English for Non-English Departments:
In Search for an Essential Home Base

Indah Winarni

Abstract: Promoting the quality of English for the students of non
English Departments (henceforth English for undergraduates), whl
has been characterized as lacking prestige and resources, requnres R
serious promotion of its status. This means providing a proper home
base for the English instructors where standards of profession and
quality of service can be pursued, through a solid structure which
could nurture academic culture. This paper will describe the various
types of the existing structures of English for undergraduates. Illustration
on the perseverance of Brawijaya University English instructors in
searching for the intended home base through various efforts in staff
development and serious research will be presented. What is meant
by intended homebase is inspired by Swales’s concept of discourse
community.
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English for undergraduates has been characterized as lacking pl
and resources (Coleman, 1995; Sadtono, 2000). The characteristi
well reflected in the way the programs are variously structured
system of tertiary education institutions. In order to obtain a compreh
picture of English for undergraduates, it is helpful to refer to H
(1997), who builds his analysis on the work of Bernstain in desg
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{he conflict between two educational cultures i.e. collection and integration.
y collection it is meant a situation where what is taught is collected
Into subjects or disciplines. By integration it is meant a situation where
ll{ferent subjects are integrated together. Claiming that the low status
Wl English for undergraduates is not uncommon in many parts of the
world, Holliday refers to the culture of the teaching of English for un-
rgraduates as neither collectionist nor integrationist as the integration
lture of the private-sector English as a foreign language teaching in
fitain. Australasia and North America. He proposes a liberal approach
JISP through building status of English for undergraduates. This partly
ould be carried out by promoting the status of the English instructors
fough establishing a home-base where professionalism can be exercised.

In order to get a comprehensive picture of English for undergraduates
Indonesia related to two educational cultures mentioned previously,
% paper will discuss various types of structure of English for under-
uduates before describing the concept of a home-base. Illustration on
English instructors at Brawijaya University have been searching for
me base will be presented.

STRUCTURES OF ENGLISH FOR UNDERGRADUATES

~ The consequence of the English for undergraduates to be in a mar-

{zed collection culture according to Holliday is that the English in-
etors suffer from professional schizophrenia, belonging to a fragile
winalized collection culture, isolated from both the collection and
uited integration culture. Holliday (1997) claims that this might serve
) explanation for the phenomena that English instructors often teach
jject matter” associated with the specific disciplines which the members
collection culture teach. In his analysis, he points out that this
lice revealed how the English instructors wished to belong to the
‘tion culture. Holliday’s suspicion that it is the shaky ground that
glish instructors are standing on that is antecedent to the identity
he subject matter” is questionable. However, his depiction of the
jlon of the English instructors is liable to further elaboration. This
| be traced from the structure of the organization of English for
aduates in Indonesia. The following section will describe three
{ structures of English for undergraduates taking ITB, Ul and
w o serve as illustrations.



202 JURNAL ILMU PENDIDIKAN, AGUSTUS 2002, JILID 9, NOMOR 3

Type 1: ITB

The structure of English for undergraduates at ITB serves to illustrate
the situation where the university does not have an English study program.
In this type, English for undergraduates is grouped under an MKU (Mata
Kuliah Umum) Department. Other subjects organized under this MKU
include basic cultural science, basic natural science, and Indonesian. In
the past, this department also included the subjects like Five State Principles
and National Resilience. The MKU Department itself is accountable to
a certain Faculty in the university. At ITB for example, the MKU De-
partment is accountable to the Faculty of Design and Art whereas at
ITB, it is accountable to Faculty of Basic Sciences. The structure of this
type recognizes a unit where service of English language teaching for
other than the teaching of English for undergraduates is managed directly
under the Rector. It is usually referred to as UPT, Pusat, or Lembaga
(henceforth it is referred to as English Language Center). The instructors
of English are administratively attached to the MKU Department and
those working for the English Language Centre can come from the same
department. -

Type 2: University of Indonesia

Unlike type I, English for undergraduates is not organized under a
certain department in any faculty. This type recognizes the existence of
Faculty of Letters where most English instructors are posted. English for
undergraduates is managed under an MKU department managed directly
under the Rector. Other than English, this MKU department is responsible
for the teaching of the National Resilience, Five State Principles, basic
natural science and basic social science. An English Language Centre is
structured directly under the Rector. It organizes service English language
teaching for other than undergraduate students. The University of Indonesia
is among those with this type of structure.

Type 3: Brawijaya University

The third type of structure is where neither Faculty of Letters nor
Education accommodating an English study program can be found. Unlike
type I, English for undergraduates is not organized under a certain study
program in any faculty. Unlike type II either, English for undergraduates
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organized under MKU department managed under the Rector. In
e, English instructors are administratively attached to various study
ms and do their job individually. This type recognizes the existence
MKU department managed directly under the Rector. Other than
h, this MKU department is responsible for the teaching of National
ence, Five State Principles, basic natural science and basic social
se. An English Language Center is structured directly under the
r. It organizes service English Language Teaching for other than
sh for undergraduates. Brawijaya University is among those with
/pe of structure.

The three types of structure described serve as an illustration of
‘the system of English for undergraduates is organized differently
s universities. In fact, more variation of structure can be found. It
d be argued that the different types of structure of English for un-
vaduates reflect the dynamic mentioned by Holliday as one of the
jeteristics of integration culture. Besides being dynamic, integration
ure is essentially innovative because it is striving for identity (Holliday,
7). Such being the case, it is necessary to recall that among several
eial factors for innovation to take place is a change agent who is
cally someone in a higher position in the hierachical organization
fthite, 1991). In the case of the organization of English for undergraduates,
least a head or a dean is needed to exercise his or her power as a
gision maker to bring about the necessary changes. However, it is
likely that the initiative comes from a head of department whose dis-
line is not English.

~ In the light of this argument, the position of the English instructors
¢ too marginal to effect any changes, be it on the micro or macro level.
! an be argued that the change agent, however, can be someone lower
own the hierarchy, in this case, it is the English instructor himself.
Jotwithstanding this possibility, the structure of the organization as such
jill make it very hard for any concern of the English instructors to be
ccommodated by the higher level of management. Furthermore, since
he structure of English for undergraduates does not provide proper mecha-
jism of communication between English instructors, it is hard to imagine
that individual instructors can communicate concerns on any significant
shanges to the higher level management. This is especially discernible
when English instructors have to compete and share resources with other
tegrationists under an MKU Department (situation of type I and type




204 JURNAL ILMU PENDIDIKAN, AGUSTUS 2002, JILID 9, NOMOR 3

II). Several beaurocratic steps must be taken for the concerns of 1
English instructors to be accommodated by the top decision maker.
Compared to type I and type II situation, English instructors worki
under the structure of type Il are not in a more disadvantageous positi
despite being organized under one unit. In such a position, organizationall
the English instructors gain some liberty from the beaurocracy existi
in type I and type II structure. Brawijaya University will serve as
illustration for this argument in a subsequent section of this paper.

ENGLISH LANGUAGE CENTER

Unlike English for undergraduates, which suffers from a lack
identity and focus, the English Language Center is usually establish
out of a need to train a small number of university lecturers who havi
a clear need of pursuing their further degrees abroad. Some universiti
run pre-departure courses which are well financed by sponsors. Such
program generates great prestige for a university as well as its languag
center. The small number of learners, as compared to teaching English
for undergraduates, that it has to cater make it all possible for the instructors;
to exploit their creativity in applying all the principles of the teachin
and learning. The position it enjoys being directly structured under the
highest level of management in the university gives this Center the op«
portunity of being well resourced and its “independent” status as compared
to English for undergraduates organized under the MKU Department allows
this center to run income-generating activities. This, accordingly, is i
more bearable working situation for the English instructors, as also ex
pected by Coleman (1997) because it provides a more solid culture wherein
organizational needs (White, 1994) can be realized.

From the ELT management point of view, the previously described
structure of English for undergraduates can be a potential cause of difficulty
for English instructors. Hence, very little advancement in the practice of
teaching and learning has taken place. Of this, Coleman (1997) has noticed
development in the areas of baseline research, materials developmenl
and teacher development.

THE HOME BASE

As depicted earlier, the structure of English for undergraduates al
Brawijaya University is of type 3, in which English instructors are posted
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hanent teaching positions at 7 of the 10 faculties. This is different
s situation of type I and type II structures where the instructors
anized under an MKU unit. By design, the structure of type I
it provide any mechanism for the coordination of English for
aduates among the English instructors posted at the different fac-
"va'i'ng for identity as Holliday sees it, the English instructors
the English Language Centre, which is structured under the uni-
board of management, as an alternative organization providing
ortunity for them to communicate their immediate academic and
sional concerns to each other. In other words, the Language Center,
“Eﬁglish instructors, serve as a home base for them.
't A\t is meant by home base in this paper is academic unit (Directorate
| of Higher Education, 1997) where the English instructors as
nic members of the university or institution who have an agreed
gcommon goals can satisfy a set of organizational needs (White,
| necessary in the achievement of the common goals. My description
“home base is inspired by the concept of discourse community
gs, 1990) conceptualized in six defining characteristics. For the pur-
‘this presentation, the characteristics will be described in different

' from the original description.
roadly agreed set of common public

A discourse community has a b
¢ Swales refers to common goal as a set of goals shared by the
blic goals may be formally

\bers of a discourse community. These pu
bed in documents, OF they may be more tacit. The goals are public

se it is open for hidden purposes. Handy’s description (1978) on
‘hological contracts would serve as a suitable expfanation on how
goal could be different in different jndividuals. With the assumption
the English instructors have a common goal i.e. improving the English
ficiency of the students of non English departments, the intended aca-
\ic unit would have the first characterictics of a discourse community
ined by Swales.
A discourse community utilizes and hence possesses one or more
nres in the communicative furtherance if its aims. It is beyond the
ape of this presentation to discuss the concept of genre. In order to
some understanding of the present characterictisc, it is worth to quote

wiles (1990:26) in full:
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v discouse, community _'3)9; ,de-vcloprc‘q” nd, continues to devel

dgscoursal expectations. These may invo ve appropriacy “of ‘topi

“the form, function and pdsmdnihg ofiscotrsal elefients and

“role ‘texts play in the ‘Operation’ of discotrsé’community. In so

01 las tgenres ‘arel hotw: things: get ‘done, rwhen  language, is used

- raccomplishi them’ (Martin, 1 1985:250),; these ;hscoursa} expectatiol

1 Ate created by genres that articulatethe opgrauqn of lhe discou

, _qommumty One of the pul oses of lhls criterion is to questio

”dlscoursc commumiy siaius ?Z)r new or neév\y-emérbent groupingy,

" Such groupihigs-need, as it were! 'to Settlé down’and ‘work out th

" tommunicative procéedings and practices before they can be recog

/linized as dis¢ourse communities: If a new! grouping borrows, genres

from other, discourse, communities, such, borrowings ahpum be am,
sierorSimiatedy, e log 20 e qeq 2irdr ni seed smor vd nsem #i 1

ol Ly \Wﬂld‘emphﬂsﬁe what' Swales siys én’dwpm‘pomdf the critog
‘oné of whiehis to'question’ discourse comimunity 'status fon new or:
eferging’ groupings: English for undergraduates has been:classi
‘belanging to the community of ESP jand: it s sufﬁmunt ‘to-elaim |
-fom'fns owni discourse ¢ommunity. /o bovigon o0 end s il
Ui ol additien to> owning genres, a discourse communmuha,s acgui
vomd ‘Mpevificlexis! Thel specific  lexis: belonging 19, a-gertain disca
community is special use of terminolegy driven by the requirgme
efficient, communication hetween gxperts, This could F’Pé??‘“?‘ and (
amicaloways.as in information, technology, discourse ‘395‘;15‘?‘9"9%0' %
medical communities. Tm&hmrﬁﬂ&'fﬁm.fﬂﬁdmﬂ%&m mates, A5 9
%an@mqrﬁ M'snhe"% %.b{ﬁ'\? i u]?g]}s T % it
(Consider, far; example, the (erms used iy J ,;ana' 15 of needs such
.necessities!, ‘lacks’, ‘wants’, ‘leammg needs and t)z)arg'g't)ﬁeq s, ‘(‘Frutch'
SOR, ﬁ‘n /Ptcrﬁ‘ ,b§7),h ybrvibm setiib mi ine ‘ 6
i1 1t has mechanisms o mtgrcommumcauon among its membe’r Swal

argues, that. shxq cmenon 1l§'§tnn$§:nr:t "‘IJhe part‘uill atory méCMnisths Wi

yary,. Iccordm% to 'cb'nimumt’ “meetmgr's telecoh‘iﬁﬂihlé‘éhon cortespo
dence, newsletter, conversations afid $0 forth, S wales mﬁs‘trétibn%x
Joa requnrement of a base for lines of communication. Hé Wr‘itﬁs"'

DEENERON MOMHN DOG 29I CRIMIneD seuionzily A

1 Ay Bl and IC may: ber lighthouse keepers on their lonely., noc.k; or,,

<1 1<l missionaries im their separate, jungl¢s,, or neglected conaular pfﬁuals‘_
e Dy meq roulqg oqlppsl; ?!all th ese cases, altho and C'

" may never interact, ey all have Tines of cc:mrﬁurﬁbmiorn ?acﬁ 'ty
et o (o WOy 291 )
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I

ind presumably acquired discourse community membership as

:
N

glement in their initial training (Swales, 1990:25).

ase, 1 would argue, is what is lacking in teaching English for
gate community. The various structure of which, described pre-
y not provide a strong base with proper mechanism of inter-
Jation among its members. This strong base is needed owing
that in theory and practice, Teaching English as a Foreign
nd hence English for undergraduates) always develops and
pstructors have to keep up with the development.

seourse community uses its participatory mechanisms primarily
¢ information and feedback. Informational opportunities is the
of the participatory mechanism of a discourse community. The
gy purposes of the information exchange will vary according to
imon goal. In the case of English for undergraduates, it is safe
that it is to improve the English proficiency of the students of
| English Departments.

discourse community has a threshold level of members with a
¢ degree of relevant content and discoursal expertise. Discourse
Uhities have changing memberships. Swales uses death and other
joluntary ways to illustrate the coming and going of the members
§course community. He maintains that survival of the community
nds on a reasonable ratio between novices and experts. This char-
Gtic is also shared by instructors of English for undergraduates.

R I

AWILIAYA UNIVERSITY: THE LANGUAGE CENTRE AS A
E-BASE .

I would insist that English for undergraduates bear all the defining
gracteristics of a discourse community described by Swales. Of the
 characteristics, have pointed out that the characteristic described in
int 6 should further be pursued by English for undergraduates. This
mechanisms of intercommunication among its members. Brawijaya Uni-
srsity, specifically, finds the previously described structure of English
or undergraduates as inappropriate for the reasons already discussed.
he Language Center, however, has been seen as a home-base. A home-
use is not only an academic unit as one of the characteristics of a discourse
pommunity, but it is an academic unit which is capable of satisfying
Y«
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individual, tasks and group needs (Adair, 1983; BACIE, 1978 in Whil
1992). The following account will illustrate the efforts in developing |l
Language Center from a pre-departure training courses provider to
essential home-base for English for undergraduates. The description
include: (1) the university recognition of the professional attitude of
English instructors in order to obtain the university financial support
regular English courses for all young lecturers as part of their in servi
training; (2) establishment of the link with the British Council whi
resulted in staff development programs; (3) national workshops and sem
nars to establish a nationwide network of university English service teach
ing providers; and (4) research on An Alternative Models of Teachin
English for Undergraduates: An Analysis of Needs. This will be briefl
described in turn. The discussion on how the center was established wi
precede the description.

How the Center was Established

When it was established in 1970, the university was in a desperate
need of upgrading the English proficiency of the lecturers who had to
pass the selection test of winning an abundant number of scholarships
provided for those wanting to continue their studies abroad especially in
agriculture. Equipped with a language laboratory, the Center organized
test-oriented programs and academic orientation courses in collaboration
with the Australian Agency Universities Collaboration Scheme (AAUCS).
English language courses like these are nowadays called pre-departure
training courses. .

It was the university policy then that English instructors from the
various faculties had to devote some of their working time teaching these
courses. With the intention of improving the quality of the pre-departure
courses, the scheme also provided' scholarships for English instiuctors.
Some English instructors took the opportunity to also obtain their Masters
and Ph.D degrees in TEFL or Applied Linguistics.

It so happened that the Center establishment was concurrent with
the AAUCS operation, which then necessitated the employment of an
expatriate English teaching specialist and which offered a number of
scholarships for English Language study overseas. When the scheme pulled
out from the university, and the pre-departure courses were no longer
provided, the Language Center was entirely left on its own to survive
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its existence. It should be noted that even if the Center

firectly under the Rector, it was not included in the uni-
In other words, in administrative, academic and financial
pter did not formally gain full recognition from the university,

ses for the Lecturers

pvative nature of the integration culture and the strong per-
[ the English instructors met with a resurgence of interest by
ty in upgrading the English proficiency of the lecturers. So,
le of years convincing the university of the professional ca-
vl h» Language Center could offer, starting from 1989, the
‘enter has won the recognition of the university which then
pport regular English courses for all young lecturers as part
ce training. This has become a noteworthy start for the
preserving and developing its existence. The regular intensive
lor the young lecturers and other courses conducted for the public
$ income-generating activities have enabled the Center to run
f development programs, in which teaching English for un-

jles has become the main concems.

guage Center and the British Council

h its reputation, the Center has been able to establish cooperation
wreign agencies such as the British Council, which then provided
" s on language teaching and resource materials through its Book
ntation Program and scholarships for non degree as well as degree
ms in the UK for the English instructors, two of whom took the
ftunity to take Master's degrees specializing in ESP. This accordingly
sed the university’s supports towards the development of the Lan-

ge Center.

fonwide Network of University English Service Providers

‘flhe more direct concern of the Center to English for undergraduates
p be seen in the Center's effort in initiating the establishment of a

pnwide association of English language teaching providers through
[ganizing national annual workshops and seminars held from 1994-1998.
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The 1997 workshop conducted at UNSRI was able to attract the attends
of five university rectors from ITB, Unibraw, Unpatti, Unlam and Uny
itself. The 1998 conference invited the director of academic affairs
DGHE who came in person to Unpatti, Ambon. In retrospect, what |
been initiated by Brawijaya University in this case is trying to streng
the existence of a discourse community for English for undergradua

Alternative Models in Teaching English for Undergraduates
(Research)

The prominent contact of the Language Center with the stake-holdj
groups of English for undergraduates took place through a two-year st
addressing the issue of the multifaceted problems of English for unde
graduates, especially at Brawijaya University, The first stage of this stu
was a baseline study on the analysis of needs of English for undergraduat
involving the students, the English lecturers, the subject lecturers 4
the university as well as faculty controlling authorities. The researc
tried to describe, among other things, the aim of English for undergraduat
as perceived by the groups of respondents and the role of referenc
written in English in the completion of S-1 program. Based on the study”
findings, five alternative models of teaching and learning were designed
to be confirmed to the groups of respondents at the second stage. The
two- year study carried out s not only important in building expertise
and confidence of the staff. The fact that it is a highly competitive study
funded by the Directorate General of Higher Education has put English
instructors as having academically equal position as subject lecturers and
has put the Language Center in a very sirategic position in addressing
the issue of English for undergraduates in terms of obtaining the univer-
sity’s serious support in the effort of improving the teaching and learning
condition,

CONCLUSION

The previous brief account of the English for undergraduates and
the English Language Center at Brawijaya University might £0O part way
to responding to Coleman’s (1997) curiousity that very often exactly the
same English instructors are responsible for both English for undergradu
ates and pre-departure programs. What has been undertaken at Brawijaya
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geems to fit Holliday's analysis on the working ethos that
mctors have to apply - that is building the academic image
\ a recognizable, respected body which is seen 10 be looking after

¢ accountable for the quality and standards of the profession

| retrospect, the efforts of English instructors described above could
waed as the efforts of pursuing some discourse community’s char-
sticsi.c. building mechanisms of intercommunication among its mem-
ind using its participatory mechanisms primarily to provide infor-
~and feedback. By this, it is believed that it will raise the status
for undergraduates to the members of the collection culture
s umiversity. This is seen as important if teaching English for un-
aduates is to achieve the intended goals. The home-base that the
d instructors at Brawijaya University has been trying to pursue
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