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ABSTRACT
This study aims to explore how, in relation to Indonesia’s Gerakan Literasi Sekolah (GLS –
School Literacy Initiative), Indonesian English teachers of secondary schools conceptualize L2
literacy in terms of linguistic and other sign systems, cognitive, sociocultural, and
developmental dimensions, a model of literacy beliefs profile by Kucer (2014). The data were
collected through a survey questionnaire adapted from Kucer’s model, comprising 37 closedended items on conceptual understandings of foreign language literacy, presented in values of 1
to 5 Likert-scale indicating statements from strongly disagree (SD), disagree (D), neutral (N),
agree (A), to strongly agree (SA). After being moderated for validity and clarity, the
questionnaire was distributed to various groups and forums of English teachers through Googleform. With this convenience sampling procedure, 157 English teachers, mostly from East Java
Province, Indonesia, responded to our questionnaire. The results of descriptive analyses in the
forms of mean percentages portray how English teachers in our study successfully frame L2
language literacy as reflected in Kucer’s dimensions, which potentially equip them with
knowledge about taking part in the success of GLS implementation. They seem to understand
that the core of literacy lies in the cognitive dimension, suggesting the use of literacy to express
meanings, and that the expressions of meaning require linguistic literacy dimension as the
vehicle. These cognitive and linguistic literacy dimensions are affected by the sociocultural
literacy dimension, and the employment of the three dimensions tends to continually exist as we
are experiencing new and novel events from day to day. Future research might focus on
exploring how these understandings about literacy are finally realized in the classroom.
Keywords: English teachers’ conceptualization; foreign/second language literacy; Gerakan
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INTRODUCTION
Literacy is one of life essential skills which
determine human resource quality. It appears so
vital that it embraces all aspects of everyday life; a

highly literate person may excel in this competitive
global world. In the context of education, literacy
skills are commonly used to measure students’
readiness to resume their studies. Conversely, the
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Indonesian students’ literacy skills were found to be
of a lower degree when measured by such
international assessment initiatives as the
Programme for International Student Assessment
(PISA) and the Progress in International Reading
Literacy Study (PIRLS), similar to what is
happening globally as reviewed by Ganasan et al.
(2020): “today’s students’ literacy achievement is
unacceptably low to meet the country’s needs and
goals for personal and national aspirations” (p 162).
Therefore, the Indonesian government has launched
a national program called Gerakan Literasi Sekolah
(GLS – School Literacy Initiative) through the
implementation of the 2013 Curriculum. GLS
program guidelines were then issued by the Ministry
of Education and Culture (MEC), covering the basic
principles of balancing oral and written language
activities, complying with literacy pedagogy and
literacy development, and taking place across
curricular areas and across the school (Wiedarti &
Laksono, 2016).
MEC pilot project has involved a number of
selected schools to serve as GLS implementation
models in the country. A recent survey by MEC
involving 6,500 Year-10 students of 34 provinces
throughout the country reported positive impacts of
GLS, where the literacy skills of Indonesian
students have improved to 61% (Seftiawan, 2019).
The success of this central-government-initiated
program is possibly due to various local supports in
the form of systematically-programmed school
activities to inculcate the development of school
literacy culture. These include teachers’ active
participation in GLS implementation programs
through habit-formation strategies (Pradana et al.,
2017) and imposing several strategies in managing
the GLS program for literacy development
(Munimah, 2017). Empirical evidence of GLS
policy implementation in the elementary schools has
also been provided (Wulandari, 2017). Other studies
related to GLS have focused on identifying
supporting activities, contributing factors, and
positive benefits of GLS for students (Antasari,
2017; Endaryanta, 2017; Hidayat et al., 2018;
Wulandari, 2017).
In spite of the positive impacts, there have
been many challenges arising from the
implementation of GLS. For example, the GLS
program faced at least these three serious problems:
lack of reading resources, lack of teachers’
knowledge and skills in dealing with literacy
development, and lack of supporting facilities for
the program (Huda, 2017 in Hidayat et al., 2018).
Next, the knowledge and skills of teachers and
headmasters need to be enhanced for further GLS
implementation success (Hidayat et al., 2018). Other
problems involve little support from parents and low
reading interest among the students (Kurniawan et
al., 2019). These studies are, however, rooted from
the context of first language (L1) literacy.

Triggered by personal and professional
queries, the present study focuses on the roles of
English teachers in the enforcement of GLS
program. As a part of the school community,
English teachers’ actively partaking in the
development of literacy culture should also be
anticipated. Yet, the questions are: Do English
teachers initiate the development of foreign
language literacy of their students when teachers of
other subjects might be involved in the development
of L1 literacy? How do English teachers contribute
to the development of their students’ literacy skills?
Scarce evidence has been reported in this regard;
meanwhile, Hidayat et al. (2018) have reported that
teachers’ knowledge and skills about L1 literacy
development still need to be enhanced. Therefore, it
seems essential to explore how English teachers
perceive their roles in the development of their
students’ foreign language literacy. The data
obtained will be beneficial as the basis for
establishing school programs to develop students’
foreign language literacy in the enforcement of GLS
implementation.
Much literature on second language (L2)
literacy has reported the impact of L1 literacy
knowledge on L2 reading development (e.g., Koda,
2005, 2007; Peregoy & Boyle, 2000). Students who
are literate in their L1 tend to possess much
knowledge about various aspects of reading, and
this knowledge offers an experiential base for
literacy development in L2. Additionally, a study by
Van Gelderen et al. (2004) supported transferrable
language operations across languages. When a set of
language operations has been acquired in L1, they
should also be available within L2 contexts.
Even though much research has substantially
proven the idea of transferability of language skills
from L1 to L2, literacy development does not
directly show such a phenomenon (Bell, 1995). The
issue of transfer between literacies is not simple
because L2 literacy means working with the literacy
of a different language as well as a different culture,
a different matter requiring a different learning style
and strategy. L1 and L2 literacies are distinct in
their own ways (Mu & Carrington, 2007). As
indicated by Grabe (2009), three major sets of
differences between L1 and L2 reading lie in
linguistic and processing aspects, cognitive and
educational aspects, and sociocultural and
institutional aspects. Jiang (2011) proved that her
study failed to support the previous finding that L1
literacy is an important predictor of L2 reading.
Later, a study by Wahyudi (2016) reveals that
different contexts of literacies have resulted in the
use of different literacy practices. Admitting the
complexity of literacy, Dobkowska and BrzoskoBarratt (2019) support the idea that the development
of foreign language literacy should not be assumed
to happen in the same way as that of L1 literacy.
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A model of literacy profiles by Kucer (2014)
suggests a philosophical belief that any act of
literacy is conceived as involving various
dimensions; this implies that literacy is critically a
multidimensional process, suggesting a philosophy
adopted by GLS program, similar to the one
proposed by Grabe (2009) and the one by Kalantzis
and Cope (2000). Kucer’s model acknowledges the
complex nature of literacy that should be viewed
from multiple lenses, covering both an intellectual
or academic necessity and an instructional one, to be
later used as a foundational basis for literacy
education. Kucer (2014) further states that in order
to make literacy education effective, helping
students become literate should be seen as finding
ways of facilitating them to learn “to effectively,
efficiently, and simultaneously control the linguistic
and other sign systems, cognitive, sociocultural, and
developmental dimensions” (p. 5). Linguistic and
other sign systems dimension refers to language
systems to express meaning, whereas cognitive
dimension implies “the desire of the language user
to explore, discover, construct, and share meaning”
(Kucer, 2014, p. 5). In other words, cognitive
dimension is the central point of literacy events,
being realized with the physical vehicle in the form
of linguistic and other sign systems. The
sociocultural dimension highlights that meaning and
language are always framed by social identity and
social context. The developmental dimension views
literacy as a never-ending process; individuals may
experience ongoing relationship with literacy
resulting
in
developmental
advancements.
Individuals may continuously encounter literacy
events in life which require them to use their literacy
skills in new and novel ways (Kalantzis & Cope,
2000; Kucer, 2014; Pahl & Rowsell, 2005).
Based on those pieces of theoretical and
empirical evidence, questions arise regarding
English teachers’ conceptualization of foreign
language literacy in the Indonesian context. When
English teachers do not yet have general conceptual
understanding of foreign language literacy, they
cannot be expected to put the literacy concepts into
practice. As pointed out by Khairuddiniyah (2017),
teachers’ understandings and comprehension of
literacy play crucial roles in the implementation of
effective literacy teaching. Additionally, much
literature that Novianti et al. (2020) reviewed
reveals that many English teachers seem to put
(critical) literacy development aside among their
students because in general they have focused more
on helping their students become proficient users of
English. Novianti et al. (2020) further admit that
developing students’ (critical) literacy is a real
challenge for English teachers when their teaching
practice is governed by curricula and certain
standards such as the one in the Indonesian context.
Spurred by an enthusiasm in support of more
successful GLS and, at the same time, the need for

building up awareness among English teachers of
L2 literacy, this present study is intended to explore
how English teachers of secondary schools in the
Indonesian context frame foreign language literacy
in reference to Kucer’s (2014) literacy profiles.
Kucer’s model was adopted as it covers dimensions
substantially in line with the principles of GLS as
well as the reading elements by Grabe (2009) and
the multiliteracies by Kalantzis and Cope (2000).
This study was then guided by this research
question: How do Indonesian English teachers of
secondary schools conceptualize L2 literacy in
terms of linguistic and other sign systems, cognitive,
sociocultural, and developmental dimensions?

METHOD
This study used a survey questionnaire to collect the
data from English teachers of secondary schools, be
they junior or senior high. Referring to Punch
(2005) and Creswell (2012), the questionnaire
sought factual information such as background and
biographical information and knowledge and
behavioral information of the English teachers as
well as included measures of the teachers’
conceptual understandings about foreign language
literacy.
The questionnaire items were developed based
on Kucer’s (2014) model of literacy profiles,
adjusted to the context of foreign language teaching.
It consisted of 37 items covering two sections that
seek different types of information: background
information and literacy conceptualization. The first
part was meant to record data on teaching
experience and academic qualification. The second
part comprised 37 closed-ended questionnaire items
on conceptual understandings of foreign language
literacy, presented in values of 1 to 5 Likert-scale
indicating statements from strongly disagree (SD),
disagree (D), neutral (N), agree (A), to strongly
agree (SA). Out of these 37 items, five are
concerned with understanding English teaching in
the Indonesian context, whereas 32 were based on
Kucer’s (2014) literacy beliefs profile. The number
of the questionnaire items in the original version by
Kucer is 60, but we selected items which suited our
research objectives and came up with 32
questionnaire items which were then modified and
adapted as necessary. These 32 items encompass
eight items belonging to linguistic, ten items to
cognitive, six items to sociocultural, and eight items
to developmental literacy dimensions. The 37 items
were then translated into Bahasa Indonesia to ensure
concept clarity and to avoid misinterpretation
among teachers due to their English proficiency.
More detailed information about the questionnaire
item distribution can be seen in Table 1.
Before being distributed, the questionnaire was
validated by two colleagues considered experts in
literacy and in ELT. Revisions were made based on
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coordinators of the teachers’ groups and forums that
we knew of to invite voluntary teacher participation
in responding to our questionnaire. We did not use
formal approaches through headmasters’ instructing
English teachers to participate; rather, we contacted
groups of English teachers easy to contact and to
reach as parts of the population close to hand.

the feedback they provided. The validated
questionnaire was then transformed into a Googleform (G-form) format and distributed to various
accessible teachers’ groups and forums within twoweek time. In this case, we followed the idea of
convenience sampling (Creswell, 2012; Punch,
2005) because we relied on the advantages of using
the G-form in addition to approaching the heads or
Table 1
Item Distribution in the Questionnaire
Questionnaire Sections
I. Background
Information
II. Literacy
Conceptualization
(37 closed-ended
questionnaire items

Information to Elicit
- school level
- length of teaching experience
- qualification background
Literacy Dimensions
General introductory

Aspects
English teaching in the Indonesian context (junior
and senior high schools)

Item number
1, 2, 3, 4, 5

Linguistic and other
signs

Knowledge about sounds, letters, words,
vocabulary, syntax, and the role of L1

6, 7, 8, 9, 10,
11, 12, 13

Cognitive

Knowledge about reader and writer characteristics,
reading and writing processes, reading and writing
strategies, and critical thinking

14, 15, 16, 17,
18, 19, 20, 21,
22, 23

Sociocultural

Knowledge about home culture, school culture, and
society culture

24, 25, 26, 27,
28, 29

Developmental

Knowledge about learning organization,
developmental stages, and learning orientation

30, 31, 32, 33,
34, 35, 36, 37

After two weeks waiting, the number of
returned responses from English teachers was 157.
As we employed convenience sampling in collecting
the data, it was not surprising that out of 157
teachers, 149 (94.9%) were from various cities in
our province, that is, East Java Province, and the
rest (5.1%) were from other provinces. The
responses to the 37 closed-ended items from these
157 research respondents were then descriptively
analyzed to find out the frequency of occurrences of
each scale in each item to be then transferred into
percentages. Mean percentages were calculated for
each dimension category to indicate teachers’
understandings of the literacy dimensions.

are mostly of experienced English teachers,
following the classification of teachers by Farrel
(2012). A small number of teachers (14%) have
less-than-five-year teaching experience. Such a
teacher proportion in terms of teaching experience is
possibly due to the moratorium policy implemented
by the Indonesian government in the last few years,
as has been reported by Widiati et al. (2018).
In terms of academic qualification, our data
show that 110 teachers (70%) hold a B.Ed. in
English, which suggests that by Indonesian laws
they met the minimum requirements for teaching
English subject. Forty-three teachers (27.4%) hold a
master’s degree, whereas two teachers (1.3%)
possess a certificate to teach English and another
two (1.3%) have B.Ed. in other subjects. Our data
collection process, however, did not allow us to
explore further how the two teachers graduating
from an undergraduate program in other fields of
study eventually taught English. They might have
been through the professional teacher certification
so that they were eligible to teach English.

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
The research findings are presented in accordance
with the literacy dimensions and then discussed in
relation to the relevant literature.
Background information about the research
respondents
The results of analyzing the first section of the
questionnaire indicate that the 157 English teachers
responding to our questionnaire comprised 106
teachers of junior high schools and 51 of senior high
schools. In terms of teaching experience, the
majority of the English teachers (29.90%) have been
teaching for more than twenty years, 24.20% for
between 15 to 20 years, and 17.80% for between 10
to 15 years. When the percentages of these groups
are put together, the data imply that our respondents

English teachers’ conceptualization of foreign
language literacy
The second part of the questionnaire was meant to
obtain information about the teachers’ conceptual
understandings of foreign language literacy. Their
responses to the 37 closed-ended questionnaire
items are presented in the sections that follow in
regard to the literacy dimension categories.
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Conceptualization of the teaching context
The questionnaire begins with five items eliciting
information about the teachers’ understanding of
English teaching in the Indonesian context as
presented in Table 2. The table reveals that on
average, 50.32% teachers strongly agreed and
38.08% teachers agreed that English teaching in the
Indonesian context is formally oriented towards
students’ attainment of certain literacy levels,
functional level for junior high school students and
informative level for senior high school students.
These two groups being considered having the same
values imply that the English teachers in our study

had very good understanding of the context they are
teaching. The rest of the teachers reflect 8.3% of
being unsure about the context and 3.3% of not
understanding the context. Being well informed
with the context of teaching is likely to help teachers
better prepare to teach this complex L2 (Brown &
Lee, 2015) because teaching an L2 indeed deals
with a number of contextual considerations in order
for teachers to sense the complexity. In other words,
having good understanding of teaching context may
result in better teaching activities, as can also be
expected from the majority of the teachers involved
in this study.

Table 2
Conceptualization of Teaching Context
Item
1
2
3
4
5
Σ (%)

1 (SD)
2 (1.3%)
1(0.6%)
0(0%)
2(1.3%)
1(0.6%)
0.76%

2 (D)
1(0.6%)
1(0.6%)
3(1.9%)
2(1.3%)
13(8.3%)
2.54%

3 (N)
7(4.5%)
11(7%)
7(4.5%)
5(3.2%)
35(22.3%)
8.30%

4 (A)
57(36.3%)
73(46.5%)
59(37.6%)
50(31.8%)
60(38.2%)
38.08%

5 (SA)
90(57.3%)
71(45.2%)
88(56.1%)
98(62.4%)
48(30.6%)
50.32%

English teachers’ views about their teaching context
more comprehensively.

When the data about general introductory
understanding were examined further, the teachers’
responses to item number five were quite unique
compared to those to the other four questionnaire
items showing similar trends in terms of agreement.
The item asks whether the teachers were of the
opinion that literacy in L2 was similar to literacy in
L1, and their responses indicate that 30.60% of them
strongly agreed and 38.20% agreed. Only few
teachers admitted that L2 literacy was not the same
as L1 literacy, reflected in .60% stating strong
disagreement and 8.30% disagreement. These two
categories being put together imply that in total,
only 8.90% teachers (14 out of 157) had the
understanding that L2 literacy should be considered
different from L1 literacy. It is interesting to note
that quite many teachers, as many as 35 teachers
(22.30%) as shown in Table 2, seemed to be in
doubt about the issue as indicated by their selecting
the neutral scale. Such distribution of the teachers’
responses to item number 5 designates that a
number of English teachers under our study may
have been indecisive about how to view L1 and L2
literacy skills, whether to consider them to represent
universal cognitive capacities emphasizing mental
operations performed, thus following the
proposition of transferability of L1 literacy skills to
L2 literacy skills (Koda, 2005, 2007; Peregoy &
Boyle, 2000; Ridgway, 2003; Van Gelderen et al.,
2004), or to regard them as distinct (Dobkowska &
Brzosko-Barratt, 2019; Jiang, 2011; Mu &
Carrington, 2007; Wahyudi, 2016). In regard to the
limitations of our research instrument concerning
this issue, future research might be geared towards
utilizing additional research instruments to portray

Conceptualization of the linguistic and other signs
literacy dimension
The next findings presented in Table 3 refer to the
linguistic and other signs literacy dimension. Table
3 shows that on average, 39.42% teachers strongly
agreed and 32.86% agreed on the view that language
is essential to convey meaning. Our raw data about
strong agreement and agreement regarding this
dimension category reflect quite similar trends of
percentages on knowledge about sounds (number 6
and number 7), knowledge about letters (number 8
and number 9), knowledge about words and
vocabulary (number 12 and number 13), and
knowledge about syntax (number 10), but sightlydifferent percentage on knowledge about the role of
L1 (number 11).
More specifically, concerning knowledge
about sounds, Table 3 suggests that the majority of
the teachers’ responses to items number 6 and
number 7 indicate their understanding that sound
system was essential in English teaching. These
teachers may have admitted the importance of
phonological perception for listening and intelligible
pronunciation for speaking, as highlighted by
Saville-Troike (2006). Such research findings seem
in line with the argument that considering the
function of a language as a vehicle to express
meanings, English teachers are supposed to
introduce the language system starting from the
sound system. Therefore, English teachers need to
facilitate their learners to understand well how the
system operates, as pointed out by Kucer (2014) and
Scrivener (2011).
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Table 3
Linguistic and Other Signs Literacy Dimension
Item
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
Σ (%)

1 (SD)
3(1.9%)
2(1.3%)
7(4.5%)
6(3.8%)
5(3.2%)
16(10.2%)
0(0%)
1(0.6%)
3.18%)

2 (D)
15(9.6%)
8(5.1%)
16(10.2%)
25(15.9%)
14(8.9%)
29(18.5%)
0(0%)
3(1.9%)
8.76%)

3 (N)
24(15.3%)
19(12.1%)
33(21%)
43(27.4%)
32(20.4%)
35(22.3%)
5(3.2%)
7(4.5%)
15.78%)

4 (A)
54(34.4%)
69(43.9%)
59(37.6%)
43(27.4%)
52(33.1%)
47(29.9%)
39(24.8%)
50(31.8%)
32.86%)

5 (SA)
61(38.9%)
59(37.6%)
42(26.8%)
40(25.5%)
54(34.4%)
30(19.1%)
113(72%)
96(61.1%)
39.42%)

found in the teachers’ responses to questionnaire
item number 11, an item eliciting their views about
the role of L1 in L2 learning. The distribution of
their responses quite evenly spreading from strong
disagreement to strong agreement imply perceived
understandings of learners’ L1 as the cause of their
difficulties learning L2. Such perceptions could
have been influenced by the teachers’ understanding
of Contrastive analysis (CA) which took the position
that L1 was the villain in L2 learning (Dulay et al.,
1982), whereas recent years have witnessed how
learners’ L1 is placed in a more respectable and
valuable position. It is very likely that those teachers
were influenced by the Behavioristic View when
they were taking their pre-service teacher education,
and we speculate this since our data indicate that the
majority of our research subjects had more than 10year teaching experience. The current practice, in
contrast, suggests that instead of blaming L1 as the
cause of learners’ difficulties, English teachers
should view learners’ L1 as an invaluable asset; L1
needs to be employed effectively and judiciously
(Mohebbi & Alavi, 2014). As also highlighted by
Novianti et al. (2020), EFL instructions can in fact
empower students to see their status as non-native
speakers and their bilingualism or multilingualism
as an advantage instead of a disadvantage in
learning about foreign language and literature
critically. Future researchers might be interested in
surveying English teachers’ attitudes towards L1 in
the context of English teaching in Indonesia and
then proposing possible ways of helping them
design and implement foreign language literacy
teaching strategies in such a context to make an
optimum use of students’ L1.

In addition to knowledge about sounds,
knowledge about letters appears necessary. The
responses of the English teachers under this study to
items number 8 and number 9 stipulate similar
trends, designating that the English teachers in this
study seem to perceive English spelling crucial.
Such perceptions may have been stimulated by their
factual knowledge that English does not have
straightforward correspondences between spelling
and pronunciation, a fact about English that is likely
to lead to potential difficulties (Saville-Troike,
2006; Scrivener, 2011). According to Bassetti
(2012), English belongs to a language that has a low
level of phonological transparency; the same sound
is not always spelled with the same letters, or the
same letter is not always pronounced with the same
sound, and even correspondences for vowels are
more complex than those for consonants. Bassetti
(2012) further argues that the level of phonological
transparency has effects on learners’ reading and
spelling processes as well as literacy acquisition,
challenges that might have also been perceived by
our research subjects.
The next point from Table 3 that needs
highlighting is that almost all of the teachers agreed
or strongly agreed that vocabulary is crucial to
comprehension as well as literacy development, as
can be seen from their responses to questionnaire
items number 12 and 13. This understanding is in
line with what Kucer (2014, p. 190) states, “it is
well established in the research literature that there
is a relationship between word knowledge and
comprehension.” One of the core components in
language proficiency is vocabulary knowledge as it
relates to literacy development (Leppänen et al.,
2008). What English teachers need further is
exploring pieces of empirical evidence aimed at
informing approaches to the development of overall
vocabulary size for the purpose of supporting L2
reading comprehension, such as the one by Masrai
(2019). In addition to acknowledging that
vocabulary size is one of the determinant factors for
reading achievement in the L2 context, English
teachers should also question what type of
vocabulary is more instrumental in comprehension,
high-, mid-, or low-frequency words.
Finally, it is worth noting at this point that an
interesting phenomenon from our raw data was

Conceptualization of the cognitive literacy
dimension
Table 4 presents findings of cognitive literacy
dimension, a dimension dealing with the desire to
express meaning, more specifically according to
Kucer (2014) “to explore, discover, construct, and
share meaning” (p 5), comprising “the mental
processes, strategies, or procedures the individual
engages to construct meaning” (p 109). Our data
show that overall, the English teachers agreed
(38.36%) and strongly agreed (42.73%) that the
cognitive processes of meaning making are
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influenced by knowledge about reader and writer
characteristics, knowledge about reading and
writing processes, knowledge about reading and
writing strategies, and the importance of critical
thinking. The cognitive literacy dimension can be

regarded as the psycholinguistic extension of the
linguistic literacy dimension because meaning
making involves transactional interactions between
mind (cognition) and the language (Kucer, 2014, p
111).

Table 4
Cognitive Literacy Dimension
Item
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
Σ (%)

1 (SD)
0(0%)
2(1.3%)
1(0.6%)
2(1.3%)
0(0%)
4(2.5%)
0(0%)
10(6.4%)
0(0%)
0(0%)
1.22%

2 (D)
4(2.5%)
3(1.9%)
1(0.6%)
8(5.1%)
5(3.2%)
16(10.2%)
4(2.5%)
28(17.8%)
1(0.6%)
0(0%)
4.44%

3 (N)
13(8.3%)
17(10.8%)
13(8.3%)
28(17.8%)
26(16.6%)
39(24.8%)
19(12.1%)
42(26.8%)
6(3.8%)
5(3.2%)
13.25%

When the responses to individual questionnaire
items were examined further, our data mirror quite a
high degree of commonalities in terms of the trends
of the percentages, from knowledge about reader
and writer characteristics (items number 14 and 15),
knowledge about reading and writing processes
(items number 16 and 17), knowledge about reading
and writing strategies (items number 18 and 20, but
not items number 19 and 21), to knowledge about
critical thinking (items number 22 and 23). Such
findings reflect that the English teachers in this
present study hold good understandings of readerand-writer as well as reading-and-writing
connections. As Kucer (2014) has cited, there seems
a contractual agreement between readers and
writers, a contract that requires writers to produce
texts as informatively as possible for readers to have
complete understandings of the texts. In particular,
in the context of L2 acquisition, Harklau’s (2002)
observation revealed that written language functions
as more readily available sources for language input
than the face-to-face student-teacher and studentstudent interactions; even in a broader context of
curriculum implementation, reading and writing at
schools play a central role in communication and
transmission of subject matter. In line with this,
Brown and Lee (2015) underscore that the goals of
teaching reading or teaching writing will be best
attained by capitalizing on reading-writing
connections. Furthermore, the English teachers in
our study noted the need for paying attention to the
strategies of efficient reading as well as effective
writing, as can be seen from their responses to
questionnaire items number 18 and 20. According to
Brown and Lee (2015), much research evidence
supports a viable theory that “instructed second
language acquisition can hardly be sustainable
without a solid component of strategic competence”
(p 393). When strategic competence and critical
thinking are embedded within the development of

4 (A)
61(38.9%)
71(45.2%)
60(38.2%)
61(38.9%)
62(39.5%)
59(37.6%)
75(47.8%)
53(33.8%)
52(33.1%)
48(30.6%)
38.36%

5 (SA)
79(50.3%)
64(40.8%)
82(52.2%)
58(36.9%)
64(40.8%)
39(24.8%)
59(37.6%)
24(15.3%)
98(62.4%)
104(66.2%)
42.73%

reading and writing skills, Brown and Lee (2015, p.
575) assure that teachers can realize the charge of
the responsibility of helping students seize their
agency through language, an attribute critical to
their success in learning a new language (Li, 2020).
Much research has provided evidence about the
importance of encouraging students to become
agents of learning “who are aware of their actions
and behaviors and take control over their learning
processes” (Brown & Lee, 2015, p. 89). There then
appears some close relationship between literacy
learning and learning autonomy (Widiati, 2010).
It is interesting to note here that the data
related to items number 19 and 21 reflect different
distributions of percentages. Item number 19 seeks
for teachers’ opinions about whether readers or
writers need to slow down their reading or writing
process when confronted with problems. Table 4
shows that quite a number of teachers (24.80%)
were in doubt about this statement, whereas the
majority of them agreed (37.60%) or strongly
agreed (24.80%) with the statement. Our speculative
interpretation to such responses is that these English
teachers might not have been well informed about
the need for drawing attention to the employment of
various strategies as approaches to dealing with
reading or writing problems, instead of merely
slowing down the reading or writing activities. It
seems then necessary to equip English teachers with
some conceptual as well as practical knowledge
about strategy-based instruction which enables their
students to learn how to learn, that is, students
“become autonomous through becoming aware of
their own strengths and weaknesses and taking
action in the form of strategic involvement in
learning” (Brown & Lee, 2015, p. 51). Implied in
the concepts of autonomy and agency is the
centrality of students because the success of learning
any skill requires a certain degree of their strategic
investment in terms of time and effort from learners.
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Teachers thus need to build into their pedagogy
ways of helping their students realize the importance
of such strategic autonomy or agency, an issue
worth exploring for future research. The need for
employing appropriate strategies was evidenced by
Ridgway (2003), who has identified that many
students might possess the linguistic proficiency to
deal with a text but are unable to do so because they
are approaching it in an inappropriate way. Literacy
teaching according to Ridgway (2003) needs to be
made more explicit in order to help students cope
with such a problem.
Item number 21 questions the teachers’ views
about whether the activities of re-reading or rewriting reflect inefficient processes. The data in
Table 4 indicate that 26.80% were dubious about the
statement, whereas 33.80% agreed and 15.30%
strongly agreed with the statement. When added up,
those responses imply that the English teachers
might not have been familiar yet with the processoriented approaches in teaching, a teaching
philosophy that acknowledges that reading or
writing processes are not linear, but recursive. As
Brown and Lee (2015) suggest, students need to be
carefully led through appropriate stages, meaning
that students’ experiencing going back and forth
during the reading and writing processes should be
considered normal. In other words, activities of rereading or re-writing do not necessarily parallel
inefficiencies. Kucer (2014) in this case states that
in many classrooms, the process-oriented
philosophy has become commonplace through the
implementation of reader response groups and
writing conferences. Future research might be
oriented towards exploring teachers’ conceptual
knowledge about the process-oriented teaching
philosophy and documenting empirical data about
their translating the knowledge into practice.

Conceptualization of the sociocultural literacy
dimension
Table 5 shows findings about the English teachers’
conceptualization of the sociocultural literacy
dimension. The teachers’ responses to all the items
under this dimension suggest similar patterns, as can
be seen from the data of the mean percentages,
37.70% of agreement and 34.09% of strong
agreement. These figures designate some
understanding among our research subjects about
the power literacy has in addressing social and
cultural complexity, which is in line with Kucer’s
(2014) model of literacy dimensions. The model
stipulates that literacy is a social act, that is, a set of
social practices which capture social events, more
than merely individual acts of meaning making and
language use. This understanding necessitates
today’s teachers’ showing their students how
literacy is defined and realized as social practices by
various communities, facilitating them to become
aware that any person is in fact a member of a
society; teachers are supposed to conceptualize “the
mind as being embedded within the society” as
Vygotsky (1978 in Kucer, 2014, p. 230) proposed.
In other words, literacy is not simply individual acts
of language and cognition but also patterned acts
and behaviors of a society (Kucer, 2014). When
linguistic and cognitive literacy dimensions can be
seen as having decontextualized commonalities or
universals, the sociocultural dimension of literacy
should be practiced in regard to particular social
configurations. The study by Wahyudi (2016)
provided evidence about ways to understand and
expand knowledge on literacy as social practices by
exploring the experiences of an ESL student in
Australia, that is, how literacy was exercised both in
the home countryand in Australia. One of
Wahyudi’s findings proves that home and school
literacy practices mutually support each other.

Table 5
Sociocultural Literacy Dimension
Item
24
25
26
27
28
29
Σ (%)

1 (SD)
1(0.6%)
9(5.7%)
3(1.9%)
9(5.7%)
0(0%)
0(0%)
2.32%

2 (D)
3(1.9%)
31(19.7%)
14(8.9%)
28(17.8%)
6(3.8%)
1(0.6%)
8.79%

3 (N)
17(10.8%)
43(27.4%)
40(25.5%)
45(28.7%)
8(5.1%)
8(5.1%)
17.10%

Our findings as presented in Table 5 have
added data about English teachers’ acknowledging
how literacy is framed within a society. More
specifically,
the
responses
reflect
some
conceptualization of building up knowledge about
home culture, as elicited from questionnaire items
number 24, 27, and 28, knowledge about school
culture, from items number 25 and 29, and
knowledge about society culture, from item number
26. Such conceptualization brings impacts on

4 (A)
62(39.5%)
53(33.8%)
54(34.4%)
49(31.2%)
59(37.6%)
78(49.7%)
37.70%

5 (SA)
74(47.1%)
21(13.4%)
46(29.3%)
26(16.6%)
84(53.5%)
70(44.6%)
34.09%

education that acknowledges an increased sensitivity
to the range of socially based experiences and
meanings that students bring to the classroom.
Teachers seem to be challenged to ensure a more
diverse representation of knowledges in the
curriculum and more equitable access to these
knowledges. This kind of sensitivity to diversity can
be explored through the provision of culturally
responsive pedagogy and literacy teaching,
approaches that teachers may employ in order to put
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the home culture, the school culture, and the society
culture in harmony. Nakaya (2018) emphasized the
importance of culturally responsive instruction in
developing students’ positive racial attitudes and
eventually cultivating national identity. This
pedagogical philosophy is indeed vital considering
that Indonesia is a very multicultural nation.
Realizing the strong connection between home,
school, and society cultures through multicultural
education might be a real challenge for many
Table 6
Developmental Literacy Dimension
1 (SD)
2 (D)
Item
30
1(0.6%)
5(3.2%)
31
7(4.5%)
14(8.9%)
32
0(0.0%)
1(0.6%)
33
2(1.3%)
0(0.0%)
34
1(0.6%)
6(3.8%)
35
1(0.6%)
5(3.2%)
36
0(0.0%)
1(0.6%)
37
5(3.2%)
15(9.6%)
Σ (%)
1.35%)
3.74%)

English teachers, as also highlighted by Ariani and
Widiati (2017).
Conceptualization of the developmental literacy
dimension
The last dimension concerns developmental literacy.
Typically, development continues throughout the
course of life, and the three dimensions of literacy
discussed previously are encountered and used in
novel ways within day-to-day events.

3 (N)
21(13.4%)
40(25.5%)
9(5.7%)
13(8.3%)
20(12.7%)
16(10.2%)
8(5.1%)
42(26.8%)
13.45%)

The findings presented in Table 6 suggest
common trends of responses for all the
questionnaire items, with the mean percentage of
37.98% of agreement and 43.48% strong agreement.
This developmental literacy dimension includes
teachers’ knowledge about learning organization,
developmental stages, and learning orientation.
When the raw data were examined further, however,
items number 31 and 37 were responded in a
doubtful way by our respondents, as indicated
respectively by 25.50% and 26.80% of neutral
value. Questionnaire item number 31 deals with the
use of immediate teacher feedback in stimulating the
students’ literacy development, and the percentage
of responses (25.50%) implies these teachers’
hesitance about the benefits of their feedback. In
fact, as Brown and Lee (2015) have reviewed, much
research reveals that quality and quantity of
feedback do matter in the eventual attainment of
learner competence. What is needed is then how to
enable teachers to provide supportive, encouraging,
and affirming feedback so that a positive affective
classroom atmosphere can be established, and
students will feel more motivated to continuously
make attempts to become successful. Item number
37 concerns a statement that students’ literacy
development is dependent upon teachers’ literacy
competence. The percentage (26.80%) reflects that
these teachers were not sure about their role as a
model for their students’ literacy development. It
seems necessary to continuously remind teachers of
how their competence affects learners. In short,
teachers and students need to sustain themselves to
continue “the long and demanding process of
learning language (Kucer, 2014, p. 287).
To put it in a nutshell, regarding the four
literacy dimensions, our research findings manage to

4 (A)
60(38.2%)
51(32.5%)
64(40.8%)
45(28.7%)
65(41.4%)
71(45.2%)
65(41.4%)
56(35.7%)
37.98%)

5 (SA)
70(44.6%)
45(28.7%)
83(52.9%)
97(61.8%)
65(41.4%)
64(40.8%)
83(52.9%)
39(24.8%)
43.48%)

portray how English teachers in our study
successfully frame L2 language literacy in terms of
linguistic and other sign systems, cognitive,
sociocultural, and developmental dimensions, a
literacy model by Kucer (2014), principally in line
with the one by Grabe (2009) and Kalantzis and
Cope (2000) and adopted by GLS program. Those
teachers seem to understand that the core of literacy
lies in the cognitive dimension, suggesting the use
of literacy to express meanings, and that the
expressions of meaning require linguistic literacy
dimension as the vehicle. Besides, these cognitive
and linguistic literacy dimensions are affected by the
sociocultural literacy dimension, implying that
meaning is expressed, and language is used,
differently by different people for different
purposes. The employment of the three dimensions
tends to continually exist as we are experiencing
new and novel events from day to day, indicating
the evidence of the developmental literacy
dimension. Possessing such L2 conceptualization
should become an asset for these English teachers to
initiate taking part in the implementation of GLS at
schools. However, our study did not examine how
this conceptualization of L2 literacy was translated
into practice in the classroom or at school. As
Novianti et al. (2020) identified, many English
teachers are discouraged from implementing literacy
teaching because they still have to deal with other
challenging classroom- or curriculum-related issues.
For this reason, Novianti et al. (2020) proposed a
classroom-based framework for literacy practice that
accommodates promoting the development of
language competence as well as (critical) literacy
skills, the effectiveness and the practicality of which
still need investigating.
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CONCLUSIONS
This survey study has provided empirical evidence
about how English teachers in our study
successfully conceptualize L2 language literacy in
terms of linguistic and other sign systems, cognitive,
sociocultural, and developmental dimensions. They
own some understanding that cognitive dimension is
the core of literacy, meaning that literacy is used to
express meanings, and that the expressions of
meaning need linguistic literacy dimension as the
tool. These cognitive and linguistic literacy
dimensions are affected by the sociocultural literacy
dimension as different people express meaning and
use language differently for different purposes. The
employment of the three dimensions tends to
continually exist as new situations are experienced,
reflecting the developmental literacy dimension.
Equipped with such L2 conceptualization, English
teachers should start initiating taking part in the
implementation of GLS at schools. However, our
study did not examine how this conceptualization of
L2 literacy was translated into practice in the
classroom or at school. A classroom-based
framework for literacy proposed by Novianti et al.
(2020) can be implemented so that its effectiveness
and the practicality can be empirically measured.
The teaching of literacy should be backed up with a
developmentally appropriate curriculum and
instruction that promote the attainment of both
language proficiency and literacy skills.
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