be further explored, especially in contexts where research pedagogues 

are willing to inspire students to engage in innovative and playful thinking, while also 

ensuring intellectual  rigour and systematicity.  

 

The study also helped refine the categories for analysing change in higher education settings 

developed by earlier studies and adapted using the Harvard model of the “job-to-be-done” 

(Christensen, 1997; 2010). The categories are both robust enough to offer points of focus 

and flexible enough to make room for more subthemes as needed. The model of the “job-to-

be-done” helped the present study to gain greater degree of detail from the data. The model 

can be used in future studies to gauge progress. Comparisons between studies using the same 

systems for data analysis could help trace change as well as help identify the challenges that 

persist.  

 

Another issue that may need further exploration are the demands that are placed on 

undergraduate students and the pressure to complete their research projects. As stated earlier, 

research is not simple and doing too much too early may trivialise not only research, but also 

the ways in which students approach their own teaching, their students in schools and the 

problems they encounter. It may also give impression that collaboration with universities is 

not needed since, once in a workplace context, they can do all necessary research alone. 

Modelling correct approaches and attitudes is important. Investigating how this modelling 

can be done without compromising the goals of research could be in order. The better the 
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job of teaching research is understood, the better pedagogies can be designed to achieve the 

right goals for the appropriate student cohorts.     

 

Last but not least, return to the values expressed by Boyer (1990) (and similar inspiring 

scholars) and the Boyer Commission report (1998) would be worth following up, especially 

the recommendation for undergraduate research to connect to existing research programs of 

their faculty staff.  Projects of this kind make students’ learning feel not only current, but 

also important and adding to the professional community of the region. Developing research 

community spirit should begin early and it is important, if communities are to benefit from 

the capital that its members can contribute. Team-building and shared learning lessen the 

burden, bring students closer to the stakeholders, and make all the endeavour worthwhile as 

the community benefits from the fruits of the collaborations that form and ensue.  

  

6.5 Final Thoughts 

A number of positives can be taken from the study. For example, it appears that there is 

significant space for collaboration between international researchers in the area of 

educational research specifically devoted to broadening the intellectual scope of concepts 

and understandings in which education defines its job and goals. There is also a huge space 

for innovation and play that, however risky, will not progress unless researchers take on this 

challenge. University students can help here and engage their own thinking and imagination. 

There is nothing to say that Indonesia cannot lead in this process. However, the right attribute 

is needed for this to happen. When Indonesian ELTE academics construct themselves as 

experts, this prevents risk and limits imagination. The same applies when lecturers see 

themselves as inferior to academics in the US or Australia. As the present study showed, 

regardless of one’s experience and expertise, all research educators have much to learn and 

this makes the future both exciting and open for all to participate.  
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Appendix 1. Questionnaire 1 
 

Table 4.17 Question 1. Participants’ responses  

What does involve in the “job” of teaching research? 

Themes Subthemes Participants’ responses 

1. Global 

Relevance  

 

- No comments  

2. National 

Relevance  

Degree quality 

and student 

quality 

 

R1: Both learning and teaching the research methods are 

like two sides of a coin. These two important things cannot 

be separated and the two can support each other. 

R1: This subject is very critical for undergraduate students 

to equip them to be competent scholars as expected by the 

curriculum.  

R3 The Indonesian government, in order to boost the number 

of research and its publications, demands undergraduate 

students to do research, write it in form of a thesis, and 

publish it in form of articles (at least at university website). 

Also, the benefit of learning through research has been 

identified by research. 

R5: It is a very important foundation for students to conduct 

research 

R6: This subject is valuable for the students as it leads 

students to be more critical on seeing phenomena. 

R13: Research method subject is important to help the 

students conducted their research.  

R17: It is very essential for them since they are required to 

conduct research as the final project of their undergraduate 

study.  

R18: Research should resolve issues in teaching and 

helping government to make a right policy in education that 

beneficial for both students and educators (lifelong 

learning) 

R19: The research methods subject is important as 

undergraduate students are supposed to understand what, 

why and how of ELT research. 

R23: research for their final academic assignment. Without 

this subject, students would get no idea how to do a research 

This subject is of course very strategic as this would provide 

students with good understanding and technical skills to do 

theirs. 

R25: It is an important foundation for undergraduates to 

facilitate them in accomplishing a compulsory mini research 

project. 

R26: ELT research is basically dealing with learner as a 

human that has cultural intelligence; therefore, any ELT 

research must impact on the development of humans’ 

cultural potential and assure them to grow as a better 

individual that holds the future of a society.  

 

Degree quality 

and lecturer 

quality 

R20: “For educational practitioners, research will help 

develop their pedagogic competence, social competence, 

personal competence and professional competence.” 
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Challenge: 

Implementation 

issues 

 

R1: The hardest part of teaching this subject is about the 

students have insufficient ideas and knowledge about what 

they really want to explore. In addition to that, the 

understanding about the concepts and research knowledge is 

so limited so that they sometimes do not understand what 

they have to do in conducting the research.  

R7: The biggest challenges are most students still have 

inadequate background knowledge to be updated further to 

enter research world. They often tend to think short to get the 

degree and start earning money. 

3. Course and 

Unit Design 

Unit learning 

outcomes based 

on graduate 

competencies 

and the IQF 

R1: Skills of collecting, analysing and representing the data 

both qualitatively and quantitatively.  

R11: An overall research process: the challenges are to 

review the literature, define effective instruments for 

collecting data, analyze the data, and discuss the findings  

R2: All possible processes including data collection for 

quantitative and qualitative research design. 

4. Pedagogy 

 

 

 

Planning 

teaching 

 

R4: Research in ELT should be directed to have significant 

contribution to ELT development. Therefore, research 

roadmap is important to make sure that all research 

should be directed to the broad design of ELT development, 

especially in the university.  

R2: This subject need deep understanding and therefore 

learners need to have sufficient knowledge to join research 

method.  

R10: How to make it easier for them to implement the 

acquired research skills for planning their research project 

Teaching 

research skills 

R7: It can become introductory like lesson for those of starter 

researchers to start becoming well informed about research 

matters including the trends and how to do such in a 

suggested framework. 

R8: It is necessary for them to have this subject. 

R9: It is beneficial to help them conducting their research 

Challenge: 

Students 

understanding 

of the skills 

involved 

 

R2: The biggest challenge is that when the students still get 

confused what we, as lecturers, have already explained.  

R3: The students' inability to think logically and critically 

makes it hard to understand the learning materials. 

R3: The biggest challenges are the students' low skill to 

think logically and critically. Students’ motivation in 

learning is also a unique case. Many of my students did not 

plan to join the program, so learning itself is a burden for 

them. 

R3: The mastery of their English skills (mainly reading and 

writing) is another challenge. Although they are in ELT 

department, the failure of the department to build students' 

English skills is a problem. The students' understanding of 

theories in language learning and current issues in ELT 

makes students are not aware of the research field that they 

are going to investigate 

R4: Understanding the explanation in English is one of the 

problems in this course.  

R4: Also, the inadequate background knowledge of 

scientific investigation is minimum; therefore, it is difficult 

for them to build their knowledge of research problem.  

R4: Their critical thinking is inadequate. 
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R10: in synthesizing previous studies to find the research 

gaps/ focus and their poor summarizing & paraphrasing 

skills. 

R11: The biggest challenges I ever experienced with were to 

make the students sure for well-reviewed literature and to 

work well with their instruments. I am happy when they are 

able to make use of their review on the literature for 

developing their instrument, confirming and contrasting their 

ideas in findings. 

R12: Their logic, their English language capacities, and 

their reading habits to be exposed to scientific works 

R12: their insufficient English proficiency make it hard to 

explain concepts about research 

R13: they are not aware with their own research. While 

doing research the students will also understand what 

research is. 

R13: The biggest challenge is to make them understand the 

research methods. 

R14: They know the steps but they are sometimes doubtful 

practice it in the class.  

R15: Guide them how to write English correctly  

R16: They mostly didn't understand the difference between 

one design and another. Most of them still confuse how to 

apply methods in their thesis. 

R17: There are quite many research methods available and 

this usually causes students to be a bit confused on deciding 

which types of research they are interested to conduct 

afterwards. Thus, it makes them unable to focus on the 

types of research they need to learn more for their 

upcoming research project 

R17: In my case, it's not teaching but supervising, students 

choosing a certain area of research only on the basis of what 

is coming to their mind not on the basis of their real interest 

and curiosity on a certain topic/problem becomes a problem 

that hinders them from having a full understanding of what 

they're doing and what they're going to do in conducting the 

research. Doing something that they do not fully understand 

is confusing them. 

R18: The biggest challenge: reviewing students' language 

(grammar and diction, so many mistakes, students' writing 

is influenced by their first language), finding the most 

interesting topic since most students just repeat the previous 

research with different subject, and also the literary review 

because students have limited sources and they rarely read 

journal and books. 

R19: The ability to master the topic of research is relatively 

low since their passion for reading decrease. What they do 

is merely to copy what their seniors did rather than to 

understand they are going to do in the research. 

R19: Lack of reading. My students, just like most Indonesian 

students, are having matters with reading habits. Reading for 

content of research method related literature seems to be 

harder for them than reading for pleasure. 

R20: guiding them to paraphrase the expert's statement and 

do the research instruments 
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R21: To bridge what they have learned and understood to 

what they are working on. 

R22: Their biggest challenge is building strong background 

for their research. 

R22: The biggest challenges to teach research method is 

building their critical thinking to design research design. 

They cannot think a research as one integrated project. 

They think each chapter separately 

R22: The value of learning research for the undergraduates 

is actually not only in building cognitive competency but also 

soft skill competencies as a researcher. Most students think 

research is hard and scary so they have difficult time to make 

everything simple. 

R23: Quite often, the subject does not focus directly on the 

typical research which students have to do. Too large subject 

would make students feel blur. Students don't get clear real 

examples of research. 

R24: They are not familiar with the research methods... 

they don't know how to formulate research questions and 

they don't know how to collect and analyze the data. 

R24: The biggest challenge is to make them aware and 

understand what research is. They should know about the 

research methods well before they conduct their research. 

R25: language (grammar and diction)  

R25: - lack of awareness of underlying paradigms  

- difficulty in deciding the appropriate research methods 

- imbalance between research questions and techniques for 

collecting data. 

R26: Unlocking their awareness of the importance of 

research for their future professionalism is the hardest part 

from the outset. 

R26: Orienting a perspective of research is the most 

challenging part and of course the issues of academic writing 

which is disciplinary bound. 

Taking account 

of published 

research 

R9: Research should be used to develop a good “Buku 

Ajar” (module), develop a useful teaching strategy and 

qualified students. 

Challenge: 

lecturers’ 

understanding 

of innovation in 

research 

R1: I used both quantitative and qualitative data in my own 

research. I do not think the one is more innovative than 

others since each research has its own uniqueness, 

dynamicity and complexity when conducting research  

R5: I use qualitative and quantitative methods to respond 

to research questions.  

R3: I used tests, interviews, observations, questionnaires, 

and an evaluation checklist. I think evaluation checklist, 

followed by open-ended questionnaire is the most 

innovative. The purpose of this study was to evaluate the 

possibility of a text-reader software in creating oral texts. 

The texts would be created from the translation of Indonesian 

texts to English texts. I used this evaluation checklist to help 

reviewers to examine a software that can read a text and the 

questionnaire was used to give space for the reviewers to 

comments and provide suggestions. I just think this is 

innovative since I have never seen one before.  
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R4: Statistical analysis for a quasi-experimental research, 

ANOVA, t test, Pearson product moment to estimate rater 

reliability in writing assessment. In qualitative analysis, 

description of taxonomy of grammatical errors and 

explanation of data 

R8: Classroom action research (CAR) of teacher education 

students: it is researching teachers' own classes, their own 

problems, which findings are beneficial to improve their 

own classes. YES, I teach CAR 

R10: I ask my supervises to do qualitative classroom 

research, the design commonly avoided by students, also 

ask them to apply genre-based pedagogy to analyse English 

textbooks. 

R13: Quantitative research, what I like is about the way to 

analyze the data and calculating the data 

R18: by using software such as spss and online web such as 

lextutor.ca to collect the data. I hope I can motivate students 

to use it but the problem is the facility and internet 

connection. They all accept methods, don’t teach how to 

invent tools 

R20: Dealing the implementation of The Integrative 

English Teaching and Learning Method of Five “R” for 

ESP Learners makes the English learning process to be 

more interesting and easier. It is surprising me that the ESP 

learners get good involvement or participation in improving 

their English competence orally or written. 

R21: It depends on what data you need for your research; it 

can be descriptive and quantitative. 

R22: I use R n D research to develop instructional 

multimedia to teach Reading comprehension. 

R23: Data collection is qualitative and also quantitative. 

Usually descriptive analysis matches to be innovative 

R23: Bringing innovation works well on the topics while 

research method would suit the typical research. 

R24: The quantitative methods... yes sometimes I share it 

with the undergraduate students through supervision of the 

students’ thesis. 

R24: Quantitative data with statistical procedure for 

analysing. 

R24: Explaining clearly kind of research methods with its 

characteristics. 

5. Stakeholders’ 

Awareness 

 

Raising 

students’ 

awareness 

R3: It is very important as it is fundamental in relation to 

building students' skills as future teachers. 

R14: It is very valuable since it offers the various ways to 

teach. it enriches the students some teaching techniques to 

be implemented later in the classroom 

Raising 

lecturers’ 

awareness  

R26: It is the core competence of being a teacher that is 

supposedly transforming teachers’ teaching practices 

Accounting of 

the schools’ 

culture 

R1: Conducting research in the field of ELT must result in 

an impact on ELT Practices. This notion indicates that 

teachers, students, scholars and researchers are strongly 

recommended to be thoughtful and sensible of the 

phenomena related to ELT field and can provide fruitful 
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contribution of the field. Therefore, the research must 

resolve some ELT problems in practice. 

R2: Learning research method is addressed to students and 

teaching to teachers. They are intertwined. 

R5: Learning and teaching are two interconnected 

processes. In research, we teach and learn at the same time 

from theories, reflections, and existing practices in the 

fields. 

R5: I firmly believe in that. Research comes from practice. 

From practice, we learn about problems to be solved 

through research. The results may inform how things should 

be done in the next practices 

R21: It greatly affects ELT; it enables innovations to be 

revealed and unpacked and it promotes quality ELT 

R22: Learning and teaching research method are two 

processes that can improve the quality of see something 

beyond the line. By teaching research, we could learn more 

about research within the process of teaching. 

R23: Learning and teaching should develop through 

research. On the other hand, research should also develop 

the quality of teaching and learning 

R24: ELT and research cannot (be) separate(d). The results 

or research will bring a good impact in ELT. 

R25: Research enables us to transform and reform what 

happens in the practice of EL. 

R25: There are always problems in the process of learning 

and teaching. Learning and teaching always develop. Their 

development is optimal through research which is supported 

by the application of appropriate research method. 

R26: Both are about expanding learner's perceptual and 

experiential world with a certain planned action, lots of 

informed decisions, and repetitive reflective evaluations. 

R26: Definitely yes. ELT research is basically dealing with 

learner as human that has cultural intelligence, therefore, 

any ELT research must impact on the development of 

human's cultural potential and assure them to grow as a 

better individual that holds the future of a society. 

Neglecting 

departmental 

culture 

R20: the value of it (research methods) is less for them in 

practice 

6. University 

Funding, 

Workload 

and Support 

Challenge: Not 

enough support 

for research 

 

R5: Lack of resources for conducting research. Lack of 

institutional support in terms of journal subscriptions, internet 

connection, library, and supporting forums for academic 

activities. 

7. Personal 

Research 

Addressing 

one’s own 

research into 

the teaching on 

RM 

R23: The lecturer himself should be a research practitioner. 

Through experiencing research, students will have down to 

earth examples on how to do a research 

Challenge: 

Disregarding 

the value of 

innovation in 

research 

R5: Lack of resources for conducting research. Lack of 

institutional support in terms of journal subscriptions, 

internet connection, library, and supporting forums for 

academic activities.  

R3: Access to research publications is another problem as we 

are in a developing country. We can find way out with using 
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open access journals, but it is not enough. Best papers need 

money to be accessed 

R6: [We have no access to books] to direct students to 

explore related references. 
 

 

Table 4.18 Question 2. Participants’ responses  

What experiences need to be provided for the “job” of teaching of research to be done? 

Themes Subthemes Participants’ responses 

1. Global 

Relevance  

 

International 

standardization  

 

R16: Research should give contribution in the global issues, 

it should give solution to the ELT problems that are faced by 

the government, institution, class, educators and students 

2. National 

Relevance  

Degree quality 

and student 

quality 

 

R6: It can improve the students’ writing ability. (reference 

NSHE) 

R6: Students will have some experiences in planning, 

conducting, analyzing and reporting research. They are 

trained to think systematically and logically. They also have 

experiences in expressing their ideas in formal written and 

spoken in English. It means their writing ability will be 

improved in the process of writing the report (the final 

project) 

R6. [in the subject] they learn to identify problems and 

justify the research methods 

R8: It is necessary for them to have this subject. 

R10: The value: as a guide for undergrad students to conduct 

final research project  

R15: The research methods subject must be a compulsory 

subject as it will prepare the students with a strong 

fundamental theory before they conduct their own study 

especially for their thesis  

R17: Having the subject will provide them with the 

understanding on how to conduct a research. 

R21: How to connect practice and theory, how to apply 

theory into practice, how to inspire theory from practices. 

R24: By doing the research the students will learn the steps 

of research. So, the theory given in the teaching learning 

process will be implemented directly. 

3. Course and 

Unit Design 

Unit learning 

outcomes based 

on graduate 

competencies 

and the IQF. 

R11: An overall research process: the challenges are to 

review the literature, define effective instruments for 

collecting data, analyze the data, and discuss the findings 

Building 

connections 

between the 

unit 

components 

R25: coherence among the ideas across sub-topics 

4. Pedagogy 

 

 

 

Planning 

teaching 

 

R1: Many students process the data both qualitatively and 

quantitatively. The data collection and analysis of their 

research are based on their interests. Teachers need to 

provide both of them in order to facilitate their concern and 

readiness. 
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R8: To provide them with the big picture of the research 

paradigms 

R19: Learning and teaching research methods is a matter of 

practice. It means that, instead of diving into theories, a 

student must be forced to practices which then enable them 

to learn. 

Teachers’ role R3: Teaching, for me, is a process to help students 

learning. All activities in the teaching and learning process 

should be directed to the successfulness of the students in 

understanding and being able to implement what they have 

learned in different context or situation. 

R4: To provide students with choices of research methods 

in ELT so that they can see which one is appropriate for 

answering their research problems 

R4: learning and teaching should be balanced, or more 

learning compared to teaching. Learning means student-

centred, while teaching is teacher-centred. So, teacher 

explanation should be based on what students need to 

know. Therefore, the teacher should give students a lot of 

questions to make students learn. 

R5: Asking the students to read (obtain) more resources 

autonomously, sharing and discussing with peers and the 

lecturers 

Teaching 

research skills 

R1: In addition, the research method subject is expected to 

guide and train the students to be sensitive to any problems 

regarding their field in order to be able to resolve the 

problems scientifically. 

R2: It depends on what instruments we use whether they 

are test, questionnaire, interview, observation, etc. which 

require skills to accomplish this job. 

R3:The integration of ICT in the research opens spaces for 

much future research. 

R3: Data collection includes test, interview, observation, 

field note, and questionnaire. I do not teach them 

comprehensively in my class (for time limits), but for my 

supervisees, I give guidance to them and develop research 

instruments together. 

R3: Data selection skills? They need to know what they 

need so they can answer research questions. The data 

should be framed in some ways so they get what they need. 

The characteristics of the data should be also known so 

they will understand what to do with the data. Pre and post-

test data cannot be directly put into SPSS before they can 

describe and map out the data, for example. 

R6: Skills in identifying kinds and characteristics of data 

needed, in using various kinds of instruments, and in 

employing appropriate and suitable collecting data 

methods. 

R7: Data sampling by random one to know that our data is 

representative enough to be used in the research. Doing 

survey can be the likely method to be taught to the 

students. 

R7: Relating to our local culture which tend to be listeners 

and follower to the theory rather than the researchers to a 

better theory 
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R8: Supervising thesis: to design the research and 

determine the kinds of data collection instruments 

R8: Various kinds of qualitative/quantitative data 

collection 

R9: 1. Administering test; 2. Conducting interview; 3. Note 

taking; 4. Coding 

R9: 1. How to formulate qualified questions 2. Paraphrase 

3. How to ask questions in interview 

R10: a) Learning of research methods means understanding 

the concept about research design, participants, context, 

data collection and analysis methods and test our 

understandings by reviewing the research articles or 

reports.  

R10:- Data collection process: test, interview, observation, 

field notes, artifacts, photo voice, learning logs.  Data 

presentations: tables, graphs, diagrams, narrative 

descriptions I teach all of them to my students. 

R10: - Skills need to be taught: planning and developing 

instruments, e.g writing observation guide, interview guide, 

developing a valid and reliable test - We use tools in 

computer program to represent data in the forms of table, 

diagram, graphs, transcriptions, and descriptions 

R11: The process of collecting data I ever see in a research 

paper are through observation, questionnaire, interview, 

and test that preceded by a careful reviewed literature. I 

learn more about these and deliver them to my students. 

R11: Training the students to go beyond of their collected 

data. They need a skill to code and organize the data 

gained. 

R11: it is essential for the students to have both theoretical 

and practical knowledge on the research process that enables 

them to conduct their own research investigation 

R11: conducting mini research by their own selves as a 

project guided regularly by lecturer of research Method in 

ELT. 

R12: To establish the foundation for critical thinking skills 

and scientific attitudes. Students need to develop their 

critical thinking skills and scientific attitudes. 

R15: Guide them how to use the appropriate research 

design 

R15: To know deeper the differences of each research 

design and its characteristics. 

R16: Propose them the online web/ online instrument that 

can be used in research. 

R16: How to make them understand well, how to make 

them to be able to differentiate between one method to 

another. Make sure that the students understand what the 

methods are for and what statistic should be used. 

R16: Teaching research method is not only teaching the 

theory about method in research but also give them 

experience in the real research by using the theory given. 

R16: 1. questionnaire; 2. test; 3. spss; 4. Interview 

R17: The skills that need to be taught to the students are 

how to create instruments for collecting data (i.e. how to 

make items for interview and questionnaires), how to 
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categorize, distribute and interpret the data that they have 

collected, etc. 

R18: Students need to: 

1. find the interesting topic of research,  

2. decide the right research design of the topic they choose  

3. find the research gap  

4. create an updated literature review  

R18: 1. how to make a good research instrument to collect 

data  

2. deciding population and sample  

3. using spss and interpreting the result from spss  

4. Using online software 4. how to draw conclusion from 

data finding 

R18: Using instrument like questionnaire, observation 

checklist, and calculate the result using spss, using online 

software such as lexturor.ca. I teach all except the use of 

SPSS 

R19: Data collection methods used are mostly in-depth 

interview, portfolio, questionnaires, protocols, and more 

specific techniques. I teach interview and questionnaire a 

lot according to the research. 

R20: Collaborating the student’s minds within their 

research understanding 

R21: To reach their understanding on all research 

paradigms and put them into practice 

R21: Descriptively and quantitatively. I teach both 

R21: It's necessary and essential in a way it equips final 

year students with theoretical bases as well practices of 

what and how to do a research is. 

R22: I shared data collection in quantitative mostly because 

I have assigned to teach quantitative course. 

R22: They need to design or select correct instrument to 

present valid data 

R23: As this deals with teaching, data collection are 

through test, interview, questionnaire, and observation. 

Students have to learn all of them. 

R23: Making tests, constructing questionnaire, making 

observation sheet. 

R24: Quantitative and qualitative data 

R24: Research method is important for undergraduate 

students as their knowledge to conduct their research. 

 (to “provoke” innovation and novelty) 

R25: interview technique, observation, documentation, test 

R25: Many, among them are interview process and 

documentary collection as well as their representations. 

R26: Corpus-based data was my focus and the data was 

represented visually based on the software we used in the 

research. I introduced those two stuffs to my undergrad 

students. 

R26: IT skills is number one requirement and of course a 

clear mastery of the basics of phonetics/phonology is a 

must. Knowing the content knowledge is the most 

important requirement indeed. The analysis will follow the 

knowledge structure as offered in the discipline. 
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Challenge: 

Students 

understanding 

of the skills 

involved 

 

R1: The biggest challenge is related to the students’ 

perspective of their full understanding of the research. They 

sometimes believe that the research method subject is a 

hard subject to learn. This challenge indicates that the 

undergraduate students have less positive perspectives 

which build the big wall for them in understanding the 

concept and the practical things about the research 

R9: The subject area and research design that are chosen 

by the students tend to be monotonous because they imitate 

their seniors 

Taking account 

of published 

research 

R4: Learning from research reports is more effective than 

just read a textbook of research method. 

R7: Research findings can give practical procedure to ELT 

to be better further and to be innovative.  

R10: Teachers have to read and reflect on findings of 

studies reported in reputable journals on ELT/EFL/ESL 

education. 

5. Stakeholders’ 

Awareness 

 

Raising 

students’ 

awareness 

R2: The result of research activity should be able to create 

changing and usefulness for other people’s lives. Otherwise 

we don’t need to do research it is not useful for other 

people. 

R10: Teaching of research methods mean facilitating 

students to acquire knowledge and skills about the target 

materials mentioned previously via writing a mini research 

project proposal. 

R11: the term learning may refer more to the students that 

are facilitated by the lecturers (in this part, teaching may 

take place). 

R12: To make them reflective prospective teachers. 

R19: Successful ELT learners obtain their strength through 

the process of frequently focused practices. A result of L2 

learning. 

R20: Theoretically and practically. as Bloom Taxonomy, 

the learners get from the first step of knowledge then 

comprehension, theoretically, up to analysing. 

R22: Research for ELT will give more impact when the 

students analyse the learning process because they have 

more opportunity to observe whether one method will 

affect students' achievement or motivation. 

Raising 

lecturers’ 

awareness  

R8: The impressive process and the findings of the 

research may inspire other teachers to do the same things. 

(exemplifying lifelong learning) 

Accounting of 

the schools’ 

culture 

R17: I believe that research should be done on the basis of 

certain phenomenon in ELT in which the result will be 

beneficial for the practice and will give benefit to the 

teaching of EFL in a real field. 

6. University 

Funding, 

Workload 

and Support 

- No comments 

7. Personal 

Research 

Addressing 

one’s own 

research into 

R3: During my teaching career as an English teacher, I did 

research, observing students' behaviour in my classes, 

evaluating the teaching I made, using new techniques or 

methods of teaching, "interviewing" or talking to my 
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the teaching on 

RM 

students about my teaching, and other things. I learn a lot 

from my experiences (research). I just feel day by day; my 

teaching gets better and better (as my students also 

thought). 

R23: As I mentioned I implement my way of handling 

reading classes’ relaxant to my experience in research. 

R18: I believe that learning is by doing, so my knowledge 

and skill in research improved when I did research and write 

journal and I am satisfied when my research article published 

in a reputable journal. Teaching research method is to give 

students more experience in conducting research, therefore 

lecturer should give more chance for students to write 

research article, present it and if possible publish it at least in 

educational forum such as seminar or journal that is not 

reputable; rather than teaching them to discuss the theory 

such as the types of research method, the definition of 

research etc. thus, it is better to give students task such as 

writing research project. 

8.  Linking one’s 

own research 

with the 

teaching of 

research 

 

R2: I share my research with my students by asking them 

to read it. 

R4: I (with my team members) have just won research on 

multimedia-based English materials. This is the most 

innovative I have ever had so far. Yes, I share it to motivate 

them to find innovative research problems 

R7: Doing English teaching to the blind messenger with 

Listen Repeat Listen Answer. What makes it of value is 

that I got the experience of the life and social life of the 

blind and how we do communication by the teaching and 

learning process. Indeed. The sharing to the students by 

making them aware about possible research around them 

and how to do so. 

R9: Once I conducted an action research for speaking using 

a new method. it turns out to be helpful, so I teach my 

current students using this method  

R11: I have once designed a syllabus for a particular 

subject and developed its materials for the English 

Education Students. Then I proposed the product to be used 

in the institution where I work. I "enjoyed" the overall 

stages of design (R n D). I shared them to my students in 

Research method class as authentic example of R n D 

design 

R15: My research on self-evaluation in which I helped 

teachers to self-assess their instructional practice using 

some strategies. I then encourage my students to do similar 

research in different setting and contexts 

R23: I did a research financed by Dikti by taking reading 

activity through mind mapping. What I like is that reading 

through idea mapping challenges students to be creative 

and innovative. Certainly, I implement that strategy in 

running reading classes. 

R25: Critical ethnography is not only describing as what 

ethnography does, but it needs critical theory to apply in 

looking at the phenomena. So, critical theory is applied in 

analyzing the data in this study of critical ethnography. I 
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plan to share it to colleagues and students in research 

workshop and seminar held by the institution. 

R25 supervising my students I shared some experience 

about my own research. 
 

 

Table 4.19 Question 3. Participants’ responses. 

What has been done in your area of responsibility of teaching research? 

Themes Subthemes Participants’ responses 

1. Global 

Relevance  

 

- No comments  

2. National 

Relevance  

- No comments  

3. Course and 

Unit Design 

- No comments  

4. Pedagogy Differentiated 

learning 

(personal 

engagement) 

R3: I have been thinking about many research projects and 

I shared with my students in the subjects I taught and with 

my supervisee students. I normally ask what students have 

in their minds about their own research project. If I think it 

is innovative, I will help them to improve the project. If the 

ideas are not clear, I will offer what I think better research 

ideas. I like my ideas since I believe they are new. For 

example, I am interested in developing course books for 

primary and secondary students with more local content. 

So, the function of learning English is not learning Western 

culture only, but to make English as a tool to introduce the 

students' local tradition, customs, etc. (Ania: they choose 

their own topics)  

R11: 1. Enabling my students to set their own stages for 

conducting R n d design  

2. specifically in quantitative study, they feel free to use 

any software for computing statistical data (SPSS, Matlab). 

Taking account 

of published 

research 

R1: I believe that bringing innovation into research method 

subject is a must to keep up with the updated issues and 

currents needs. The latest and the most current research 

knowledge and result of the research have become my 

primary concern to keep updating what on going on the 

field. Having a discussion with my colleagues and sharing 

the ideas with my students is a big matter to do. 

R1: The students are given a lot of time to explore the 

results of the research using several reputable articles from 

local and international journals. Then they are asked to 

analyze how the researchers conducted their research 

regarding the steps, data, and instruments of the research 

and so on. The students also are led to share with other 

students and provide comment related to the result of the 

research. 

R4: Ask my students to read research reports, sometimes I 

give them the titles that would be useful for them to learn. 

R5: I aim to bring innovation into the research (teaching or 

supervision) whenever it is necessary. Regarding topic 

selection, for example, I attempt to assist students in 

bringing strong relevant arguments into the opinions. I add 
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new terms or theories when needed. When they work on 

Games, for instance, I try to help them find a new research, 

such Gamification, rather than repeating existing studies.  

R10: Participatory action research, classroom research, 

CDA, social semiotic perspectives. I share with my 

students by showing them with those models from related 

journal articles 

R12: More exposure to the publication requirements 

R19: I have taught research methods class since four years 

back and I found that lecturing method did not work. This 

semester I have tried to approach a different angle in which 

students are encouraged to review current trends journals 

on E+L+T followed by retelling what they understand 

before their peers. In a shorter word, the students have to 

learn by doing to understand research methods. 

R16 1. analyse research papers to make the students 

understand well the method (not only the theory)  

R26: Definitely yes. I could start the innovation by, for 

instance, combining the framework of linguistics and 

pedagogy at the same time to adopt a more comprehensive 

approach as teaching is basically a language phenomenon, 

so Linguistics should be number one priority to include 

while addressing frameworks from sociology, psychology, 

anthropology, and etc. 

R26: Corpus-based data collection, be in the form of spoken 

or written discourse, was I guess the most innovative 

research I used. Visual representation of sounds gave me lots 

of benefits in understanding the structure of suprasegmental 

units of the spoken discourse 

(and similar answer from R2, R7, R8, R10, R11, R13, 16, 

17, 25) 

5. Stakeholders’ 

Awareness 

 

Accounting of 

the schools’ 

culture 

R3: Collaboration with teachers at schools can also be 

explored further. 

R26: from the very outset I designed a research project 

together with my students in class and outside the class esp 

in weekly research forum held by the department in a joint 

coordination with the association of applied linguistics of 

Indonesia. 

6. University 

Funding, 

Workload 

and Support 

Challenge: 

colleague’s 

understanding 

of research 

 

R3: but the next problem is the limitation of other thesis 

supervisors to see ELT from different perspective and 

angles. Many students with innovative projects, for example, 

developing computer-based materials had been rejected by 

this student's supervisor or even the head of the ELT 

department. 

7. Personal 

Research 

Addressing 

one’s own 

research into 

the teaching on 

RM 

R5: I did a research on Generation Z's learning approaches 

in today's education. I am interested in the gaps that might 

occur in the learning process emerged from different 

perspectives of teachers - labelled as traditionalist or X 

generations - and their students, labelled as Gen Z. I share 

how I selected and gave the argument on the topic 

selection, how to write the literature, what procedures 

employed, how to report the findings and develop the 

discussion, and to summarize the research, especially how 

to emphasize the contribution of the study. 
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R2: I share my research with my students by asking them 

to read it. 

R4: I (with my team members) have just won research on 

multimedia-based English materials. This is the most 

innovative I have ever had so far. Yes, I share it to motivate 

them to find innovative research problems 

R7: Doing English teaching to the blind messenger with 

Listen Repeat Listen Answer. What makes it of value is 

that I got the experience of the life and social life of the 

blind and how we do communication by the teaching and 

learning process. Indeed. The sharing to the students by 

making them aware about possible research around them 

and how to do so. 

R9: Once I conducted an action research for speaking using 

a new method. it turns out to be helpful, so I teach my 

current students using this method  

R11: I have once designed a syllabus for a particular 

subject and developed its materials for the English 

Education Students. Then I proposed the product to be used 

in the institution where I work. I "enjoyed" the overall 

stages of design (R n D). I shared them to my students in 

Research method class as authentic example of R n D 

design 

R15: My research on self-evaluation in which I helped 

teachers to self-assess their instructional practice using 

some strategies. I then encourage my students to do similar 

research in different setting and contexts 

R16 online instrument traditionally yes, in my 

sociolinguistics class, I ask them to do mini research with 

qualitative data 

R18 Research project: About humor translation and about 

strategy used in teaching speaking skills Yes, I share I 

present it on Translation class and in ESP class. but 

sometimes to my advisee when I did thesis supervision 

R23: I did a research financed by Dikti by taking reading 

activity through mind mapping. What I like is that reading 

through idea mapping challenges students to be creative 

and innovative. Certainly, I implement that strategy in 

running reading classes. 

R25: Critical ethnography is not only describing as what 

ethnography does, but it needs critical theory to apply in 

looking at the phenomena. So, critical theory is applied in 

analyzing the data in this study of critical ethnography. I 

plan to share it to colleagues and students in research 

workshop and seminar held by the institution. 

R25 supervising my students I shared some experience 

about my own research. 

Challenge: 

Disregarding 

the value of 

innovation in 

research 

R1: I used both quantitative and qualitative data in my own 

research. I do not think the one is more innovative than 

others since each research has its own uniqueness, 

dynamicity and complexity when conducting research  

R5: I use qualitative and quantitative methods to respond 

to research questions.  

R3: I used tests, interviews, observations, questionnaires, 

and an evaluation checklist. I think evaluation checklist, 
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followed by open-ended questionnaire is the most 

innovative. The purpose of this study was to evaluate the 

possibility of a text-reader software in creating oral texts. 

The texts would be created from the translation of 

Indonesian texts to English texts. I used this evaluation 

checklist to help reviewers to examine a software that can 

read a text and the questionnaire was used to give space for 

the reviewers to comments and provide suggestions. I just 

think this is innovative since I have never seen one before.  

R4: Statistical analysis for a quasi-experimental research, 

ANOVA, t test, Pearson product moment to estimate rater 

reliability in writing assessment. In qualitative analysis, 

description of taxonomy of grammatical errors and 

explanation of data 

R17: Haven't got any and haven't done any 

R8: Classroom action research (CAR) of teacher education 

students: it is researching teachers' own classes, their own 

problems, which findings are beneficial to improve their 

own classes. YES, I teach CAR 

R10: I ask my supervises to do qualitative classroom 

research, the design commonly avoided by students, also 

ask them to apply genre-based pedagogy to analyse English 

textbooks. 

R13: Quantitative research, what I like is about the way to 

analyze the data and calculating the data 

R18: by using software such as spss and online web such as 

lextutor.ca to collect the data. I hope I can motivate 

students to use it but the problem is the facility and internet 

connection. They all accept methods, don’t teach how to 

invent tools 

R20: Dealing the implementation of The Integrative 

English Teaching and Learning Method of Five “R” for 

ESP Learners makes the English learning process to be 

more interesting and easier. It is surprising me that the ESP 

learners get good involvement or participation in improving 

their English competence orally or written. 

R21: It depends on what data you need for your research; it 

can be descriptive and quantitative. 

R22: In my perspective, I never view research from the 

innovation because I realize that undergraduate students are 

still learning to conduct research. So, my department sets the 

limit of research for the students to make sure that they can 

write correct research based on guidance. 

R22: I use R n D research to develop instructional 

multimedia to teach Reading comprehension. 

R23: Data collection is qualitative and also quantitative. 

Usually descriptive analysis matches to be innovative 

R23: Bringing innovation works well on the topics while 

research method would suit the typical research. 

R24: The quantitative methods... yes sometimes I share it 

with the undergraduate students through supervision of the 

students’ thesis. 

R24: Quantitative data with statistical procedure for 

analysing. 
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R24: Explaining clearly kind of research methods with its 

characteristics. 
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Appendix 2. Study participants’ reports on their teaching  
 

Perspective  Processes Analysis of the process applied by the 

study participants 

Critical 

Perspective 

Identifying the object of 

study  

What new perspectives 

were engaged to describe 

the object of study? 

Evidence their value in 

relation to evidence from 

earlier research and other 

perspectives. 

Pedagogy.  Challenge:  Planning teaching  

 (R1) “The students remain status quo of 

doing research, did not move on.  [Students 

applied techniques already proposed in 

TESOL literature to see how they work in 

classroom], implementing 

techniques/strategies/games, or find the 

effectiveness of 

techniques/strategies/games, correlational 

studies, or describing the practice of 

teaching English skills in one institution.”   

(R4) “There was a student that did not 

know the steps in doing his research. He 

just copied the title from the library and 

changed the research setting. 

(R4) There were students that did not know 

how to find the journals. I gave them the 

hard copies, and we finally worked together 

to find the link for searching the journals. It 

could be the laziness of one student since 

he took long time do this step. I repeatedly 

invited him to come to my office to discuss. 

He at last did it after all the friends under 

my supervision had done it.  

(R5) When I gave an idea that they can 

explore not only restrictly from ELT, but 

also other fields of study, they said that it 

would take a long-time research. They were 

afraid that they could not finish in time. 

(R2) Students’ motivation. Not all students 

are willing to commit to finish their thesis 

project on time, not all students regularly 

consult to their advisor if they find 

problems. Some students see their advisor 

only when the deadline is near.   

(R3) The obstacles: 

Many students told me that they do not 

know what they want to do (their own 

thesis, since they do not understand when 

they got research methodology course) 

note: their reading habit is very low 

Students motivation to do their thesis are 

low. Many students do not have willingness 

to do their thesis punctually. 

(R3) The challenges: 
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To raise students reading habits especially 

in reading articles and references 

 To motivate students’ awareness the 

importance of doing thesis punctually, 

doing consultation regularly.  

How I deal with problems 

I ask my students to read some references/ 

articles related to the topic that they like. 

Keeping contact with them to remind them 

in finishing their thesis.  

Open mind that not all students having the 

same qualities in thinking and writing their 

idea. Always guide and help them to find 

the best thing for their thesis. 

 

Pedagogy.  Teaching research skills  

 (R2) How I deal with problems  

Encourage students to read more and use 

dictionary (monolingual dictionary) to 

improve their writing as well as to 

understand more when they read journal or 

book.  

Motivate and remind students to finish 

thesis by recording their progress or by 

using social media. 

(R2)  

Give students example of good research 

instruments, good research articles from 

reputable journals that enable them to learn 

how to present research gap, steps to 

analyze the data, steps to implement the 

technique, etc.  

 (R3) I suggested my student to read articles 

related to the conjunction relation and 

translation as her thesis’ title, because the 

title had been approved by the first adviser 

so that she had to continue her thesis. A 

week later she came to me with her 

summary.   

She found Halliday’s book which is written 

in 1976, she had read the book and 

understood well about conjunction in 

English   

She found Sriyono’s article which is 

published in LINGUA. It is about 

conjunctive relation translation from 

English to Bahasa. After telling two 

information above, I asked her what she got 

from the reading text. Our discussion run 

well but I didn’t find the crucial thing that 
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she has to know to do her thesis. What she 

has done was reading the theory of English 

conjunction (Halliday) and the article in the 

second was Indonesian journal.  Then she 

asked me to know how to search good 

article such as in international journal. 

Knowing how to search good article is 

important for the student, but not all 

lecturer let them know. Then I asked her to 

read suggested article that she and I looked 

for together. She has to read the two articles 

and makes report of them.  

(R4) 1. I interviewed the students: “the title 

of their researches, do they know what to 

do related to the steps of their researches, 

the instruments used in their researches. 2. I 

asked the students to read some journals 

related to the content of her research and 

books related to the methods of their 

researches.  

(R2) When I read her thesis proposal, most 

of the references were old, then I asked her 

to find the newest references from article 

journal. Her topic was about politeness 

strategies. I suggested her to read (1) 

Nguyen (2008) and (2) Victorina (2014).  

(R4)  

1. We discussed the journals that they and I 

found. We compared the theories, the 

findings in them.  

2. I asked them if they agreed with all the 

theories or they had different ideas. 

3. I asked them to conclude the theories and 

asked them to decide what theories that 

really matched their studies. 

Obstacle: 

There was a student who did not have any 

idea and seemed confused to compare the 

theories. When I asked him what the 

theories that really matched his study, he 

just kept silent for a while, and said all 

theories were suitable with his study.  

 

Pedagogy:  Planning teaching 

(R2) List of literature I directed students to 

read 

Papathanasiou (2009) this article was about 

the investigation of two ways of presenting 

vocabulary [to students to learn]. The 

purpose I asked student to read this article 
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is to make her understand the procedure and 

the implementation of experimental 

research since this article described clearly 

the implementation of true experimental 

research. From this article student learn (1) 

how to present research gap, student 

learned that one of the ways to present 

research gap is by reviewing both theories 

from books and the findings in research 

article. Article by Papathanasiou (2009) 

illustrated that his research will mediate the 

gap between theories and findings from 

journal since both of them presented 

contradictory result.  

 

Liskinasih & Lutviana → my student has 

analyzed her data and found out that the 

result was not like what she expected. She 

expected that her research would have good 

result (in this case high significant level 

result) but in fact, the significant level was 

low, she thought that her research failed. In 

this case I explained to her that as a 

researcher we should present real findings, 

regardless the result. The most important 

thing is the significance of or result to the 

body of knowledge. Therefore, we should 

know a good way to organize the findings 

and to draw conclusion. To make student 

understand I asked her to read article by 

Liskinasih & Lutviana (2016) to learn how 

to organize finding with low result (little 

effect) and how to draw conclusion from it.  

 

Pedagogy.  Challenge: Teaching research 

skills 

(R2) The discussion could take short to 

longer time or done in once to several 

times, it depended on students’ level of 

understanding and their openness to share 

their problem/difficulty they found during 

conducting their research. However, there 

were some points that could be noticed 

during the discussion: students need 

guidance to find a good article since they 

have limited experience to browse and to 

select a good article related to their topic. 

Thus, before challenging them to review the 

literature, the thesis advisor or teacher 

should teach them some tips or strategies to 
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find and get good research article they 

need. It was not easy for students to 

understand journal article they read, 

students received much knowledge beyond 

what they have studied in class, and 

therefore they need further explanation 

from the thesis advisor or teacher. 

(R2) The challenges  

To make students develop a research title 

that is new and interesting.  

To make students read a lot of references.  

 

Pedagogy:  Challenge: Unit material choice 

& organisation 

(R1) “This condition happens due to the 

students do not have more examples of 

research in the library.”  

(R5) My students were ‘library theses’ 

oriented, and many of them only take one 

thesis example as the reference. They found 

that ‘innovation’ is hard to be done in 

English Education field, because they tend 

to repeat the existing research. 

 

Stakeholders Awareness. Challenge: 

Accounting of the university departmental 

culture. 

(R2) 1. My position as the second advisor is 

limited to give advice on certain aspects 

only, for example in approving research 

title I don’t have the full priority, and also if 

I suggest to add some points (some 

information) on students’ research project, 

it sometimes does not work, it depends on 

the first advisor’s approval.  

(R3) I have limited right to do guidance in 

my position as second advisor, so that I 

cannot fully control them in writing their 

thesis. For example, when I ask them to 

write background of the study coherently, 

most of them told me “my first advisor has 

approved my chapter 1 ma’am, should I 

change it?”  OMG :| 

(R4) So far, I am as a second advisor who 

does not have full right to give advice to the 

students. There was an advisor who did not 

agree to the book or journal that I suggested 

to the student. There was also an advisor, 

after the student read articles and books, 
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she changed the title of the study that had 

different method from the previous title. 

 

University funding/support. Challenge: 

resource 

(R2) Facilities for students to read articles 

from reputable journals and newest books 

are limited.   

 

Who is the beneficiary of 

the study? 

Pedagogy.  Challenge:  Planning teaching 

(R3) I enjoy my position as second advisor, 

I can be their friend in discussing 

something, as result one of my advisory 

students, HNH is able to finish her thesis in 

6 months/ one semester 

(R5) Unfortunately, (after 4 months) none 

of my students have as yet discussed their 

reseach findings. 

 

Stakeholders Awareness: Accounting of 

the university departmental culture.  

(R1) There should be Standard Operating 

Procedure (SOP) of guiding students. This 

can be used as the quality control. It should 

become mission and vision of university to 

create research university. 

(R1) Overall, not much different what the 

students decided to do. There is long 

process to change this. Academic 

atmosphere should be built first starting 

from the way the lecturers/academics teach 

in the classroom, and same understanding 

of lecturers in guiding the students.  

 

Method of analysis 

How the new perspectives 

were related to describe the 

object of study?  

 

Pedagogy:  Challenge: Teaching research 

skills 

(R1) “Students came with titles, not with 

problems. Reading habits and reading skills 

can be serious problems. Critical thinking is 

long journey. This need reading habit.” 

(R2) It is important to direct the students to 

focus on certain aspects when they read 

research article, as the thesis advisor or 

teacher we should guide them to list several 

aspects that were needed to review more 

with the help of journal article, such as the 

theoretical framework, the research 

instruments, gap indication, etc. after that, 

the thesis advisor or the teacher should 
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guide students to adapt or adopt those to 

their research project.  

(R3) After she read the article, she came to 

me with confidence “ma’am I have read the 

articles and I know many things related to 

my thesis”. I was glad to hear that good 

news.  

I started with the question “what is the title 

of the two articles?” then followed by “how 

does the writer compose their research 

problems?” “can you see the gap in those 

articles?” “can you debrief the findings of 

the articles you have read?” 

After she answered my questions, I 

reflected to her own thesis with some 

questions  

Do you think that your research problem 

indicates a gap based on the previous 

research? 

How will you do your research? 

 

Pedagogy:  Teaching research skills 

(R2) I asked her to read the articles and 

asked her some questions: (1) what is the 

research gap? (2) How did the study show 

the gap? After the student answered the 

questions, I asked her to reflect on her own 

research. (1) what is your research gap? (2) 

how do you present your gap? Do you find 

any contradictory findings between theories 

and research findings after reviewing 

literature?  

 

 

What new tools were 

invented to devise the 

method of investigation? 

 

Pedagogy. Challenge: Teaching research 

skills 

 (R2) The challenges  

To develop research instruments based on 

students’ needs, not copying from other 

researchers  

(R3) She came to me and asked about how 

to make a good corpus for her data. And 

where should she go to validate her data. I 

had not directly told her how to make 

corpus, but I asked her what kinds of 

information you want to have in your 

corpus. She answered, “as my three 

questions in the research problems, I want 

to make my corpus easily to answer my 

problem” then we discussed it together.  
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She is a brilliant student, every meet me she 

has already with some questions in her 

note. The question is not merely about the 

information she gets from literature / 

review article she has read but also 

everything she wants to know about her 

curiosity in many things. The discussion 

sometimes takes short and longer times, it 

depends on the topic and student’s 

understanding. 

(R4) The students prepared their 

instruments and were ready to do the 

research. We discussed if they found 

difficulties or forgot the steps or confirmed 

again the steps they had to do. I realized 

that they were from different backgrounds 

and they had different capabilities. It 

needed patience. 

(R5) Most of my students find it hard to see 

the connection between chapter 1 and 

chapter 2. They still use ‘the existing thesis’ 

as the example of writing their research 

method.   

(R5) I asked one of my students about their 

justification of their instruments, and I 

asked them about using other instruments. 

However, they said that they will not use 

my suggested instrument. I was ‘happy’ to 

hear ‘this’ because I think they were 

alrealdy independent of what they are 

doing.  

(R1) Many students forgot that the function 

of method is to help them design the 

research to answer the research problems. 

The gap between their understanding of 

method and the way they write the method 

is large. They just follow what the book 

says. They just write about experiment, 

correlation, classroom action research.  

(R5) The instruments that the students 

somehow are shalow and mostly without 

justification. However, they develop their 

understanding of good instruments and 

types of instruments. Many of them do not 

provide  a whole reliability and validity 

tests for the instruments. They do not try 

out the instruments, do not develop 

blueprint of the instrumens, and for 

questionnaire most of them do not 

challange themselves to find out more 
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comprehensive questions towards the 

research question(s).  

Findings 

What was to be revealed as 

a result of the study? 

 

Political 

Perspective 

Acknowledging the 

relationship between the 

intentions of a study and 

the political context (both 

global and local policies). 

- 

Generative 

Perspective 

Specifying the new forms 

of practice that new forms 

of theorising can make 

possible. 

Pedagogy. Challenge: Teaching Research 

skills 

R2) I suggested her … to review the 

theoretical frameworks the writers used to 

analyze data. Then she found 2 articles; 

Nguyen (2008) and Victorina (2014). From 

those articles she adapted the taxonomy of 

criticism to analyze the data.  

 

Stakeholders Awareness: Accounting of 

the university departmental culture. 

(R1) “For this condition, top leaders in 

campus should think of how research 

becomes habit of life, means make students 

familiar with research activities.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



216 

 

Appendix 3. Questionnaire 2 and follow up interviews results 
 

Perspective  Processes Analysis of the process applied by the study 

participants 

Critical 

Perspective 

Identifying the object of 

study  

 

What new perspectives 

were engaged to describe 

the object of study? 

Demonstrate their value in 

relation to evidence from 

earlier research and other 

perspectives. 

Pedagogy.   

Challenge:  Planning teaching  

(R4) Another thing, students’ phenomena: if he 

likes design X, he’ll then do research with that 

design- it’s the easiest one, that takes no time, 

flexible 

(R4) But, for supervising students usually I’ll just 

follow the flow, moreover if the students are with 

low cognitive ability 

(R2) There’s a fact that most of students don’t 

understand R methods/ designs. Most students 

come to see us with title (which mostly they had 

copied the title from previous thesis in library). 

Meanwhile, they have to come to us with a big 

theme to discuss and relevant references/sources. 

(R4) But there were too many obstacles when we 

try to apply it (cross-disciplinary research) to 

students. If the students are good academically, 

able to do independent learning or to say that he 

does learning autonomically then thinking out of 

the box would be happen. It’s easy for us to lead 

students to try to think out of the box. Now, our 

students’ input is fluctuating, at certain badge – 

most students have good cognitive ability. But 

generally, our students’ ability is medium to low – 

this condition brings other difficulties for 

implementing thinking out of the box.  

(R4) Research attitude is the most important thing. 

(R5) the key here is to include innovation when 

we teach research to students. 

(R1) The most challenging factor that I face 

during supervising students research is improving 

their critical thinking and their passion to research. 

Most of students used to work their research only 

for the sake of graduation thus they work on it as 

it is; there is no passion and enthusiasm. This 

dullness then blocks them in thinking innovation 

and novelty in their study though they are 

potential in creating a new world. 

(R4) I planned to tell my students that differences 

in research design or subject is not enough to 

prove the gap of our research, thus, to show the 

innovation. However, it is hard to be understood 

by my students. One of my students took two 

months to understand this concept. 
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(R6) I planned to have more dialogic approach in 

my teaching by offering to the students some 

articles to be read. Digging their interest and 

finally finds to write in their research. However, it 

is not as easy as the planning. Reading habit of 

Indonesian students remain status quo of the 

condition. The students still concern of offering 

titles of research than trying to find problems and 

offer solution using scientific activities. 

 

Pedagogy 

Planning teaching 

(R1) This is my other note: this far we only focus 

on students’ writing, not really discussing with 

them. But, let’s try to ask students to narrate 

“how’s your progress?”, this will make students to 

prepare what they’re going to say when they meet 

us. 

(R1) Dialogic approach (in teaching research) is 

suitable to be applied to adult students 

(andragogy). Now I applied dialogic approach in 

my classroom myself. It made the classroom more 

alive. 

(R1) The teaching and learning process had 

changed. I applied dialogic approach and the 

classroom was alive. But I can’t continue it 

because I joined sandwich program. 

(R2) Again, to be highlighted: my position is 

associate supervisor, so: 

1. I plan to encourage students to read journal that 

suits their research topic. 

2. I help outlining students’ draft for each chapter, 

giving advice about credible references, and not 

only from the previous thesis. (This far I lead 

them to look up some open access journal: science 

direct.com, Elsevier). I showed students where 

and how to get resources.  

(R5) I changed the way I handle my supervisory 

meeting (I am the first advisor):  

Discussion: I tried to know what their interest is, 

what’s visible to be investigated and that it has not 

been done by other students (previous students). 

So, I insisted that my students did not start with 

their thesis tittle.  

Read as much journals as possible.  

I tried to tell them what innovation is- which is to 

me for undergraduate level innovation lies in the 

gap among what they read – this is the position of 

their research. Well, definitely I’d like them to 
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know and to do cross disciplinaries res. BUT it is 

too much, too difficult and takes time. 

start to write 

(R1) I plan to make my supervision session more 

structured and well planned. I plan to have a mini 

session of seminar to let the students share their 

ideas 

(R3) Mapping program is still holding this 

semester. I expect this will contribute positively to 

me as researcher and institution 

(R6) Second, I highly suggest providing students 

with research-based approach while teaching and 

learning classroom. 

(R7) So far, there is a boredom on the researches 

of the students. The methods used were usually 

only 2. And the titles and what were written were 

almost the same. By adding one technique in the 

research, it can be something new, different from 

the others, and it can be an innovation. 

 

Pedagogy.  

Teacher’s role  

(R1) I also propose to the department to design 

road map research of our department that 

accommodate lecturers’ expertise. By this, lecturer 

can work on their research based on their expertise 

and their interest, and the students who are 

interested in the same topics can have a 

collaborated research with the lecturer. By 

supervising students research that is suitable to 

lecturers’ interest, it is expected that lecturer 

engagement into students’ research can be 

maximal. 

(R2) Some suggestions 1. Lecturer should dig 

students’ critical thinking than giving lecture 

about research method theory. 2. Lecturer should 

give students chance to force themselves to 

understand research method based on their 

understanding when they read some articles. 3. let 

them feel free to get lot of knowledge about 

research method, never judge qualitative or 

quantitative is the best. All methods are good 

based on the aims of the research  

(R4) We need to give students with a lot of 

possible research topics and design and open their 

mind to 'possibilities' of other 'subject of 

knowledge', not only about TEFL. 

(R2) Yes, in doing this project, I force my student 

to show and dig her critical thinking; this is one of 

competencies that should be owned by students 
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(R2) Some points that I get from this project 1. In-

guiding student give advice to students, not force 

them to follow us as their lecturer. 2. Open 

students' mind, they have to understand what they 

want to do and they know what they have to do 3. 

Students should understand well the methodology 

in doing research. 

(R3) Do not be afraid to make changes. This 

statement motivates me to make different. What 

[I] have done in mine is just staying in circle. 

Actually, I can move to another circle but still in 

accordance with our topic like education can 

collaborate with politic. 

(R5) I learned to be more organized in guiding 

students, besides I also got new knowledge on 

research that was very useful to guide students and 

to improve myself. 

(R5)  I encouraged student(s) to include 

innovation on their thesis project start from the 

beginning so that their research will bring 

significant contribution to the body of knowledge, 

not just doing similar research to others that have 

been done by their senior, and not writing thesis 

just because it is must. 

(R5) Learn new materials about innovation in 

research and learn how to organize thesis 

advisory. 

(R7) First before the students did the research, I 

dug deeper what they have known and what they 

were going to do with it. I did it by interviewing 

them. Second, I gave them advice to have 

innovation in the research. Third, I suggested 

some journals to read to support the research. I 

also read the journals. 

(R7) 1. I listen more the ideas of the students, so 

the thesis results are really their voices 2. Really 

think about Innovation for the thesis of my 

students. 

 

Pedagogy.  

Teaching Research skills 

(R3) In addition, the process of research is not 

only giving in introduction to research methods 

course but also in any kind of courses. 

(R4) But if, the students under my supervision are 

smart enough, I have spirit to challenge them, and 

I did  

(R5) The most important thing to teach research is 

to make students aware of the innovation in 

research and thus make them critical. This will 
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encourage them to conduct research that bring 

significant contribution to the body of knowledge. 

Students are willing to conduct research that is 

innovative and not just doing the same thing as it 

has been done by other researchers. 

(R6) Practice makes perfect. To me research is 

skill. Research is part of life. Think out of the box, 

finding the why, not only the ‘what’ and the 

‘how’. Research is flexible. This is not static. 

(R1) a.  Read a lot is a must, b. Think out of the 

box, c. Try to do research which is not following 

the existed pattern., d. Try to think what the 

solution for problem X in education through a 

research study is. 

(R3) When we are supervising students, at least 

we attempt to improve their CT, to solve problems 

etc. 

(R3) How I deal with problems 

I ask my students to read some references/ articles 

related to the topic that they like. 

(R5) To me, out of the box here is the way of 

thinking and doing the cross disciplinary research. 

What I did: guide students’ writing: start from 

reading journals so that that understand newest 

trend in research. I told them: so that your thesis 

will not be given/sold to “dump”. 

(R5) Changes that should be implemented is to 

bring innovation on research at least on the lowest 

level. Moreover, to improve students’ willingness 

to read research article from reputable journal or 

others useful references. 

(R2)  I asked my student to read some articles, 

then she has to summarize and criticize it or at 

least she came to me with her note of the article, 

which she has read, then she has to decide her 

problem in certain time. She did research, 

gathered the data and analysed properly. 

(R4) So, I would suggest giving my students a lot 

of sources on research from as many as possible 

authors on research methodologies. 

 

Pedagogy.   

Challenge: Teaching Research skills 

(R1) Indonesians focus only on the structure and 

methods/design of doing research. But the content 

itself is still ignored 

(R1) I agree. This far what we focus on research 

are: a). For students = thesis is done. Submitted. b) 

For teacher = students’ theses are reported. 

Indonesian academics’ research is still focusing on 
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OUTPUT – journal, but not the OUTCOME - 

impact. Administration positions and its duties, 

teaching- so, IMPACT is ignored! In Education 

we only focus on one quadrant of knowledge 

which is only about education. Not the cross 

disciplinary research yet. It focuses only on 

“cognitive aspect”. 

(R1) Indonesian academics focus only on the 

structure and methods/design of doing research. 

But the content itself is still ignored.  

(R5) This far, Indonesian only focus to thesis’ 

writing system. While research isn’t about its 

presenting way: it’s to be started by thinking about 

the ideas around us. 

 

Stakeholders Awareness 

Accounting of the university departmental 

culture.  

(R1). But there lie some problems: students are 

cheating and plagiarize anytime either in doing 

their research or not. We don’t have good 

instrument yet to assess this. 

(R1) One phenomenon: before students come to 

the supervisor, they already had the 

results/findings of their research, they already got 

the complete thesis done [typically this means that 

the students have plagiarized the study]. This is 

what happened: when students come, they focus 

on the tittle. They don’t get interested to discuss 

the problem for their research. Ok let’s say that 

the supervision process is happening. Students 

came to supervisor; they need to make revision 

and so on. But at certain stage, they would come 

back to supervisor with the old version of their 

writing since they said that what the lecturers 

advised them is too difficult to be done or any 

other similar reason to that. 

(R1) I learn about the importance of students’ 

voice and how it should be accommodated as well 

as possible. Our role as students’ supervisor is 

essential in bridging student voice with the needs 

of research. Moreover, I become realize about the 

sake of our research beneficiaries, things that I 

previously did not aware. 

(R1) I do believe that when we do something, we 

loved we will do it in our best. I do want to let the 

students love the research activity so they can do it 

with passion. 

(R1) I do love the idea of research road map and 

let the students actively involved in it. I do hope 
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that this policy can be implemented well and 

benefit not only for the lecturer and student but 

also for the institution. 

(R2) one of my students followed my guidance 

and she fortunately could finish her skripsi in 6 

months. 

(R2) she can finish her thesis in 6 months. That’s 

amazing thing I have ever did. She is diligent 

student. 

(R2) I am happy with my student under my 

guidance, finally I can do something useful. I dare 

my students while I am doing it to myself, by 

forcing myself, I can do it. 

(R4) They (students) are 'aware' of what they were 

doing and find me helpful 

(R7) I could learn with the students, discussed 

something together with them, and found that I 

should have listened to their voices in every 

research they made. 

(R7) I made myself think about innovation 

(R3) In relation to my position as undergrad 

students’ thesis supervisor, I now realized that I 

should not only have orientation how to make 

them graduate soon by finishing thesis. I need to 

accommodate students’ voice in doing their 

research (facts: what happen this far is that 

students do not understand what they want to 

investigate, they don’t know what research is, 

what is their topic of interest etc). 

(R3) From the discussion that we (and other 

participants) had, I think my students got benefit 

from the advisory sessions that we had (backbone) 

– i.e. their research is part of mine. However, we 

must be aware on students’ critical thinking and 

students’ voice – since all ideas, and data are from 

lecturers. 

(R5) Students & advisors track-recording is a 

good program. For students: it’s good to know the 

process and their progress and for other students 

also to reflect. For supervisor: easier to guide 

students 

 

Stakeholders Awareness.  

Challenge: Accounting of the university 

departmental culture.  

(R2) In the other hand, I myself this far is the 

second supervisor so it’s difficult for me to try 

leading the students to think out of the box when 

they write thesis. 
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(R3) There lies problem in my department in 

relation to accommodating students’ voice and 

lecturer’s expertise. For a colleague of me, 

students may choose any broad topic that he wants 

to investigate but the supervisor must lead them to 

use specific theory (knowledge) that we’re 

(lecturers) familiar / expertise at. To me, it is not 

ok to push/command students to do so, but we 

have to explain our research to students (which is 

our own expertise or the way of our thinking is) 

then give students options, do you interested to 

investigate further of what I have done or will be 

doing? If YES, then lead them to the way. Never 

push/command students to use any theory that you 

are familiar/expertise at. 

(R3) What is applied in the department: students 

got their supervisors based on “equal distribution” 

among supervisors (not because the students’ 

research topics are in the field of interest of the 

supervisors). 

(R5) However, if I am the second supervisor, I can 

do nothing other than receiving the result from the 

main supervisor and my main job is to check its 

grammar. 

(R2) Because I am the second advisor, I have to 

ask permission to the first advisor to guide one of 

the students to do my planning. 

(R4)  I learn about what innovation is (only by 

definition, but somehow it is difficult to do it 

while writing my own research or explaining to 

students), I also learn that so far I only repeating 

other researchers' way of thinking and said to 

myself that 'this' is what a research is. further I 

realize that I should be 'awake' and 'aware' of what 

I’m writing. 

(R7)  Since the students were in various 

backgrounds, the benefits were also various: 1. 

For the lazy student, first it seemed he minded 

doing it, but he had to, and finally he could make 

it and was satisfied with the result of the research 

although it took much time 2. Almost all students 

found that their researches were satisfying since 

the researchers were really theirs. 

(R7) We as the advisor and lecturer can only try 

hard. However, the application still depends on the 

situation of the students and the institute 

 

Stakeholders awareness.  

Raising lecturers’ awareness 
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(R1) Dialogic approach (DA) in teaching research 

is definitely new things that I get! DA is an 

interactive learning, not top down, but mediation 

between top down and bottom up. So, both 

students and teacher are learning together through 

problem-based learning. So, lecturers are 

facilitator in the classroom. DA is the same as 

HOTS -higher order thinking skill (which is so 

popular in Indonesia nowadays). It involves 

analysis, evaluation & creating something from 

the problems we learnt. 

(R2) I think I was also triggered on how to do 

research which is out of the box. Moreover, in the 

workshop you showed us new thing in teaching 

research in which usually we focus on only 

quantitative and qualitative. The term “dialogic 

approach” that the you introduced as the 

workshop’s theme let us (the participants) think 

that applying dialogue in teaching research is 

possible to teach (students) research. [Yet, the 

participant did not explain what dialogic approach 

is] 

(R4) Joining the project also let me to re-define 

what is novelty? Novelty is gap which is not just 

“a different subject (setting) for the next research” 

 

Stakeholders awareness. 

Challenge: Raising lecturers’ awareness 

(R1) Teaching equals to 12 credits/week, similar 

to research and community service each 12 

credits/week. But, for those who have 

administrative position (i.e: secretary/head of 

department, dean, etc) research and community 

service can be counted less than 12 c/w, or even 0 

depend on his position at uni. This is another 

challenge: how to upgrade lecturers’ research 

ability if they don’t even do it? 

(R1) To me, flexibility of research happens in 

qualitative res, not in quantitative one. As it is fix 

since the beginning. While thinking out of the box 

in doing research is difficult thing, as it challenges 

the mainstream. 

(R1) While at CDU lecturers are able to sit down 

for 3-4 hours to discuss with one student about 

his/her research. While here at Indonesia, we have 

10-15 students with only maximum 2 hours 

allocated time, or even 1 hour! What happen in the 

state university where I’m doing my doctorate 

degree is even the same: I just have to put the draft 

of my dissertation into my supervisors’ lockers at 
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uni. They will read it, give comments & 

correction, and then I revise based on their 

comments. So, there’s not much discussion. 

There’s even pathetic joke from my academic’s 

advisor in campus: how’s your dissertation 

progress? Next week what will you bring (which 

chapter-red)? We know that doctorate students in 

Indonesian universities have so many 

administration jobs (we’re still working at the 

same time we study), so as long as you 

produce/write something your supervisors will just 

“close their eyes and try not to fail you.” 

I think when Indonesian academics are able to do 

that (real sit and discuss with students) this is the 

instrument to measure the triumph of teaching 

research to students. 

(R4) Moreover, reading new things also takes 

time. 

(R4) Joining this project allow me to reflect to 

what I did, but until now it’s still difficult to go 

out of the pattern. 

e.g: students asked how to write a journal? But, I 

have to many things to do – i.e administrative 

jobs, so, the win win solution I took was to just 

see what has been done  

(R4) We definitely would love to go out of the 

box, but it’s too difficult for now because of some 

conditions I’ve mentioned before. 

 

Stakeholder awareness.  

Raising students’ awareness 

(R1) I applied dialogic approach when I was 

teaching research in seminar proposal class. 

However, dialogic approach worked to only one 

or two students, they are students who’re serious, 

tried to read a lot, and discuss effectively. 

(R2) (1). As lecturer/supervisor we need to make 

students to understand and comprehend about 

research (and its methodology) before they have to 

write a thesis. (2). Students need to be guided to 

find gaps so that they won’t repeating research 

that have been done. 

(R2) Yes, I push my students to find relevant 

references, we both read it, and then we discuss it 

together or at least I asked my students to tell me 

what he has read. 

(R5) Well, basically I agree that we need to teach 

research that trigger students to involve 

innovation, but to me it will also depend on the 

students’ ability, and why don’t we just let them to 
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find something new. And what I understood this 

far is that those who like research are students 

who would like to continue their study to another 

level. It happened to my student. She was a bit 

introvert. But actually, she had lots of dream. She 

remembered what I said in class about this and 

that, and you know what I was surprised when she 

told me that she would continue her study. 

(R5) Yes, to me I can predict the result: successful 

students in their undergraduate research are those 

who are critical, more courageous to choose and 

do innovative themes which are not like what was, 

so that his/her thesis would not be thrown in the 

bin! 

 

University funding/support.  

Challenge: resource 

(R2) Facilities for students to read articles from 

reputable journals and newest books are limited.   

(R4) Then, sources become another problem since 

our access to credible journal is also limited. 

 

University funding/support.  

Capacity development 

(R3) It triggered me to make standard operational 

procedure in relation supervising students’ thesis 

specifically about “Penelitian Payung” (research 

backbone) 

 

Course and Unit Design.  

Challenge: Program evaluation 

(R4) We should not make a distinction or simplify 

between skripsi (undergraduate students’ thesis), 

tesis (master students’ thesis), and disertasi 

(doctorate students’ thesis). They are research 

which means to contribute to an innovation. 

 

 

 

Who is the beneficiary of 

the study? 

Stakeholders Awareness 

Accounting of the university departmental 

culture.  

(R3) If lecturers engage and do research properly, 

institutionally, there’s also benefit for department: 

students, lectures, departments, and also faculty 

will get its benefit. → backbone research 

strengthens the department’s masterplan 

development, and then faculty’s masterplan 

development as well. 
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(R6) Horizon of doing research. Out of the box of 

how doing research and guiding writing research 

for students. It supports in building the capacity of 

students in doing research. The ability of doing 

research is put in the top position of Bloom 

taxonomy that is creating. Research demands 

students to create something; creating solution, 

creating alternative, or something new. 

(R6) Basic understanding of research is 

paramount. Ask students to do mini research. Start 

having research-based approach in the classroom. 

Teaching research not only for thesis but for our 

life itself. 

 

Stakeholders awareness.  

Raising lecturers’ awareness 

 (R1) By joining this project, I learn about dialogic 

approach. 

(R1) Dialogic approach (DA) in teaching research 

is definitely new things that I get! DA is an 

interactive learning, not top down, but mediation 

between top down and bottom up. So, both 

students and teacher are learning together through 

problem-based learning. So, lecturers are 

facilitator in the classroom. DA is the same as 

HOTS -higher order thinking skill (which is so 

popular in Indonesia nowadays). It involves 

analysis, evaluation & creating something from 

the problems we learnt. 

(R2) The most awesome thing that I learnt is my 

reflection (contemplation) when I supervise 

students’ research. I do realize that most students 

still have problem, even at the first time they see 

me: theme or title? 

(R2) Another new thing that I got is about impact 

(beneficiaries) of a research that I have not 

thought about. My research this far only focuses 

about me, but what is the impact? The output was 

only the research report. While beneficiary or 

impact of research is about benefit or advantage or 

usefulness of our research for worldwide not just 

written report. 

(R2) Stressing on my position as second 

supervisor: I used to only read and check students’ 

grammar, so I should not do that only. No more. 

(R3) By joining this project, I’m more well 

organized in planning and doing my own research 

project (it’s about translation in ELTE). This far, I 

have finished writing one journal article and now 

I’m asking my colleagues to proofread it. I am 
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excited. Here’s what I did: I read a lot of journals, 

I tried to find gaps between what I read, here lies 

the problem that can be investigated, and I also 

read journals from other field of studies (like 

psychology, sociology) till I find the issue about 

character based-education which is related to 

translation. So, here’s where I’m so much 

improved: the references in my journal article 

writing isn’t only from ELTE. 

(R3) In relation to my position as undergrad 

students’ thesis supervisor, I now realized that I 

should not only have orientation how to make 

them graduate soon by finishing thesis. I need to 

accommodate students’ voice in doing their 

research (facts: what happen this far is that 

students do not understand what they want to 

investigate, they don’t know what research is, 

what is their topic of interest etc). 

(R3) Networking is the first and utmost important 

thing I got from my engagement to this project, 

next is the perspectives of research: students’ 

voice, beneficiaries of a research. 

(R3) That supervising students means: 

# I need to dig more, to know more, and 

reconsidering students voice whenever we 

encounter to supervise thesis. 

# I am more well organized and well documented 

(am using google docs and Grammarly to help me 

in supervising them) 

# I can also upgrade our expertise while 

supervising students’ theses. 

(R4) It starts with my curiosity: I then lead and 

“accompany” my students to do research in detail- 

including to engage them in ethics. So, I tried hard 

not to just read their writing. 

(R4) Refresh my knowledge 

(R4) For me, when I have to conduct research, I 

have to have the plan in my head then I will know 

what I will do.  

(R5) A very amazing viewpoint of what is and 

how to do research 

(R5) My point of view of how to do research was 

also changed – the cross disciplinaries research is 

truly an innovation. My research got a grant from 

DIKTI (directorate general of higher education) in 

which the output must be an article in a reputable 

international journal and what impressed me is 

that its requirements: it must be a cross 

disciplinaries study. So, it made me realized that 

doing a cross disciplinaries research is what makes 
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your research becomes internationally accepted. 

This is the modern research. 

(R5) I had one student, in which I was her 

associate supervisor. When I read her thesis, I 

tried to challenge her “why don’t you add one 

more variable”. So, I think while she’s taking my 

challenge, she got the benefit in terms of gap (the 

added variable to her research) – well, it might be 

the lowest level of innovation, but it has raised up 

the level of her research. 

(R5) It helped me to arrange output as well as 

organize students. Moreover, I found new 

atmosphere to upgrade my ability to learn more 

and more, to challenge myself to read and not be 

afraid of progress, joining your project is just like 

gaining knowledge for free (this knowledge 

usually can only be gotten through formal school). 

(R5) This far I am afraid to think out of the box, I 

still consider the research in ELTE is about TEFL. 

Then I feel I must make new breakthrough and I 

did it in my last research (with my colleague) in 

translation. I was a bit worry since translation 

itself is “not really connected to education”. But I 

believe there’s novelty in my research, it was 

research and development on translation module 

to teach ELTE students (prototype). 

(R5) I published 1 article in a national journal (the 

project helps to encourage the participant to 

submit his/her research result) 

(R1) I can have my research expertise improved as 

well as my students research 

(R2) [we need to be] forcing ourselves to do 

useful research, (also to) read, read, read and write 

(R3) The point that I learnt is identifying the result 

of research from three things data, purpose, and 

impact. 

(R6) From myself, I have better understanding of 

doing research. 

 

Stakeholder awareness. 

Challenge: raising lecturers’ awareness 

(R1) Teaching equals to 12 credits/week, like 

research and community service each 12 

credits/week. But, for those who have 

administrative position (i.e: secretary/head of 

department, dean, etc) research and community 

service can be counted less than 12 c/w, or even 0 

depend on his position at uni. This is another 

challenge: how to upgrade lecturers’ research 

ability if they don’t even do it? 
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(R1) To me, flexibility of research happens in 

qualitative res, not in quantitative one. As it is fix 

since the beginning. While thinking out of the box 

in doing research is difficult thing, as it challenges 

the mainstream. 

(R1) While at CDU lecturers are able to sit down 

for 3-4 hours to discuss with one student about 

his/her research. While here at Indonesia, we have 

10-15 students with only maximum 2 hours 

allocated time, or even 1 hour! What happen in the 

state university where I’m doing my doctorate 

degree is even the same: I just have to put the draft 

of my dissertation into my supervisors’ lockers at 

uni. They will read it, give comments & 

correction, and then I revise based on their 

comments. So, there’s not much discussion. 

There’s even pathetic joke from my academic’s 

advisor in campus: how’s your dissertation 

progress? Next week what will you bring (which 

chapter-red)? We know that doctorate students in 

Indonesian universities have so many 

administration jobs (we’re still working at the 

same time we study), so as long as you 

produce/write something your supervisors will just 

“close their eyes and try not to fail you.” 

I think when Indonesian academics are able to do 

that (real sit and discuss with students) this is the 

instrument to measure the triumph of teaching 

research to students. 

(R2) In the other hand, I myself this far is the 

second supervisor so it’s difficult for me to try 

leading the students to think out of the box when 

they write thesis. 

(R3) There lies problem in my department in 

relation to accommodating students’ voice and 

lecturer’s expertise. For a colleague of me, 

students may choose any broad topic that he wants 

to investigate but the supervisor must lead them to 

use specific theory (knowledge) that we’re 

(lecturers) familiar / expertise at. To me, it is not 

ok to push/command students to do so, but we 

have to explain our research to students (which is 

our own expertise or the way of our thinking is) 

then give students options, do you interested to 

investigate further of what I have done or will be 

doing? If YES, then lead them to the way. Never 

push/command students to use any theory that you 

are familiar/expertise at. 

(R4) Moreover, reading new things also takes 

time. 
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(R4) Joining this project allow me to reflect to 

what I did, but until now it’s still difficult to go 

out of the pattern. 

e.g: students asked how to write a journal? But, I 

have to many things to do – i.e administrative 

jobs, so, the win-win solution I took was to just 

see what has been done [researcher’s note: no 

challenge to think-  even there’s no thinking 

process - students was just allowed and had to to 

copy paste]. 

(R4) We would love to go out of the box, but it’s 

too difficult for now because of some conditions 

I’ve mentioned before. 

 

Stakeholder awareness. 

Accounting for the needs of stakeholders 

(R1) Professional learning community (PLC) did 

not run well I guess because there was no meeting. 

“Online-meeting” via blog was not enough to be a 

trigger for us to participate and engage more. The 

participants need the researcher as the project 

leader to guide, to lead.  

(R1) To me it means students’ competencies in 

terms of their knowledge to do research, i.e their 

comprehension of what they’ve learned, the data 

they got and also their writing ability to write all 

of them in form of “skripsi” (undergraduate 

students’ thesis-red). 

(R1). My engagement in this study project does 

not really allow me to link the new policy (IQF 

and GA) to teaching research, since: what is the 

standard/ measurement to say so? But from our 

discussion, I think we can conclude about some 

steps to be done so that our students can reach 

certain level in the graduate attribute as describe 

by government 

(R3) It makes me re-think about: # timing, when 

to distribute students to which lecturers as their 

thesis supervisors; # moreover, to develop a better 

system in order to upgrade students’ research 

ability. 

(R3) Research beneficiaries- short term 

beneficiary & long-term beneficiary. Short term 

beneficiary of educational research is its 

contribution to the body of knowledge. But, 

there’s NO direct effect to participant. Coz to me, 

educational research is the research that its benefit 

can’t be seen directly. Mostly, it takes time, years, 

to see its effect to society even to the participants 

themselves. (can’t we see that participants’ 
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intellectual engagement is the benefit for them?). 

Seeing the facts about Indonesian researchers’ low 

attention to ethical issue, I think if a researcher 

conducts ethic clearance and do their research 

appropriately, it should give effect, it benefits 

his/her participants already. Maybe the short-term 

benefit for participants is the “reward” for them 

let’s say in form of bookshop coupons 

(R3) We can support students’ capacity by 

involving students to lecturers’ research when 

they’re at year 2 (semester 3 or 4) and then 

involving these students in the following semester 

as well. So that their research capacity is enhanced 

surely, gradually. However, faculty rules this far 

stated that students who should be involved in 

lectures’ research are those who has already at last 

year (at least sem.6 or 7). 

(R5) I think about supervisory meetings, we ‘ve to 

put innovation here – supervisors have to be open 

minded, more systematic in guiding students, read 

more and more journals.  

 

Stakeholder awareness.  

Change is not popular 

(R5) To me, innovation is not from me as their 

supervisor, my job and challenge is to make them 

love doing research. 

 

 

Personal research. 

Linking one’s own research with the teaching 

of research 

(R2) I do some progresses in planning my own 

article writing. Strategic plan guidance makes me 

easily manage my time in doing research. 

(R3)  This expands my research to stay in line, but 

I can spread my research to cross the discipline 

major 

(R3) I have made my roadmap of research to stick 

on my interest and passion.  

 

Personal research. 

Challenge: Too narrow specialisation  

(R4) Because if the lecturers do research and 

guide students based on their expertise/field of 

interest: then there’ll be a great discrepancy. 

Lecturer A get lots students under her supervision 

while lecturer B got less students. In a way it 

resulted in excessive working load for lecturer A, 

plus more money to make. But for lecturer B, less 
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money to get. Complains and unhealthy 

competition between colleagues happen. 

(R4) Moreover, I have to do my own research. 

Ideally, I must have my own research road map to 

reach my expertise – but, it’s difficult to be done! 

I don’t know how to do it! 

 

 

University funding/support.  

Challenge: Excessive workload 

 (R1) Another issue is how to get [earn] more 

money? Most lecturers do the easiest way: 

teaching. Even a colleague of mine is teaching for 

50 credits/ week!  

(R4) I find myself challenged with what my 

students might bring to me, but I’m afraid that 

could not give them enough support and solution. 

I am not afraid to 'learn', but I do not have enough 

time.  

(R1) Another problem: lecturers have around 15-

20 undergrad students to be supervised in writing 

theses and those students had to be graduated. 

What a must here is that lecturers have their 

“research fishbone” so that students come to them 

would know which area of research that he/she 

will going to do about. Not coming with title. But 

that number (15-20) students were a lot and the 

time is very limited. Moreover, lecturers have no 

research fishbone. So, what happened was that 

used to be happened. 

(R1) We have a lot of things to do like: 

administrative jobs as lecturers, administrative job 

with our position in the department, teaching 

students in class, personal problem, students with 

“nepotism” of your boss [the ones who actually 

need to work harder to pass, but you can’t push 

them as they have relationship with the boss], 

community engagement – become the leader of an 

organization in community. So, the challenge: [it 

is not possible to] focus, concentrate, sit still, read, 

compare and contrast to reflect. 

(R3) Enough time for us to support students is 

really an issue here. 

Besides, research interest is another problem that I 

face. I always have problems whenever I have to 

supervise students’ thesis whose research interest 

and topic is not in my area. Here I have 3 

difficulties at once: time management (as it’s my 

common problems with things I have to do in my 

job), interest management, and time to study (or 



234 

 

add more since students have their own interest 

and I have to deal with it, I have to help them, 

right?) 

(R4) I also have problem with giving students 

enough time and support to do research while my 

time for them is not that much because loads of 

burden in workplace for me. 

(R4) To be honest, I only supervise my students 

with their chapter 1 and 2 only. Chapter 3&4 I will 

always be following students’ way of thinking and 

writing. The maximum things that I do is usually 

telling them to connect their findings/ data to 

certain theory that they use (explicate in chapter 

2). ☹ why? 1). I have not enough time. 2). It’s 

impossible for me to write their thesis (as the way 

it must be with all of its critical thinking, 

innovation, etc) 

My condition:  

# I teach for 12 credits, 24 hours per week. 

# 25 students are under my supervision with their 

thesis. I was the main supervisor for 5 of them.  

# administration job as head of department with 

thousand things to do. 

Method of analysis 

How the new perspectives 

were related to describe 

the object of study?  

 

Pedagogy.   

Challenge: Teaching Research skills 

(R4) I put on my plan: how to change students’ 

mind of research, what is their interest, how to 

formulate questions etc. But, this far it worked 

with only 2 of my students. And it only worked 

with chapter 1 and 2 only, after that: it worked as 

how it usually worked ☹ it’s so difficult for me 

and for my students. 

 

Pedagogy.   

Teaching Research skills 

(R1) Here is the position of reading: to find out 

problems to be investigated, enrich literature to 

answer the problem so that they will allow process 

of research to grow with them. When this happen, 

think critically, scientifically, systematically 

should be happened too. 

 

What new tools were 

invented to devise the 

method of investigation? 

 

Pedagogy. 

Challenge: Teaching Research skills  

 (R5) Their difficulties were mostly about how to 

find research gap, develop suitable research 

instrument, and collect and analyse the data. Most 

of the students did know how to do, how to start, 

what references they needed to read, how to 

present findings and justify it, etc. Thus, my 
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engagement helped them to manage from those 

difficulties. 

Findings 

What was to be revealed as 

a result of the study? 

- 

Political 

Perspective 

Acknowledging the 

relationship between the 

intentions of a study and 

the political context (both 

global and local policies). 

National relevance.  

Degree quality and student quality 

(R3) Yes. It did. Any topic of research must be 

synchronized with the university’s and Directorate 

of higher education’s RIP-rencana induk 

pengembangan (development masterplan) like 

what I did this month educational research must 

be related to good governance by using culture 

reviving key indicator. 

(R3) To boost critical thinking: What I did: I 

engaged students whose research in line with my 

research deeply into the insight that I have, 

reading actively the journals- discuss with them, 

not just let them do technical things. If the 

students’ research is not in line with mine, it 

makes me and them felt difficult to discuss since 

they are not familiar with what they want to 

investigate, while me: I have my own interest. 

However, I must supervise them as it is my job 

(these students are given by the department for me 

to supervise).  

In the department level: we have a specific course 

which is seminar on ELT to boost students’ 

critical thinking. And actually, the department can 

also push HIMA (students’ association) to 

improve students’ critical thinking by making lots 

of beneficial program for them. i.e: make book-

club, reading club. 

(R4) But the project helps my students to have a 

critical thinking and being responsible with what 

they are doing/ decide. 

(R5) Yes, this project required student to be more 

critical by exploring innovation on research and 

this supported one of the national standards of 

higher education, that is research standard. 

(R7) Yes, it did. Since KKNI (IQF) talks about 

learner's engagement. In studying something, we 

should involve the learners. Also, KKNI talks 

about research. And hopefully here the research 

has innovation. Thus, it precisely links with this 

project. 

 

National relevance.  

Challenge: Implementation issues 
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(R1) I think so (the project helped to link my 

teaching with the NSHE and IQF- red), but I have 

not made it visible. 

(R4) I think [yes, but not too significant, because] 

the standards (of NSHE) should be implemented 

through the whole curriculum, not only on 

research subjects. 

(R1) To me critical thinking is not reached 

because critical reading is not reached, critical 

comprehension is not reached as well. Students 

research are only in 4 categories: CAR, 

experimental, descriptive and correlation. 

(R3) I agree, but the issue of Critical thinking 

cannot be applied individually to students while 

they’re doing thesis is way too late (they’re in 

semester 7 when they’re writing thesis).  

(R3) However, we have problem here: lecturers 

must be their mentor/motor in those programs 

(programs to boost students critical thinking), 

meanwhile we have so many things to do 

ourselves as lecturers! We felt so overwhelmed. 

(R3) Supervising thesis means that we’ll see what 

the students get, learn, know, and understand after 

their 3 years of learning. While our interference 

(on research) is just started at semester 7, mostly 

at semester 8. So, to improve students’ capacity as 

expected in graduate attributes is at this level only 

(through thesis supervision) is not ideal. 

(R4) Critical thinking is indeed a challenge.  

However, time limitation (for students to graduate 

& to finish thesis) is the main obstacle, so students 

choose the easiest one for them to do. What even 

happened was once a senior lecturer said, “this 

kind” (research that involves critical thinking -red) 

of research is for master students and not for igthe 

undergraduate students. What senior lecturers said 

about IQF: Graduate attribute for undergraduate 

students is at level 6: the stressing point is to 

reformulate, redesign. While master students’ 

Graduate attribute is at level 7 which is to create. 

So that’s why we interpret the meaning of 

reformulation/redesign is that students do research 

as what has been done previously and to get the 

novelty students just need to change the 

subject/setting of their research. 

(R5) However, its (cross-disciplinaries research) 

implementation is not easy as it takes very long 

process. 

 

National relevance.  
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Resource 

(R2) Improving critical thinking is doable, but it 

will be difficult to be applied to all students. It 

once happened to my student in which he chose a 

title for his research and he liked it, but he has 

very limited sources about it. And it was more 

than a year for him to finish his thesis because of 

this condition. To me, by reading journals / 

sources students are forced to be able to find gaps, 

in which finding gaps is not easy. If he can make 

it, he has done the process of thinking critically 

 

Generative 

Perspective 

Specifying the new forms 

of practice that new forms 

of theorising can make 

possible. 

- 

 

 

 

 

 

 


