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ABSTRACT

The importance of language teachers possessing a high level of language proficiency has been
extensively studied. On the otherhand, studies related to teaching effectiveness (TE) have yet to
define the concept of teaching effectiveness, and studies to relate teacher language proficiency
(TLP) and TE, especially in the Indonesian context, are found to be scarce. In addition, the lack
of both clear guidelines on how to assess TLP and current and official data of TLP in Indonesia
only exacerbates this matter. Thus, the objective of this study was to find the relation between
TLP and TE in the context of a language school in Bandung and the perception of its teachers
on the role of TLP in the effectiveness of their teaching process. Using a mixed-methods
sequential explanatory research design, the result of the data collection was then cross-tabulated
and analyzed using the Fisher-Freeman-Halton exact test. It was found that there was a strong
positive relation between TLP and the two aspects of TE: managing the classroom, and
understanding and communicating lesson content, but no relation between language proficiency
and assessing students and giving feedback. This was further confirmed in the qualitative stage
that teachers with lower language proficiency could also deliver lesson content and assess
students, albeit with a lower degree of flexibility compared to their more proficient
counterparts. This means that the relation between TLP and TE was complex and not
straightforward and that the mastery of one does not always entail the mastery of the other.
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INTRODUCTION with a lower degree of proficiency to be employed by
With the continued rise of English to be used globally, schools or courses (Bailey, 2006).

whether because of globalization and emigration The problem of English teachers having low
(Dewaele & van Oudenhoven, 2009), the increase language proficiency is also encountered in Indonesia.
awareness of the importance of learning another Unfortunately, there is no current nor official national
language (Wallner, 2016), cross-cultural marriage data on EFL teachers’ level of proficiency. Many local
(Logan-Terry, 2008; Qiu & W.insler, 2017) , and an contexts studies found the prevalence of teachers with
increase in the mobility of people around the world lower language proficiency level, stating that a large
(Gathercole, 2010), there is an increased need in the number of professional English teachers at formal
provision of English teachers. However, a problem schools are considered to have low competence to teach
arises when this increase is not met by the availability of English to their students (Lie, 2007; Marcellino, 2008;
trained and proficient teachers. This can result in people Renandya, Hamied, & Nurkamto, 2018; Soepriyatna,

2012).
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Although some countries in Asia such as Hong
Kong, Japan, and Vietham have implemented language
proficiency tests and training (Nhung, 2017), however,
there are no clear guidelines on what level of language
proficiency a teacher needs to have to teach the English
language at both formal and non-formal schools.
Furthermore, there is no specific training to help
teachers achieve a certain level of proficiency
(Renandya, 2018).

On the other hand, while the importance of teacher
language proficiency is commonly well recognized, the
same cannot be conformed teaching effectiveness.
Different from TLP, it is far more difficult to define TE
as there are multiple facets of what constitutes effective
teaching is, along with the fact that different researchers
have different ideas on what teaching effectiveness is
(Chambless, 2012). Thus, it is also not always easy to
see the relations between how much TLP helps a
teacher’s TE.

The question arises, therefore, whether knowledge
about the language system (also known as language
awareness) automatically means higher language
proficiency. A notion proposed by the famous second
language acquisition theorist Stephen Krashen states
that knowledge about language system does not
contribute to language proficiency. In fact, at its worst,
language awareness can impede one’s language
proficiency as the former was used only to monitor, not
to initiate, sentences (Krashen, 1981). Although this
notion has been criticized by some researchers on the
theoretical ground (Donmall, 1985; McLaughlin, 1987),
it shows that there should be a distinction between
knowledge about the language and knowledge of the
language. Thus, the assessment used to measure each
should be made differently, as well.

In the end, TLP should not be treated equally to
general English language proficiency (Freeman, Katz,
Gomez, & Burns , 2015). This is because TLP is a
‘discourse competence’ for the effective delivery of
subject content (Elder, 2001) and ‘specialized subset of
language skills required to prepare and teach lessons’
(Freeman et al., 2015). It means that the measurement of
TLP should notonly aboutthe assessment of knowledge
about the language but also the knowledge of the
language.

Different from TLP, the multi-faceted concept of
TE, combined with the lack of agreement from language
teaching researchers about what constitutes effective
teaching, makes it a difficult term to define (Chambless,
2012; Kern, 1995). One possible reason why it is hard to
define the concept of TE is the ongoing debate whether
to define TE as “teacher inputs (e.g., qualifications), the
teaching process (e.g., instructional practices), the
product of teaching (e.g., effects on student learning), or
a composite of these elements.“ (Stronge, Ward, &
Grant , 2011, p. 340). One theoretical concept states that
it is the level of how teachers can help facilitate their
students’ learning (Farrell, 2015), and another as the
teachers’ ability to stimulate creative and active

teaching as well as the ability to instill the passion for
learning for the future in students (Muijs, 2006).

However, although most literature does not define
TE per se, they list important aspects of it, and together,
the effectiveness of each of these aspects creates a
description of effective teaching. These aspects can vary
from one research to another; for instance, they are
teachers’ ability to adopt innovative techniques,
commitment to teaching, classroom management, and
ability to predict students’ success (Ortactepe & Akyel,
2015), reinforcement, cues and feedback, subject
mastery (Fraser et al., 1987), feedback, cooperative
learning, and adaptive instruction (Scheerens & Bosker,
1997), and language proficiency (Lazaraton, 2004;
Turnbull & Arnett, 2002). Another research this study
was anchored on called English-for-Teaching by
Freeman, Katz, Gomez, and Burns in 2015, focuses on
three aspects of TE: managing the classroom (TE 1),
understanding and communicating lesson content (TE
2), and assessing students and giving feedback (TE 3).
In this sense, a teacher’s efficiency is measured by her
ability in providing good language models, maintaining
use of English in the classroom, giving explanations and
instructions in English, providing examples of words
and grammatical structures, giving accurate explanation
of meaning of English words and grammatical items,
using and adapting authentic English language resources
in teaching, monitoring one’s own speech and writing
for accuracy, giving correct feedback on learner
language use, providing input at an appropriate level of
difficulty, and engaging in improvisational teaching
(Richards, 2015).

Although it would be naive to say that language
proficiency is the only factor to determine a teacher’s
success, the level of which, or lack thereof, often plays a
role in how well a teacher teaches (Freeman et al., 2015;
Lie, 2007). It confirms that a high TLP in a language
teacher can be helpful in determining students’ success
in learning a language because these teachers are able to
give more accurate explanations and richer language
input (Richards, Conway, Roskvist, & Harvey, 2013),
have higher flexibility in the use of the language and be
more confident in delivering their lessons (Nhung,
2017) compared with their lower proficiency
counterparts. TLP is also important in a way that
teachers with higher TLP are reported to have higher
confidence in delivering their lessons and that this
attitude is passed on to their students, causing themto
have a more positive attitude on the target language
(Banno, 2003).

METHODS

This study focuses on EFL TLP and TE of English
teachers in a language school in Bandung, Indonesia.
The research problems are (1) whether there is a
relationship between teachers’ language proficiency and
the effectiveness of their teaching process, and (2) how
teachers perceive the role of language proficiency in the
effectiveness of their teaching process to be. A mixed-
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methods sequential explanatory research design was
employed. This study hypothesized that there was no
relation between TLP and TE at the level of significance
of .05.

Firstly, the data were collected by questionnaires
and the academic team interviews. The three-part
questionnaire was used to find three aspects of the
study: teachers’ results of the standardized tests they
had taken (considered as externally assessed TLP),
teacher’s perception of their own TLP (considered as
internally assessed TE), as well as their perception of
their TE (considered as internally assessed TE). The
second part of the study was academic team interviews.
It is to find out teachers’ TE based on the observations
they had done to the teachers (considered as externally
assessed TE). The data were then analyzed using a two-
dimensional chi-square. Chi-square was chosen because
the data for both TLP and TE were in the form of
frequency counts. The teachers participating in this
study came from three branches of an English language
course in Bandung, Indonesia. Forty-one participants
were chosen because of the accessibility to conduct this
research in this site and because the English language
was used exclusively by the teachers' in-class sessions.

The levels of CEFR were used as the
standardization of TLP in this study for two reasons.
Firstly, CEFR provided a complete and comprehensive
framework of the English language proficiency levels,
and because CEFR described the language in terms of
one’s ability to use it by using a set of can make
statements, it could reduce the variability of what was
considered one level to another (Council of Europe,
2001). Secondly, with different tests taken by the
teachers, using a CEFR leveling was a way to ensure a
consistent result for all the teachers was achieved.

Furthermore, a comprehensive framework from the
Australian professional standards for teachers was
adapted because it provided a complete categorization
of TE along with each category comprehensively
(Australian professional standards for teachers, 2018).
The categories focusing on the three aspects of teaching
effectiveness in the study were used in four levels:
Graduate, Proficient, Highly Accomplished, and Lead to
sort teachers in their respective levels of TE, and the
statements of each category were made into can do
statement, following the format of CEFR.

The Fisher-Freeman-Halton exact test resulted in
significant value, and this was compared to the null
hypothesis formulated at the beginning of the study at
the level of significance of .05 (Hatch & Farhady,

1982). After finding whether there was a relation
between TLP and TE, the strength of association value
was calculated to find how strong the relation between
these two variables was. Because the contingency table
was bigger than 2 x 2, the strength of the association
was seen from the Cramer’s V value (Akoglu, 2018;
Field, 2013), ranging from no or very weak relation to
very strong.

In the second stage of the study, a qualitative phase
was administered. Observations on how the teachers
performed in the classroom and interviews with the two
parties: teachers and the academic team became the
main research instruments of collecting the data. From
the 41 teachers partaking the first stage of the study, it
can be seen that there were differences in the teachers’
educational background. There was also a large range of
teaching experience from more than 12 years to less
than a year. Because of this significant differences in the
teachers’ general background, homogeneous purposive
sampling was used in the second part of the study in
terms of the level teachers were categorized, the branch
that they taught so that the range of development
programs they had experienced would be similar, and
more importantly previous training in the target
language. By choosing homogeneous purposive
sampling, one could better concentrate on teachers with
specific characteristics that could help her get a better
understanding of the research questions (Etikan, 2016).

FINDINGS

The relation between TLP and TE

To understand the relation between TLP and TE, several
different types of data were gathered: teachers’ general
background from the questionnaires and from the
academic team interviews to better understand the
condition happening in each school, TLP There were
three aspects of TE gathered.

All of the data compiled and computed using the
SPSS software to find the relation of TLP (from their
own self-evaluation (considered internally assessed)and
from the results of the standardized tests they had taken
(considered externally assessed), and TE (TEL
managing the classroom; TE2; understanding and
communicating lesson content; TE3, assessing students
and giving feedback) from teachers’ self-evaluation
(considered internally assessed) as well as the
evaluation from the academic team (considered
externally assessed).) and TE of all aspects show the
overview and findings as follows (Table 1).

Table 1. Fisher-Freeman-Halton Exact Test result of TLP and TE

Fisher-Freeman-Halton exact test result

Exact Sig (2-sided)

TLP-TE1 TLP-TE2 TLP -TE3
Internally assessed 0.005 0.001 0.405
Externally assessed 0.022 0.008 0.119

Table 1 indicates that the significance level
between TLP and TE 1 and TLP and TE 2 was much
lower than .05, meaning that the result rejected the null
hypothesis and that there was a relation between the two

variables. However, the significance level between TLP
and TE 3 was higher than .05, meaning that the nulls
hypothesis was accepted and that there was no relation
between TLP and TE 3.
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To find out how strong the relations between TLP
and TE 1 as well as TLP and TE 2, Cramer’s V value
was used to find the strength of association value, as
seen in Table 2.

Table 2. Cramer's V value for TLP — TE 1 and TLP —
TE 2

Cramer’s V value TLP-TE1 TLP-TE2
Internally assessed 0.384 0.446
Externally assessed 0.349 0.444

Table 2 shows that there is a very strong positive
relationship between TLP and TE 1 for both internally
and externally assessed TLP and TE 1. A very strong
and positive relationship was also found in the relation
of TLP and TE 2 for both internally assessed TLP and
TE 2. These results meant that with an increase in the
TLP, there was a high possibility of an increase in the
TE.

In addition, although not a focused objective of the
study, it was also found that there was a strong positive
relationship between teachers’ perceived TLP and the
TLP found from their standardized test, rejecting the
null hypothesis at 72.3% level, with Cramer’s V value
of 0.226 (strong relation) meaning that most teachers
could assess their own TLP accurately.

Teachers® perception of the role of TLP in the
effectiveness of their teaching process

Five participants from the first stage of the study were
chosen so that a more in-depth understanding about the
relation between TLP and TE can be gathered, and from
the data collected, reduced, displayed, and analyzed
from the observations and in-depth interviews, some
notable insights that related to and could strengthen the
findings from the first stage of the study was found, in
that a high TLP did not directly mean a high TE, and
that teachers with lower language proficiency to an
extent also possessed the ability to manage the
classroom, understand and communicate lesson content,
and assess students and give feedback although not with
the same degree of flexibility compared to their more
proficient colleagues.

In relation to whether TLP and TE were related, all
the teachers asserted that there was a relationship
between these two variables. They further explained that
teachers with higher language proficiency could have
better control of the language and better flexibility in
adjusting their level of language. However, they also
felt that language proficiency was only a factor and not
the only factor in teaching effectiveness. Other factors
that could help teachers achieve a good degree of TE,
according to the teachers, were teachers’ understanding
of different learning styles, teachers’ knowledge of
various teaching methodologies and lesson content,
communication skills, and his or her knowledge in
psychology to understand different types of students.

In line with the findings from the quantitative
stage of the study, teachers who were categorized as C1
and C2 showed more consistency in all aspects of TLP
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observed: speaking fluently, formulating questions
clearly, and expressing ideas in different ways.
However, teachers with lower TLP were also consistent
in using correct spelling and punctuation in board work
and handouts, and although at times they
mispronounced some words, the ones they used as the
model of target language were generally used
accurately, and this is important as teachers should give
an accurate model of language for the students
(Richards et al., 2013).

In managing the classroom, teachers at all levels
showed consistency in using English for grouping
students, giving praise and encouragement, and
controlling activities. This came from the fact that the
use of English was made compulsory by the school in
all stages of the lesson. In addition, as the school is a
reputable English school in Bandung, the use of English
in the classroom was not only made compulsory by the
academic team of the school, but it was expected by the
students or the parents of the students. Having this
regulation and expectation can be an advantage for the
teachers as they are more motivated to use English in
their classroom, and it also compels the institutions to
hire teachers with good language proficiency. However,
it is also worth noting that it is easier for teachers to use
English in all stages of the lesson in a language school
where students in a class are divided — by means of
diagnostic tests — based on their levels, thus sharing
more or less the same level of language proficiency. In a
formal school where students are more likely to be
mixed-level, the challenge faced by the English teachers
is to adjust their level of English to accommodate their
students’ different proficiency.

In understanding and communicating lesson
content, all teachers consistently used English in
presenting the target language. Similar to managing the
classroom, this might arise from the fact that the use of
English in all stages of the lesson was made compulsory
by the school.

Teachers in higher levels showed more consistency
in giving an accurate and meaningful explanation of the
target language throughout the observations, although
the presence of this could sometimes be lengthy.
Another teacher in the higher level tended to dominate
the students while presenting the target language,
though this did not seemto bother the students.

However, the main problem encountered by
teachers with lower language proficiency was that they
tended not to adjust their level of English to match that
of the students’ in two ways. They either made the
lesson too challenging for the students by using
complicated words that were much higher than the
students’ level and most of the time these went
unchecked, or they missed the opportunity to expand
students’ knowledge by introducing more subtle
nuances of the languages, for example, the extreme
meaning of despise and hate, or the level of formality of
different phrases for requests.

Teachers’ inability to adjust their level of English
may arise from the fact that teachers with lower TLP
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have lower confidence in their English ability, and thus,
they compensated this uncertainty by using more
complex vocabulary. Another possibility is that their
lexical resources are more limited than those of their
higher proficiency peers’, and thus, it is more
challenging for them to maneuver the more subtle
nuances of the language.

In assessing students and giving feedback, all
teachers generally showed clear acceptance or rejection
of students’ responses, either by stating directly or
implying this using hesitation or moving on to the next
number. However, feedback on students’ errors was
sometimes overlooked by teachers of all levels. This
might arise from the fact that some teachers did not
monitor their students while doing their tasks, and some
feedback given could be inappropriate in that teachers
were focusing on the wrong aspects; for example,
focusing on the accuracy of the students’ speaking
instead giving a feedback on the strategies used to keep
the conversation going or ways to follow up
somebody’s statements. Another example is that
teachers failed to give students a chance to self-correct,
and by doing so, reduce their students’ chance of
becoming more autonomous.

DISCUSSION

The relation between TLP and TE

This study hypothesized that there was no relation
between TLP and TE at 0.05 level of significance. From
the data gathered, the significance value from the
Fisher-Freeman-Halton exact test for the relation
between TLP and TE 1 as well as TLP and TE 2 was
sufficiently found significant to reject the null
hypothesis. In conclusion, there was a relation between
TLP and TE 1, and TLP and TE 2. Furthermore, from
the computation of Cramer’s V value to find the
strength of this relation, it was found that TLP had a
very strong relationship with both aspects of TE, with
Cramer’s V values of much higher than 0. 25.

That TLP to an extent is important to help teachers
teach better is not an unexpected finding, with studies
confirming that good language proficiency is one of the
factors in determining the success of the teachers’
pedagogical practice (Andrews, 2003; Coniam &
Falvey, 1996; Faez & Karas, 2017). However, it is also
worth noting that these studies do not focus exclusively
on the relation between TLP and TE and that they
mention factors other than language proficiency as
determining factors to teachers’ effectiveness in
teaching, for example, teaching ability and teachers’
personality. To what extent TLP plays a role in
determining TE is mostly left unexplored, and thus this
study was focused on the targeted aspects of TE in the
classroom.

An unanticipated result, conversely, was analyzed
from the third aspect of TE, where it was found that the
significance level of the relation between TLP and this
aspect of TE was higher than 0.05. This meant that the
Ho was not rejected and that in turn meant that there was
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no relation between TLP and teachers’ effectiveness in
assessing their students and giving feedback.

These findings refute the idea that English teachers
having high general language proficiency, oftentimes
translated to NESTs, automatically possess the ability to
teach effectively. While it is true that teachers who use
English language consistently in the classroomcan help
make the language more authentic to the students and in
turn support students classroomlanguage learning, these
do not only happen in a classroomwith a native speaker
(Freeman, 2017), and that even teachers with a lower
level of English proficiency can also provide, to an
extent, appropriate target language models and
corrective feedback (Richards et al., 2013). It is worth
noting, however, that both the TLP and TE in this stage
were taken from the unobserved results of teachers’
standardized tests and the academic team evaluation.
Thus, to validate this finding, a second stage was
conducted where teachers were observed teaching.

In relation to TLP, although not a separate and
focused part of the study, it was found that there was a
strong positive relationship between teachers’ perceived
language proficiency with the results they attained from
the standardized tests they had taken. The strong
relation between these two variables might arise from
the fact that teachers who have taken a form of
standardized test and have seen the result of this test
have a better general prediction of their language
proficiency, which is in line with studies from Faez &
Karas, (2017) and Ross (1998), and even though this
might not always be the case (Denies & Janssen, 2016),
when used together with other instruments, in this
study’s case teachers’ classroom observations, it can
give a noteworthy inside on how well teachers can
assess their own language proficiency.

On the other hand, some studies stating that
standardized tests are not the best means to measure
TLP as it is a much more complex notion compared to
general English proficiency (Butler, 2004; Renandya,
2018) and that even teachers with high IELTS scores do
not always perform well in teachers training institutions
(Elder, 1993). However, this fact further highlights the
needs of a form of classroom language proficiency
assessment for English language teachers in Indonesia
so that a national and standardized leveling of TLP can
be obtained to give a comprehensive understanding of
TLP levels in Indonesia and in the long run a more
targeted  framework for teachers’ professional
development programs can be formulated.

Teachers’ perception of the role of TLP in the
effectiveness of their teaching process

All the participants confirmed that there was a relation
between TLP and TE in those teachers with higher
language proficiency could have better control of the
language and could have better flexibility in adjusting
their level of language to meet that of the students’.
However, they felt that language proficiency was not
the only factor of teaching effectiveness; rather, it was
only one of the ways that could help teachers teach
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more effectively. Other factors that may come into play
in helping teachers teach effectively, according to the
participants, were teachers’ understanding of different
learning  styles, teachers’ personality, teachers’
knowledge of various teaching methodologies and
lesson content, communication skills, and their
knowledge in psychology to understand different types
of students. This statement was in line with what
happened in the classroom during the observations, in
that teachers with an approachable personality and
better communication skills could help students become
less self-conscious of their mistakes and be more open
to suggestions compared to teachers who were slightly
aloof and unapproachable despite their high TLP.

Teachers who also used different methods of
teaching could build a better rapport with their students
and enliven the teaching atmosphere, making it more
enjoyable for students to interact with one another. This
could be seen from the fact that teachers, regardless of
their language proficiency, could interact
communicatively with their students in the classroom.

The formulation of what helped teachers have a
good degree of teaching effectiveness from these
participants is in line with other studies affirming that
there are many different aspects to help teachers teach
effectively. These include teachers’ detailed knowledge
of the language (Coniam & Falvey, 1996; Johnson,
2005; Pasternak & Bailey, 2004). However, this content
knowledge needs to be paired with teachers’
pedagogical ability to deliver that detailed knowledge
(Andrews, 2001), teachers’ knowledge on culturally-
appropriate ways of delivering the lesson and teacher’s
appropriate behavior (Pasternak & Bailey, 2004), and
the ability to use this content knowledge as the medium
and target of instruction and at the same time the ability
to adjust the level of language to meet students’ level
(Elder, 1994). This is in line with what happened in the
classroom in that the ability to adjust the level of
language to meet that of the students’ was significant in
helping students understand the target language taught,
which was unsuccessfully done by teachers with lower
TLP.

All participants but one also asserted that the
school needed to provide some support to develop TLP,
for example, in the form of workshops or thematic
classes as these were seen as more continuous compared
to workshops. The needs of schools or related
institutions to provide support in their teachers’
professional development, both for their language
proficiency development as well as their teaching skills
have been studied in many research (Cullen, 1994,
Lengkanawati, 2005; Nakata, 2010; Renandya et al.,
2018; Susilo, 2015), and from the interviews with the
participants and the academic team, it was found that
the schooldid provide teachers’ development workshop.
However, these were mainly directed to improving the
teachers’ instructional practices, for instance in how to
teach grammar, how to teach exam preparation classes,
how to teach mixed level classes, and how to mark
students’ writing. Classes or workshops to improve TLP
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had not been provided by the school with the
consideration that teachers accepted to work in the place
had already possessed a good level of TLP and that the
responsibility of teachers to improve their TLP mostly
fell on the teachers themselves. Additionally, the
General Introduction to Teaching English (GITE)
trainings teachers needed to take at the beginning of
their work at school as well as the Cambridge
certification teachers as encouraged to take did not
really provide language improvement components in
them. This situation is not uncommon to find in teacher
development programs in general, where the focus is
mostly on teaching methodology, taking TLP for
granted (Cullen, 1994; Hobbs, 2013; Richards, 2017).
However, when the academic team decided, through
observations, that teachers needed to improve their TLP,
or when teachers themselves felt that they need to
become better in the language proficiency, the language
school allowed these teachers to join existing higher-
level classes as a student free of charge. This practice is
in line with the studies stating that the matter for
professional development should be a shared
responsibility between the institution and the individual
teachers (Faez & Valeo, 2012; Fraga-Canadas, 2010;
Valmori, 2014; Yilmaz, 2011)

In addition, the findings fromthe observations and
in-depth interviews with the participants gave an in-
depth insight in relation to the findings in the
quantitative stage of the study in that a high language
proficiency did not always mean a high teaching
effectiveness, and that teachers with lower language
proficiency also possessed the ability to manage the
classroom, understand and communicate lesson content,
and assess students and give feedback, albeit with a
lower degree of flexibility compared to their more
proficient counterparts.

From the observed lessons of the five teachers
from different levels of proficiency, it was evident that
in relation to TLP and TE, there were differences in the
way teachers navigate their classroom. Teachers with
higher language proficiency were not always consistent
in all aspects of teaching effectiveness focused in this
study. Similarly, teachers with lower language
proficiency could also show some consistency in some
aspects of TE. These teachers also had different views
on what TLP and TE meant, and how TLP could help a
teacher’s teaching process.

CONCLUSION

From the first stage of the study, it was found that there
is a strong positive relationship between teachers’
perceived language proficiency and the results of the
standardized tests they had taken. This means that most
of the teachers could accurately assess their own
proficiency as seen from the converted scores of these
tests to the CEFR level. It was also found that that there
was very a strong positive relation between TLP and TE
1 (managing the classroom) as well as TLP and TE 2
(understanding and communicating lesson content). On
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the other hand, the relation between TLP and the last TE
indicator — assessing students and giving feedback —
was not found, which meant that there was no relation
between these two aspects.

Most of the findings of the second stage of the
study supported the findings on the first stage. Firstly, it
was found that there was a relation between TLP and
TE 2. Teachers with higher TLP were observed to give
more accurate and meaningful target language
explanations, and teachers with lower TLP did not
consistently show their ability to adjust their level of
English to meet the students’ level. The finding related
to TLP and TE 3 also supported the findings in the
quantitative stage, in that there was no relation between
TLP and TE 3. All teachers showed some difficulties in
giving appropriate corrective feedback despite their
levels. However, the strong relationship between TLP
and TE 1 found in the first stage failed to be proven in
the second stage of the study. Teachers of all levels of
TLP showed similar difficulties in providing clear and
concise instructions.

It can be concluded that the relation between TLP
and TE is complex and not straightforward and that the
mastery of one does not necessarily entail the mastery
of the other. This can clearly be seen fromthe observed
lessons that teachers with higher language proficiency
also encountered some difficulties in some aspects of
TE, similar to their lower-level counterparts. Similarly,
teachers with lower proficiency also showed that they
could be consistent in giving the target language
explanation in English, in grouping learners, and in
praising and encouraging their students. However,
teachers with lower language proficiency were less
consistent in adjusting their level of English to meet
their students’ level. They tended to use lexical
resources, which were too challenging for their students,
or they missed the chance to expand their students’
knowledge by limiting the scope of the lesson to that
which was too easy for them.

From this conclusion, there are two main
implications of the study: theoretical and practical
application, both for the school involved in the study
specifically and at bigger scales generally. With a
limited number of studies about the relation of TLP and
TE, especially in a non-formal school context in
Indonesia, this study can enrich the corpus on these
topics. Additionally, because of the specific nature of
this study, another implication comes from the practical
application of the study, in that the framework used in
this study can be adapted into a framework used by the
schoolto observe and assess the teachers’ effectiveness
in their teaching process, especially in understanding
and communicating lesson content, as this aspect was
found to be strongly related to TLP in both stages of the
study.

On a larger scale, the same framework can be used
by the education policymakers in Indonesia and related
educational  stakeholders to create a more
comprehensive framework of competence for EFL
teachers and to create courses or workshops to help
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Indonesian teachers become better English users and
educators, and in turn, help improve Indonesian
students’ English language competence.
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