
International Journal for Innovation Education and Research                Vol:-3 No-4, 2015 

International Educative Research Foundation and Publisher © 2013           pg. 102 

The Barriers to Implementing English School Based Curriculum In Indonesia: 

Teachers perspective 

 

Zaifuddin , Rahim Hamdan 

Curriculum and Instruction, Faculty of Education, Universiti Teknologi Malaysia, Skudai, 

Johor Bahru, Johor 81300 

 

Eight years have passed since the current English School Based Curriculum 2006 for Junior High School 

in Indonesia first introduced in school, so teachers, principals and other stakeholders have had sufficient time 

to work with it and discover both the positive aspects and limitation in their individual context. At the time of 

its introduction, it represented a radical change of teacher’s role. Teachers is not only the implementer but also 

a designer and developer of recent curriculum. This new paradigm requires the presence of qualified teachers 

who are able to determine  their own material, teaching methods and assessment those are suitable for their 

students. Consequently, a teacher will have greater flexibility and accountability in transferring the curriculum 

into classroom level. This new double  role will require a greater level of expertise  in curriculum decision 

making. The aim of this article is twofold.  First, it will t give a comprehensive review of the challenges in 

implementing English School Based  for Senior High School 2006  from teachers perspective. It discusses the 

challenges that teachers hold as designer and implementer of the curriculum, and second, it will look into the 

importance of teacher change and commitment in succeeding the present curriculum.   
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1. Introduction  

 

Indonesian educational system has changed from centralized education system to decentralized  which marked 

the implementation of Competency Based Curriculum 2004, then developed to School Based Curriculum 2006. 

Prior curriculum including English curriculum  were centralized and made in Jakarta , where the Regional and 

District Offices of Education’s and school's role were implementer of the policy. Contrary, current curriculum 

is designed, developed and implemented by each school base on the content and graduate   referring to national 

standard. This role change requires schools and teachers develop their own curriculum, adapt techniques and 

methods to meet the demands of the changing world and teach English more effectively in the new educational 

system. The policy reform is intended to increase quality of education and relevance by empowering regional 

district and school autonomy and capacities based on their own potentials and needs. As noted by Gross, 

Giacunta and Bernstein (in Snyder, Bolin & Zimwalt, 1992) innovation occurs within a context:  Life and death 

of an innovation are not simply a matter of providing appropriate supports for the innovation and making mutual 

adjustments as it is being installed. Rather, life and death of an innovation depend on the unique configuration 

of social, historical, political and ideological factors that make up the school and its social, community context. 

 

The success of any educational change, particularly as substantial as a curriculum change, however, 

largely  determined by how teachers perceive it and what they do to implement it, simply because “it is the 

teachers who reflect on change, absorbing and manipulating new ideas and developments” (Ekiz, 2004). 

Teachers play key role to ditermine the success of new curriculum implementation, since they are the one to 

bring it in the class (Fullan,1998). Therefore, any attempts to evaluate the new program changes should certainly 

involve teachers who undergo these changes in their current situations, conditions and contexts.   
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2. The barriers in designing material 

 

A more important shift in teachers’ role resulted from this curriculum is linked with the change of the 

responsibility of teacher particularly in term of preparation they must do   (Basikin, 2008). In the implementation 

of the previous   curriculum, English Curriculum 1975 and 1994, teachers were provided with detailed 

guidelines of the materials about how they are taught, teaching methods they should apply and form of 

assessment that teacher should employ in the classroom. On the other hand,the present curriculum give mandate 

for teacher to stand on their own foot. He  should be able to design and adapt the material with teaching 

technique, method and form of assessment. A teacher must develop his own curriculum, adapt techniques and 

methods to meet the demands and needs based on their own potentials. Some teacher, this new role is not only 

seen a promising practice but also considered as a burden by many more other teachers. The changing of the 

academic atmosphere to be more independent from being depend on the government guidelines provided is 

challenging for many teachers in the country.             

From some previous studies on the implementation of English School Based Curriculum 2006 in 

Indonesia ( Firman& Tola,2008; Sutrisno,2008 ; Suharto,2009,  Heyward,2010;Mattarima& Abdul 

Rahim,2011; Mumpuni,2011; Wati,2011) generally claim that it  does not seem run well caused by  some factors 

such as low teachers’ teaching competence, time consuming for developing teaching materials for local needs, 

no detailed information in School-based curriculum needed by teachers. Accordingly, the teachers were 

confused and they did not understand what is meant by communicative competence (Suharto,2009). Heyward 

(2009) examines (1) how teachers, principals, supervisors in translating ESBC in classroom and school in North 

Maluku Province (2) the impact of culture on school reform. She finds that change is dominantly on the surface 

level, various limitation mark in putting the national policy into local practice .The principals still wait for 

command from the upper level, their common statement ” Yes, autonomy but wait for instruction.”She also 

reported the crucial role of cultural values that must be improved in Education.      Mumpuni (2010) studies the 

perception of 30 teachers of English teachers toward the School Based Curriculum implementation in Batam 

found that certain obstacles in the implementation of the curriculum related to the teachers’ role. Such as being 

unable to arrange learning material that fits one teaching-learning period, unable to create various lessons task, 

lack of school facilities that support School Based Curriculum. 

Kamil and Sheikh Ahmad (2011) explore Indonesian secondary school EFL teachers’ opinion of the 

School Based Curriculum Development policy, and examine their practices in developing school-based EFL 

syllabus. Seven secondary school EFL teachers participated in this study. The study find that the participants 

had different opinion of School Based Curriculum Development. Some of them seemed have known the steps 

of syllabus development partially, while other tended to see the issue as irrelevant. Syllabus development had 

been mostly practiced as syllabus adaptation or adoption. In the implementation of the curriculum they were 

facing the problems of lack of understanding and skills in developing the syllabus, workloads and time 

constraints, unavailability of adequate media, and resistance to change prior practices in syllabus development. 

According to Mattarima and Abdul Rahim (2011), the teaching constraints of English as foreign language found 

in implementing English School-based Curriculum   such as constraints on identifying  learners’ differences, 

constraints on learning materials resources, constraints on classroom activities, constraints on teaching methods 

and constraints on speaking assessment.   

The implementation of English School Based Curriculum 2006 as asserted by Sutrisno who did research 

on implementation of SCBC in Jambi Province, reports that  curriculum is responded unwisely by education 

holder. There are a lot of opinions that the new curriculum is different from previous one. This opinion created 

refusal and psychological rejection to the changes. It is admitted that the change of curriculum has spent a lot 

of time, finance and energy, and it takes a long process. Accordingly, many teachers and students are still 

confused in using this curriculum (2008). The development of school-based curriculum is new phenomenon for 

the school community in Indonesia. In the early stage of implementation faced obstacles found in a number of 
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schools such as  the freedom of schools to create their own curriculum which is relevant with the needs of 

students could not be fully implemented, the change role of schools from curriculum implementer to curriculum 

developer has made the school community confused. The ability of school community to analyze the conditions 

and needs of the students and apply them in to curriculum need improvement (Firman and 

Tola.2008).Handayani (2009) examine whether the material of the National English Final Examination Test 

2006/2007 and 2007/ 2008 based on content standard and match the competencies of English syllabus for Junior 

High School in Semarang.She found that most of the material of the National English Final Examination Test 

2006/2007 and 2007/2008 match with content standard and competencies of English syllabus for Junior High 

School in Semarang.  

Historically, since English was first taught, there have been problems in the teaching of English as 

foreign language in formal schooling in Indonesia. The obvious factors that contribute the ongoing problem in 

English teaching in Indonesia are changing curriculum and approaches, the large class and teachers with poor 

English, ( Nur,2000; Darmowijoyo,2000;.Alwasilah, 2001 and Yuwono,2005). According to Mustafa,2001, the 

other reasons for the problems are: (1) limited time allocated for teaching English, (2) students have no enough 

time to actually learn to speak English in class because the teacher is more concerned to teach the grammar and 

syntax, (3) the absence of good authentic learning materials, and (4) the absence the social uses of English 

outside the classroom. 

Adnan (2006) said that the quality of education in Indonesia is generally low. Specifically, the English 

teaching in Indonesia has been considered by failure (Kickpatrik,2007). The failure of English teaching in 

indonesia as asserted by Bladford is affected  by the low teacher qualification and welfare, large classroom and 

students motivation (2007). The others few previous studies of school and classroom reform in Indonesia ( such 

as Werf et al, 2000;Semiawan,2001; Bjork, 2003 and Utomo, 2005) generally highlight  a lack of success in 

changing current practices and reform in Indonesia is fail to achieve a deep-level change in the classroom. This 

reality has been repeatedly in the history of reform effort in Indonesia over the last twenty or more years and 

teacher is commonly inclination to be blamed for this failure (Heyward,2009).  

In implementing English school based curriculum 2006, teacher is expected to adjust material, 

techniques and methods in his classroom because he is regarded knowing environment, condition, real and 

concrete situation of his students. To bring this task into practice requires greater creativity, flexibility, expertise 

and broad knowledge to translate the curriculum document in the classroom level.  This shfting role is a 

challenge for English cteacher and make most of them feel worried because they have to run their practice off 

with  old paradigm (Mattarima and Abdul Rahim, 2011). The low competency of English teacher also revealed 

by Wati that a large amount of English teachers might  not be sufficiently prepared to teach English well (2011) 

. It means that they find it hard to design, develop and implement their own curriculum while they have followed 

some training of curriculum development done by government. This problems are not only experienced by new 

teacher but also by veteran teacher. 

 

3. Teacher Change and Commitment in Implementing Curriculum    

 

It is believed that teacher has central role in implementing new curriculum. Teachers are the grass-root 

implementer of a curriculum, they are the only staff directly face the learners every day and they cannot be 

substituted with other type of instructional material in carrying out a program in the classroom level. The quality 

of teachers is the most important factor in improving the quality of education. Research shows that what teachers 

know and what they are able to do has a significant impact on the academic performance of their students. As  

Barber and Mourshed  (2007)  note that  teacher determine the quality of education and the quality of an 

education system cannot go above the quality of its teachers . That is why, teacher should be the first 

consideration to succeed new curriculum implementation..  
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Curriculum change isn’t easy (Fullan, 2001). It is a complex process and need time to accomplish. 

Almost any teachers can provide a list of reason and argumentation why it won’t happen. They can describe the 

challenge of implementation ranging from instructional until managerial problem. Each teacher experience 

different kind of change in their routine while implementing innovation. Theoretically, they must understand 

the conceptual basis of the change and how to apply it in the classroom. Factually, it is often found that there 

are many teachers do not understand the innovation. As consequences, they do not know their role in the 

implementation, what to do and how to adapt with the change. Fullan (2001a) stress that in the change process, 

the most complicated stage is change implementation. People must have basic understanding in order to be able 

to apply innovation. Further, he conclude that the complexity of change require more effort from each 

innovation participant in learning new things and challenge including the risk of power. 

Teachers’ skill has crucial role in the change process as emphasized by Fullan (1997) that to become 

expert in the dynamic of change, educators – administrators and alike – must become skilled change agents with 

moral purpose, educators will make a difference in the lives of students from all backgrounds, and by so doing 

help produce greater capacity in society to cope with change. As 8 teachers were at a core of schools, teaching 

and learning and of any change that might be made, as Fullan (2001) notes that educational change depend on 

what teacher do and think-it is as simple and complex as that. 

Teacher change, specifically teacher change in their attitudes regarding reformation, has been 

considered essential in ensuring successful curriculum implementation in the classroom. Hargreaves (1989) 

stated that change in curriculum is not affected without some concomitant change in the teacher “. Teacher 

change is not only entirely influenced by an individually determined and psychological phenomena but the 

social contexts where they work also shape the teacher change (Richardson and Placier, 2001). Carless (1999a) 

said  that teacher’s attitude are originated primarily  from: (1) their own experience as a learner, (2) their 

professional training, (3) their teaching experience, (4) their interaction with colleagues, and (5) the society, 

cultural values and norms  where they live. Although teacher’s attitude is crucial in promoting successful 

innovation but they are very often resistant to change. According to Waugh and Puch (1987), the obstacle to 

change is likely happened if the innovation is not compatible with the existing attitudes. 

A school should develop a deep understanding and accommodating  of the change among teachers to 

succeed the implementation of innovation ( Hord,1990). Further, she said that the innovation should be suitable 

and well communicated with the intended user perception toward the innovation, their roles, expected outcome 

and how the innovation is best implemented. 

 Successful change as Fullan and Miles (1992) argued could be achieved through seven orientation and 

combining between thinking and action of those involved in the change process: (a) change is learning loaded 

with uncertainty, even the successful reformation thing before they go right they might go wrong; (b) change is 

journey not a blueprint. Because in complex social change, rational planning models do not work. Blueprint of 

change is not needed. Rather, a guide journey is needed to succeed the change; (c) problems are our friends. 

People will come up with creative solution if they immerse themselves in school problem; (d) change is resource 

hungry. Because change characterizes developing solution to complex problem, studying and acquiring new 

skill and coming to new insight; (e) change requires the power to manage it; (f) change is systemic. It must not 

only emphasize on structure, policies and regulation but also emphasize on cultural issue of the system; (g) all 

large-scale change is implemented locally. It can be successful if every teachers, principal, parents, student 

implement the change. 

Hord (1986) and Wood (1989) state that the successful of change can only be reached through effective 

staff development program which enable innovation user to gain necessary knowledge and ability for the 

process of implementation. They consider  professional development is crucial  in guiding innovation toward 

successful implementation.  
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4. Conclusion and Recommendation; 

 

From the previous discussion, it can be concluded that firstly the introduction of  English School Based 

Curriculum has not reached all teacher especially in the remote area and  as a result they cannot make change. 

Second, English subject teacher are not prepared well to face their new role as  designer and implementer of 

present curriculum and  new paradigm of language teaching. Third, it need long time for teacher to change from 

the old paradigm and adapt themselves to new role.  Fourth,  the school  facilities has not been already to support 

the activities to succeed the implementation of current curriculum . 

Some   recommendations  are suggested to solve the problem in implementing  curriculum are as follows : 

1. In introducing new curriculum, teacher should be the first consideration whether they have understood  the 

new policy  or no.   

2. Teacher should empower English Subject Teacher Forum (MGMP) to improve their knowledge and skills, 

to share ideas for improvement ,  to share problem in daily teaching  practice  and solve it,  to build 

collaboration with other teacher to create conducive and effective teaching and learning English. 

3. The government should have systematic in service teacher training to empower teachers’ knowledge and 

skill. It can also improve teachers’ professionalism. 

4. The stakeholder in education should  facilitate and work  together to provide school facilities that can 

support teaching and learning process. 

 

5. References 

 

Antony, Leung Wai Lun. (2008). Teacher concern about curriculum reform : The case project. Journal of The 

Asia-Pasific Education Researcher. 17/1.75-97. 

Badaraco, J. J., & Ellsworth, R. (1989). Leadership and the quest for integrity. 

Boston: Harvard Business School Press. 

Bailey,K., Curtis, A., and Nunan, D. (2001). Persuing Professional Development: The self as Source, Ontario , 

Canada: Heinle and Heinle. 

Barber, M., and M. Mourshed. ( 2007).  How the World’s Best Performing Schools Come out on Top.  

McKinsey & Company, New York, USA 

 

Basikin .  (2008). Self-efficacy Beliefs of Yunior Secondary English Teacher In Yogyakarta Province . 

Unpublished Dessertation. Faculty of Education, Monash University.  

Bekalo, S. & Welford, G. (2000). Practical Activity in Ethiopian Secondary Physical sciences : Implication For 

Policy and practice  of match between the intended and the implemented curriculum. Research Papers 

in education.15/2,185-212. 

Beerens, D. R. (2000). Evaluating teachers for professional growth. Thousand Oaks, CA:Sage. 

Beretta, A.  (1990). Implementation of the Bangalore project. Applied Linguistic, 11/4, 321-327. 

Bernstein, E. (2004). What teacher evaluation should know and be able to do: A commentary. National 

Association of Secondary School Principals. 88/639, 80–88.  

Bjork, C. (2003). Local Responses to Decentralization Policy in Indonesia. Comparative Education. Jakarta . 

World Bank. 

Borko, H., & Putnam, R.T. (1995). Expanding a teacher’s knowledge base: A cognitive psychological 

perspective on professional development. In T.R. Guskey & M. Huberman (Eds.), Professional 

development in Eeducation: New paradigm and practices (pp 35-66). NY: Teacher College Press.  

Bostald, R. (2004). School-based curriculum development: Principles, processes and 

practices. New Zealand: NZCER Press. 



Online-ISSN 2411-2933, Print-ISSN 2411-3123                                                                                                    April 2015 

International Educative Research Foundation and Publisher © 2015           pg. 107 

Carless, D . (1998).Factor Affecting Classroom Implementation. Task-based Curriculum renewal in Hong 

Kong.International Journal of Educational Reform. 8.4. 374-382. 

Cavelti, G. (1995). Handbook of research on improving student achievement. Arlington, VA: Educational 

Research Service. 

Cheng, Y.C. (1986). Curriculum Effectiveness. A Framework for Studying Curriculum Issues. Educational 

Journal. 14/1, 30-36 

Cheung, D., Hattie, J., & Ng, D. (2001). Reexamining the Stages of Concern Questionnaire: A test of alternative 

models. Journal of Educational Research, 94/4, 226-236. 

Cohen, B.J. (2004). Reforming the child welfare system: Competing paradigms of change. Children and Youth 

Services Review, 27(6), 653-666. 

Cohen, D.K., & Ball, D.L. (1990). Relations between policy and practice: A commentary.  

Danielson, C. (2010). Evaluations that help teachers learn. Educational Leadership, 

68/4, 35–39. 

Dembo, M., & Gibson, S. (1985). Teachers' sense of efficacy: An important factor 

in school achievement. The Elementary School Journal. 86, 173-184. 

Diknas. (2006). Departemen Pendidikan Nasinal. Jakarta. 

Diknas. (2008). Evaluasi pelaksanaan KTSP oleh tim pengembang kurikulum propinsi. Pusat Pengembangn 

Curriculum.Diknas., Jakarta:  

Darjowidjoyo, S. (2000). English Teaching in Indonesia. EA Journal, 18/1, 22-30 

Day, C. & Smethem, L. (2009). The Effect of Reform . Have Teacher Really Lost Their Sense of Profesionalism 

: Journal Of Educational Change, 10/2-3, 141-157  

Edwards, C.H. (1993). More on ―A nation at risk‖: Have the recommendations been implemented?.The 

Clearinghouse. 67. 85-88. 

Egan, K. (2003).  What is curriculum ? Journal of the Canadian Association for Curriculum studies. 1/1, 9-16. 

Ekiz, D. (2004). “Teacher professionalism and curriculum change: primary school teachers’ views ofthe new 

science curriculum.” Kastamonu E/itim Dergisi, 12/2: 339-350. .  

Elliot, E. (1996). What performance : Based Standards Mean for Teacher Preparation. Educational Leadership, 

53/6, 57-58. 

E. Karakas-Dukas (1995). Teachers identified factors affecting the implementation of curriculum innovation In 

Greek public secondary school. Language, Culture and Curriculum,8/1,53-68.  

Elliot, E. (1996). What performance – based standards mean for teacher preparation. Educational Leadership, 

53/6, 57-58. 

Ellsworth, J.B. (2000) Surviving Change: A Survey of Educational Change Models. U.SDepartment of 

Education, Syracuse, New York: ERIC Clearinghouse on InformationTechnology. 

Elmore, R. & Sykes ,G. (1992). Curriculum Policy. In P. Jackson (Ed.). Handbook of Research on Curriculum 

(pp.185-215). New York : Mac Millan. 

Ely, D.P. (1990) “Conditions that facilitate the implementation of educational technologyinnovations”, Journal 

of Research on Computing in Education. Winter 90, 23/2, 298-306. 

Evans, R. (2004). The human side of school change. San Francisco: Jossey Bass. 

 

F. Bobbit (1923). The curriculum. New York: Macmillan. 

   

French, Wendell L and Bell, Cecil H (1990). Organizational Development.  4th ed.Englewood Cliffs, NJ. 

Prentice Hall. 

 

Fullan, Michael. (1977). Research on Curriculum and Instruction. Review on Educational Research. 

Winter.47/1, .335-397. 



International Journal for Innovation Education and Research                Vol:-3 No-4, 2015 

International Educative Research Foundation and Publisher © 2013           pg. 108 

Fullan, M., & Park, P. (1989). Curriculum implementation. Ontario: Ministry 

of Education. 

Fullan, Michael. (1993). Change Forces. London : The Farmer Press. 

Fullan, M. (1998). The New Meaning of Educational Change. London. Cassel. 

Fullan, M. (2001a). The new meaning of educational Change. 3rd ed. London: Rotledge Press. 

Fullan, M. & Park, P. (1981). Curriculum Implementation. Toronto: OISE Press. 

Fullan, M & Hargreaves, A (Eds.). (1992). Teacher Development and Educational Change. Bristol, P.A. : The 

Farmer Press. 

Fullan, M & Stiegelbauer, S. (1991). The New Meaning of Educational Change (2nd ed.). New York : Teacher 

College Press. 

Fullan, M. & Miles, M.B. (1992). Getting Reform Right. What Works and What doesn’t. Phi Delta Kappan. 

73/10. 745-756. 

Fullan, M & Park. P. (1981). Curriculum Implementation.Toronto: OISE Press. 

Fuller, E.F. (1969). Concern of Teaching. A Development Conceptualization. American Education Research 

Journal. 6/2,  207-226.  

 

Gilchrist, RS.& Bernice, RR. (1974). Curriculum Development. California. Lear, Siegler.Inc./Fearon Publisher.  

Glatthorn, A. A. (2000). Principal as curriculum leader shaping what is taught and tested. New York: Corwin. 

Goe, L. (2007). The Link between Teacher Quality and Students Outcome . A Research Synthesis, Washinton 

DC. National Comprehensive Center for  Teacher Quality.  

Goodson, I.F.  (2001). Social Histories of Educational Change. International Educational Journal. 2/1, 45-63. 

Gordon, S. P. (2004). Professional development for school improvement: Empowering learning communities. 

Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 

Gross,N., Giacguinta,J.B. & Berstein,M. (1971).Implementing Organizational Innovation : Sociological 

Analysis of Planned Educational Change. New York . Basic Books.    

Gu, Q. & Day, C. (2007). Teacher Resilience : A Necessary Condition Effectiveness. Teaching and Teacher 

Education, 23/8, 1302 – 1316.    

Guskey, R.T. (1988). Teacher efficacy, self-concept, and attitudes toward the implementation of instructional 

innovation. Teaching and Teacher Education.4/1. 63-69. 

Guskey, T.R. (1995). Professional Development in Education. In Search of the Optimal Mix. In  T.R. Guskey 

& M. Huberman (Eds.) Professional Development in Education. New Paradigm and Practices (pp 114-

132). NY. Teacher College.   

Habib Mat Som (2006). Guru dan Pelaksanaan Innovasi Kurikulum. Sorotan. Masalah Pendidikan Jilid 27. 

Universiti Malaya, Malaysia. 

Hall, G. E., & Hord, S. M. (2001). Implementing change: Patterns, principles, 

and potholes. Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 

Hall, G. E., & Hord, S. M. (2006). Implementing change: Patterns, principles, 

and potholes (2nd ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 

Hanafie, I. (2007). Plus minus kurikulum tingkat satuan pendidikan. On Line Journal . Retrieved.November 2nd 

from 

http://re-searchengines.com/imamhanafie3-07-2.html. 

Hary Firman &BurhanuddinTola,. (2008). The future of schooling in Indonesia. Journal of 

International.11/1,71-84. 

Havelock, R.G. and Zlotolow, S. (1995) The Change Agent Guide. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:Educational 

Technology Publications. 

Heyward, Supantini. (2009). The Influence of Societal Culture to School and Classroom Reform. Paper ( 

HEY091142). Education Faculty, University of Tasmania, Hobart, Australia  



Online-ISSN 2411-2933, Print-ISSN 2411-3123                                                                                                    April 2015 

International Educative Research Foundation and Publisher © 2015           pg. 109 

Hord, S.M. (1986). A Manual for Using Innovation Configuration to Assess Teacher Development Program . 

Austin : University of Texas, Research and Development Centre for Teacher Education. 

 

H. Talmage (1982). Evaluation of Programs. New York: Free Press 

 

Irvine, J.J. (2003). Educating Teacher for diversity : Seeing with Cultural Eye. Multicultural Education Series. 

Newyork : Teacher College, Colombus University. 

Jibaja-Rusth, M., Dresden, J. H., Crow, L. W., & Thompson, B. (1991). Measurement characteristics of the 

Stages of Concerns Questionnaire (SoCQ) during baseline phases. Paper presented at the Annual 

Meeting of the Southwest Educational Research Association, San Antonio, TX. 

Kamil, Dairabi & Sheikh Ahmad, Ismail (2011).Indonesian secondary school EFTL teacher's understanding 

and practice in developing school based EFL Syllabus. Paper [resented in 4th International Conference 

of Education Research (ICER 2011-Learning Community for Sustainable Development ), September 9-

10, 2011, Thailand. 

Karim Mattarima, &   Abdul Rahim Hamdan.  (2011). The teaching Constraints of English as a foreign 

Language in Indonesia : The context of School-based Curriculum. Sosiohumanika, 4/2, 287- 300. 

Kaufman, Roger  and  Harrel, L.W. (1989). Types of Functional Educational Planning Models. Performance  

Improvement Quarterly, 2 (1). 

 

Kirkpatrick, Andy. (2007). Teaching English Across Culture. What do English Language Teachers need to 

know how to teach English. EA Journal. 23/2, 20-36. 

Kolb, S. E. (1983). Development and application of a questionnaire for assessing Stages of Concern among 

nurses. Unpublished doctoraldissertation, University of Texas at Austin. 

Korthagen   (2004). In search of the Essence of Good Teacher : Toward a more Holistic Approach in Teacher 

Education. Teaching and Teacher Education. 20/1, 77-79.    

Little, J. W. (1993). Teachers' professional development in a climate of educational reform. Educational 

Evaluation and Policy Analyses. 15/2, 129 - 151. 

Li, Hu. (2006). School-based curriculum development: An interview of China kindergarten. Early Childhood 

Education Journal. 33, 223-229. 

Mata, Liliana .(2010). Key Factors of Curriculum Innovation. World Academy of Science, Engineering  and 

Technology.66 2012. 

Mumpuni, Nidyan. (2010).The Perception Towards The School Based Curriculum Implementation among 

English Teachers at Secondary School in Batam.Unpublished Thesis. University Teknologi Malaysia. 

Malaysia 

Musthafa, B (2001). Communicative language teaching in Indonesia: Issues of theoretical assumptions and 

challenges in the classroom. Journal of Southeast Asian Education.2/2,1-9. 

Murray, Alice. (2010). Empowering Teacher through Professional Development. English Teaching Forum. 

Number 1. 2010. 

Nur, C. (2003). English language teaching in Indonesia: Changing Policies and Practices. In Kam,H.W. and 

Wong, R (eds.). English language teaching in East Asia today: Changing policies and practices. 

Singapore: Times Academic Press. 

Oliva, P. F  (1992) Developing The Curriculum.3rd Edition . New York, United State Of America . Herper 

Collin Publisher. 

Peacock, M. (2001). Pre-service ESL Teacher’s Belief about second language learning : A Longitudinal Study. 

System, 29, 177-195.  

Priyatno, Agus Dwi  (2008). Maximizing SFL Contribution to EFL in Indonesia. Paper presented in Seminar in 

Universitas Sebelas Maret. Surakarta. Indonesia 



International Journal for Innovation Education and Research                Vol:-3 No-4, 2015 

International Educative Research Foundation and Publisher © 2013           pg. 110 

P. Moris (1995). The Hong Kong School Curriculum: Development Issues and Policies .Hong Kong. Hong 

Kong University Press.  

P. William (et al) (1994) Percieved Barriers to Implementing a new Integrated Curriculum. Curriculum 

Perspective.14/1,17-23. 

Ricardson,V. & Placier ,P (2001). Teacher Change.in V. Richardson (Ed.) Handbook of  Research on Teaching 

(4th ed.). Washinton , DC. American  Educational Research Association.  

Sashkin,M & Egermeir, J.  (1992). School Change Model and Processes. A Review and Synthesis of Research 

and Practice. Washinton DC, United States Department of  Education , Office of Educational Research 

and Improvement. 

Sinnema, Claire E. L. & Robinson, Viviane M. J. (2007): The Leadership of Teachingand Learning: 

Implications for Teacher Evaluation. Leadership and Policy in Schools. 6/4, 319-343. 

Snyder, J., Bolin, F. & Zumwalt, K. (1992). Curriculum innovation. In Jackson, P.W. Ed.,Handbook of 

research on curriculum .New York, United States: Macmillan. 

Stronge, James H. (1993). Evaluating Teachers and support personal. In B.S. Billingsley (Ed.) Program 

Leadership for Serving Students with Disabilities (pp 445-464). 

Stronge, James H and Tucker,Pamela. (1999). The Politics of Teacher Evaluation: A  Case Study of New System 

design and Implementation. Journal of Personal Evaluation in Education, 13: 4, 339-359  

Stronge, James H. (2006). Teacher Evaluation and School Improvement : Improving The Educational 

Landscape. Journal of Evaluating Teaching: A Guide to current Thinking.  

Suharto. (2009). From competence-based Curriculum to School-based Curriculum . The Post Method 

Era(SWOT analysis). Ragam. Volume 2 Agustus. Universitas Dipanegoro. Indonesia.  

Sutrisno & Nuryanto. (2008). Profil Pelaksanaan Kurikulum Tingkat Satuan Pendidikan (KTSP) di Jambi. 

Badan Litbang Diknas. Jakarta. 

Tanner, D. & Tanner, L.N. (1980). Curriculum Development: Theory into Practice . New York: Free Press.  

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, A. W. (2001). Teacher efficacy: capturing an elusive construct. Teaching and 

Teacher Education. 17. 783-805. 

Wati, Herlina. (2011). The Effectiveness Of Indonesian English Teacher Training Programs in Improving 

Confidence and Motivation. International Journal of Instruction. e-ISSN 1308-1470. P-ISSN:1694-

609X. Vol. 4. No.1. 

Wang, Hong. (2006). An Implementation Study of English As A Foreign Language Curriculum Policies In the 

Chinese Territory Context. Unpublished Desertation. Queen’s University, Canada. 

Waugh, R. & Funch,K. (1987). Teacher Receptivity of Systemwide Change in the Implementation stage. Review 

of Educational Research. 57/3,237-254. 

Worten, R. &  Sanders, R (1998). Educational Evaluation . Alternatives Approaches and Guidelines. New York. 

Longman. 

Wood, F.H. (1989). Organizing and Managing School-Based Staff Development. In S. Cadwell (ed.) Staff 

Development; A Handbook of Effective Practices (pp.26-43). Oxford,OH: Mainline Printing. 

Wu,Chio-Chen. (2002). A Study of teachers’ Concerns when Implementing an Innovation in Taiwan. ELTED 

Journal. Vol. 6. Summer. 

Yuwono, Grace (2005). English Language Teaching in decentralized Indonesia:  Voices from the less 

priveledged schools. Paper presented at AABE 2005 International Research Conference. The University 

of Sydney. 

 

 




