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ABSTRACT 

 

Based on the premise that leadership can only be understood within the context in 

which it is exercised, the study reported in this thesis aimed to develop an understanding 

of leadership at the primary school level in a context of challenging circumstances 

geographically and demographically under school-based management (SBM) in 

Indonesia, a postcolonial and developing country, where the education system was 

highly centralised before being decentralised. It investigated three aspects of primary 

school leadership that are closely interrelated, namely, the historical background to 

school leadership, the recent developments in relation to school leadership, and current 

concerns for primary school leaders. A review of the school leadership literature has 

indicated that this literature has been dominated by perspectives generated from 

developed Western countries and largely ignored the insights from Asian and 

developing countries including those formerly ruled by Europeans. Also, there has been 

a dearth of research and associated literature relating to leadership at the individual 

school level in the context of SBM and in challenging circumstances geographically and 

demographically. The study reported in this thesis was one contribution to addressing 

the deficits. 

 

The study was guided by the theoretical underpinnings of interpretivism. It employed 

qualitative methods of data collection including semi-structured interviews, document 

analyses and unstructured non-participant observations. As the strategies for the 

selection of schools and interviewed principals, this study employed maximum variation 

in sampling and using purposive sampling. Data were analysed using grounded theory 

methods of data analysis, specifically the use of constant comparison through open 
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coding. Simultaneously, the ‗open-coded‘ data were analysed using the ‗analytic 

induction‘ technique. 

 

The results relating to the historical background to primary school leadership from 1945 

to 1998 revealed that throughout this period the government of Indonesia gradually 

developed a highly centralised governance resulting in the highly centralised education 

management of primary schools that weakened and neglected primary school 

leadership. However, important developments in relation to primary school leadership 

have occurred since 1999 when education decentralisation and SBM became official 

policies.  

 

The results pertaining to the current concerns faced by primary school leaders suggest 

that these leaders encounter issues relating to ‗people‘, ‗management‘ and 

‗infrastructure‘. The challenges are associated with poverty, the implementation of 

education decentralisation and SBM and the disadvantaged locations of schools. With 

regard to the strategies adopted to deal with the above challenges, many of these were 

commonly undertaken by school leaders. 

 

These findings and the associated key assertions (assertions are presented in the final 

chapter) are significant to the literature and future research on educational leadership as 

well as to leadership policy and practice. Therefore, the study‘s results are likely to be 

useful for educational leadership researchers, school leaders, education policy makers, 

and those in charge of preparing, developing, and implementing professional 

development programs for school leaders and teachers in challenging circumstances 

geographically and demographically, in postcolonial and developing countries or 

elsewhere where SBM is required.  
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CHAPTER ONE  

INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Introduction 

 

Indonesia is a postcolonial nation. The country was ruled by the Dutch for decades and 

then by the Japanese for a very short period before independence was proclaimed in 

August 1945. Also, Indonesia is a developing country;  it is classified as a developing 

country within the lower middle income category as its Gross National Income (GNI) is 

relatively low, being below US$ 5.000 a year.  

After gaining independence, the new Indonesian government recognised that 

education could be a strategic tool to build national unity and to support economic 

development. Thus, it established a centralised education system, with the central 

government‘s Ministry of National Education taking control over all matters in 

education, including educational objectives, curriculum, means of instruction, and 

personnel. Standarisation, bureaucracy, and uniformity were the main features of the 

new educational management policies and practices.  

In 1999, the highly centralised education system was changed to a decentralised 

one. Decentralisation in education and ‗school-based management‘ (SBM), it is held, 

allows for devolution to local-level-stakeholders, especially to local-based leaders, of 

resources, responsibility and authority to oversee educational management. At the 

school level, this has created great challenges for school leaders, and particularly for 

school leaders in challenging circumstances both geographically and demographically. 

At the same time, there is as yet little empirical research undertaken to understand how 

school leaders in Indonesia deal with the contextual complexity of their work in 

disadvantaged locations where SBM is promoted as policy. 
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Internationally, there has also been little research undertaken on school 

leadership in postcolonial and developing nations like Indonesia, where education was 

highly centralised for decades before being decentralised. Accordingly, it was decided 

that, as a response, the study reported later in this thesis would centre on primary school 

leadership in Indonesia, focusing specifically on the historical background, current 

developments, and current issues of concern for primary school leaders in challenging 

circumstances, both geographically and demographically, within the country. 

Thus, the study reported here had three main aims. First, it aimed to generate 

understandings on the background to primary school leadership historically in Indonesia 

from 1945 to 1998. The decision to pursue this aim was premissed on the assumption 

that leadership thinking and practices at present can be best understood when there is 

clear knowledge of how it has developed over time.  

The second aim of the study was to generate understandings on the 

developments that have been taken place in relation to leadership at the primary school 

level in Indonesia from 1999 to the present. Since 1999, Indonesia has changed its 

education system from being centralised to being decentralised. As education 

reconstruction in the decentralisation era continues to be one of the main priorities of 

the government, it is important to gain an understanding of the developments in which 

the Indonesian government has been engaged, especially with regard to its efforts to 

develop education, and particularly school leadership, at the primary school level.  

The third aim of the study was to generate understandings on the issues of 

current concern to primary school leaders in challenging circumstances geographically 

and demographically in Indonesia, and the strategies adopted by them in order to deal 

with those issues. The decision to pursue this aim was based on the assumption that 

education policy and decision making for school improvement in challenging 
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circumstances geographically and demographically in the country can be informed by 

having an understanding of the issues that are of current concern to primary school 

leaders in this context and of the strategies adopted by them in order to deal with those 

issues. In particular, such understanding can help in the generation of professional 

development programs for education leaders in Indonesia. It can also be instructive to 

those working in postcolonial and developing countries. Furthermore, it can help to 

inform future research on school leadership in postcolonial and developing countries by 

providing insights to guide and refine the leadership practices of education leaders.  

The remainder of this introductory chapter presents an overview of the thesis. It 

opens with a summary of the international context within which school leadership can 

be considered. It then presents a brief overview of the related scholarly literature. 

Finally, there is an outline of the research approach adopted. While each of these areas 

is dealt with at a general level in this chapter, they are discussed in greater depth in later 

chapters. 

1.2. Overview of the Context 

An understanding of school leadership in Indonesia needs to be based on an 

appreciation of the broader international contexts within which it takes place. Indonesia 

is a postcolonial and developing country. Since independence, development in 

Indonesia, like in many postcolonial and developing countries around the world, has 

been shaped by colonial legacies and a dominance of Western ideas. Therefore, it is 

important to consider the broad context of postcolonialism, particularly in education, to 

understand education reconstruction in postcolonial countries. It is also important to 

consider the broad context of centralisation and decentralisation in education and SBM, 

including in the specific context of schools in challenging circumstances. On this, in 
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1999, education governance and management in primary and secondary education in 

Indonesia was decentralised to district governments and schools in the form of SBM, 

after being highly centralised for decades. This change was influenced very much by the 

global trend of decentralisation in education and advocacy for SBM.  

1.2.1. Postcolonialism 

Today, in the era of globalisation, postcolonialism in education is evident in the 

officially de-colonised lands of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. In these lands, 

postcolonialism operates through such international organisations as UNESCO, the 

World Bank, the IMF (see Bhatta, 2011; Jane, 2014; Lavia, 2007; McMormick, 2012; 

Nguyen-Phuong-Mai, Terlouw, & Pilot, 2012; Woolman, 2001) and foreign-aided 

education programs (Altbach, 2006). One example of this has been the dissemination of 

particular models of American higher education with specific kinds of financially 

supported programs in a number of developing countries, including India, Nigeria, 

several Latin American nations, and Indonesia (Altbach, 2006). As a result of such 

activity, many countries continued to be still modelled on, or dependent on, their former 

colonial powers. Examples noted in this regard over ten years ago were Kiribati in 

relation to the Britain, American Samoa in relation to the United States, and Papua New 

Guine in relation to Australia (Baldauf & Cheung, 2006). Also, while the education 

system in most postcolonial and developing countries expanded quantitatively, it was 

noted that they did not differ much from the patterns of the former coloniser in terms of 

curriculum, orientation, or administration (Altbach, 2006; Shukla, 1996). 

The colonial legacies and the influence and adoption of Western ideas in terms 

of education development and reconstruction in postcolonial and developing countries 

have created problems. For example, it has been held for some time that Western 

education patterns can create inequalities (Lavia, 2007; Watson-Gegeo & Gegeo, 1992; 
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Woolman, 2001). In some Carribean countries, for instance, adopting Western 

education patterns for education modernisation to meet a global education policy of 

education for all (EFA) cannot guarantee full participation and equality in education 

because governments lack the capacity to provide the necessary facilities and qualified 

teachers. Also, we have known for some time that curricula that manifest imperialist 

ideology, including colonial values and ways of being, are not able to acccomodate 

issues of national history, culture, and social participation (Lavia, 2007).  

Postcolonialism can bring education reconstruction challenges for developing 

countries in generating education systems that work for their particular cultural and 

national circumstances. This can require reconstruction in relation to policy, access, 

materials and facilities, methodology and relevance (Woolman, 2001). This is often not 

easy to achieve as most policy makers in developing countries, many of whom have 

attended universities in Western countries, often consider that Western ideas are best 

and should be universally applied (Nguyen-Phuong-Mai et al., 2012; Nguyen, Elliott, 

Terlouw, & Pilot, 2009).  

1.2.2. International Overview of the Patterns of Centralisation and 

Decentralisation in Education  

Today, centralisation in education is to some extent still evident in many countries 

where education decentralisation is promoted as policy (see Agasisti, Catalano, & 

Sibiano, 2013; Caldwell, 2010; Channa, 2016; Tan, 2006; Welsh & McGinn, 1999).  On 

this, it was observed over ten years ago that in Singapore, the government still exerted 

considerable influence over schools, not only by imposing national curricular 

requirements and examinations for all schools, but also by controlling the independent 

schools‘ governing boards (Tan, 2006). Also, a study of ten developed and developing 

countries, including the US, the UK, India, Nigeria, Mexico, Namibia, France, 
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Malaysia, Senegal, and Zimbabwe over fifteen years ago, indicated that the central 

governments in all of them made most of the decisions regarding governance, school 

organisation, financing, personnel training, curriculum and instruction, monitoring and 

evaluation, and research. Concurrently, only a few decisions, such as those associated 

with evaluation, the disciplining of students, and monitoring of examinations, were 

made at the lower level (Welsh & McGinn, 1999). 

At the same time, decentralisation in education, has been a trend in recent years 

around much of the world. It takes various patterns in terms of the degree of authority 

given, the locus (where the authority regarding the decision is located), and the areas 

that are decentralised. For example, in Sri Lanka, education decentralisation has meant 

the transfer of authority in decision making from the central government to provincial 

governments. As a result, planning, implementing, managing, and directing education 

programs have been devolved to this level for over a decade (Perera, 2006). In Pakistan, 

education decentralisation has meant the devolution of authority in decision making 

from the central government to district governments. The authority distributed relates 

not only to the planning of education programs and administration, but also to teacher 

management (Jamil, 2006).  

SBM is a specific form of decentralisation in education, by which authority in 

school governance and management is devolved to the school level. It has been a 

popular education reform in various countries in the recent years (Botha, 2012; Brown 

& Cooper, 2000; Caldwell, 2005; De Grauwe, 2005; Gamage & Sooksomchitra, 2004; 

Khattri, Ling, & Jha, 2010; Moradi, Hussin, & Barzegar, 2012; Robertson & Briggs, 

1998). There are commonalities in SBM practices that can be identified in developing 

countries. First, schools are given a certain amount of money in the form of grants or 

funds, with authority to use the money for such school matters as the maintenance of 
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school buildings and the purchase of equipment. Concurrently, schools are required to 

develop school plans, to implement the plans, and to provide accountability and 

transparancy of program implementation. Secondly, as a vehicle for community 

participation in school management, schools are required to establish school 

committees. A school committee might consist of five to ten members who are selected 

from the school community and staff. The responsibilities of school committees are 

wide ranging. They can include developing a school plan, hiring and firing teachers, and 

administering funding (Akyeampong, 2004; Barrera-Osorio, Fasih, Patrinos, & 

Santibañez, 2009; De Grauwe, 2005; Di Gropello, 2006; Shoraku, 2008). 

1.2.3. The Patterns of Centralisation and Decentralisation in Education in 

Indonesia 

Education in Indonesia was centralised after the country gained its independence until 

1998. The authority to make key decisions was located in the Ministry of Education, 

Instruction, and Culture (MoEIC) in the capital city, Jakarta. The MoEIC took control 

of educational objectives, curriculum, the medium of instruction (Bahasa Indonesia) 

and the training of educators working at all levels of education (Bjork, 2000).   

The highly centralised education system was changed to a decentralised one in 

1999. This change was part of a program of national reforms in governance and 

management under the ‗Law of 22 of 1999 on Regional Autonomy‟, by which the central 

government devolved governance authority to lower levels of government, mainly to 

the district level. Particularly in the education area, the central government transferred 

governance and management of primary and junior secondary education to district 

governments (regencies) (Samosir, 2008; World Bank, 2012). Further, by the ‗Law of 

20 of 2003 on the National System of Education, article 51‟, the central government 

mandates the implementation of school-based management (SBM) principles.  
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1.2.4. The specific context of SBM: primary schools in challenging circumstances 

geographically and demographically  

The notion of schools in challenging circumstances geographically and 

demographically, as used throughout the thesis, refers to schools located in societies of 

low socio-economic status, and in rural areas, that relatively isolated or remote from a 

district office. These schools usually are small and low performing due to their 

disadvantaged conditions in relation to their location and external support. Within a 

SBM framework, they face greater challenges than schools in wealthier areas. Like the 

latter, they are subjected to heightened expectations as well as growing demands for 

accountability from parents, administrators and politicans (Dunning, 1993), but they 

experience many constraints to meet these demands because of their disadvantaged 

situations.  

Research over the last decade has identified various constraints on school 

improvement in rural and isolated areas internationally both in developed and 

developing countries. These include students who are difficult to educate in rural areas 

as they have poor support for their education, poorly qualified and motivated teachers, 

poor school leaders (particularly principals) and little external support from parents, 

community, and district offices. These contraints are interrelated and can result in 

complex problems for those engaged in school improvement (Clarke & Wildy, 2004, 

2011; Floyd & Fuller, 2014; Taylor & Mulhall, 2001; Wildy & Clarke, 2012; Wildy, 

Sigurthardottir, & Faulkner, 2014; World Bank, 2008a).  
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1.3. Overview of the Literature 

The study reported in this thesis on primary school leadership in Indonesia, a 

postcolonial and developing country, is based on assumption that school leadership is 

contextually bound. The contexts that have shaped school leadership in the country 

include colonial legacies, the dominance of Western ideas around the world, politics, 

centralisation and decentralisation in education, SBM, and the actual situation where 

school leadership takes place.  

This section now provides an overview of the relevant literature. First an 

overview of postcolonial theories as a framework to reveal the influence of colonial 

legacies and the dominance of western ideas on primary school leadership in 

postcolonial society is presented. Secondly, political issues associated with the 

centralisation and decentralisation of education, focusing on its advantages and 

disadvantages, are considered. Thirdly, an overview of the literature on school 

leadership in general, and in relation to SBM policy, particularly in challenging 

circumstances both geographically and demographically, follows. All of these matters 

are taken up again in more detail in Chapter Two and Chapter Three.  

1.3.1. Postcolonial Literature 

Postcolonial theories have their origin in literary and cultural studies (Rizvi, 2007). 

These theories provide a tool to reveal the history and legacy of European colonialism 

(Rizvi, Lingard, & Lavia, 2006). They make visible how Europeans successfully 

dominated the majority of the world‘s population and how this domination continues in 

much contemporary discourse and institutions, politically, culturally, and economically 

(Rizvi et al., 2006). The fundamental belief underlining these theories is that 

colonialism is not over yet (Lavia, 2007).  
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Postcolonial theories have been employed in education research as tools to 

engage in critical works on the relationship between education and society (Subedi & 

Daza, 2008). They can help one to critically analyse education development in 

postcolonial nations and its relation to postcolonial society by raising troubling 

questions. These questions can address issues of curriculum, pedagogy, and research, 

especially concerning Euro-centric and US-centric knowledge biases that reinforce 

colonial notions of culture, power, and difference (Subedi & Daza, 2008). 

In raising troubling questions, postcolonial theories can enable researchers to 

draw attention to previously under-researched areas within the education literature 

(Crossley & Tikly, 2006), such as the relation between schooling and society, culture 

and identity in postcolonial nations (Mrarandi & Shadpour, 2012; Woolman, 2001) 

racism and education policy (Crossley & Tikly, 2006; Tikly, 1999); and the 

continuation of colonialism in education (Bleakley, Brice, & Bligh, 2008; Lavia, 2006). 

Not only have they helped to criticaly analyse education development, postcolonial 

theories have also been used to analyse projects of decolonisation of knowledge and the 

production of transformative knowledge (Kanu, 2005; Lavia, 2007; Subedi & Daza, 

2008; Wane, 2009). On this, they have helped especially to address such matters as 

productive and critical education, radicalisation of teachers‘ practice, critical 

professionalism (Lavia, 2007), and consciousness and self-reflectivity (Bleakley et al., 

2008; Kanu, 2005; Lavia, 2006; Subedi & Daza, 2008; Wane, 2009).  

1.3.2. International Overview of Advantages and Disadvantages of Centralisation 

and Decentralisation in Education 

The centralisation in education to some extent is still evident in many countries where 

decentralisation is a policy. Research indicates that centralisation in education has both 

advantages and disadvantages. It is believed that it can bring quality, equality (Chapman 
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& Boyd, 1986; Welsh & McGinn, 1999), equity (Lyons, 1985; Mathur, 1983) and 

efficiency (Bray, 1991; Welsh & McGinn, 1999). However, there is also evidence to 

show that centralisation in education has created problems in complex education 

systems. For example, when enrolments double or triple, centralised services for 

education can be incapable of maintaining quality due to its high level of bureaucracy 

(Welsh & McGinn, 1999).  

As a response to the disadvantages of the centralisation of education, 

decentralisation has been proposed. Several motives have been commonly proposed for 

this. These include enthusiasm for increased participation in public decision-making, 

governments‘ financial solutions for education, administrative efficiency of local 

decision-making, and locally-sensitive government structures (Bjork, 2006; Lee, 2006; 

Welsh & McGinn, 1999). However, evidence indicates that decentralisation of 

education can also have disadvantages. For example, it can promote inequality between 

prosperous and poor areas due to a gap between the education resources available in 

them in the areas of finance and manpower (Bray, 1991). Also, the authority of the 

central government in attempting to close the gap can be weakened (King & Guerra, 

2005).  

Research over the last twenty years has also uncovered many barriers to the 

implementation of SBM, a specific form of decentralisation at the school level, 

including in developing countries. These can include a lack of capability on the part of 

local actors to use authority given to them for school improvement, an unwillingness by 

the central government to devolve power, not much empowerment being made available 

from the central goverment, conflict of interest and tensions between school 

stakeholders in participative decision making, insufficient funding and resources 

especially in poor schools, and lack of support structure from local authorities (Abadzi, 



12 

 

2013; Chapman, 2000; 2002; De Grauwe, 2005; Leithwood & Menzies, 1998; Nir, 

2002; Robertson & Briggs, 1998; Shoraku, 2008; White, 1989; Yu & Yu, 2012). Also, 

SBM can create a dominating local elite having a monopoly of power at the local level, 

and leading to an increasing gap between the rich and poor schools (Chapman, 2002; De 

Grauwe, 2005; Shoraku, 2008; White, 1989). 

1.3.3. Overview of Advantages and Disadvantages of Centralisation and 

Decentralisation in Education in Indonesia 

Before 1999, the education system in Indonesia was highly centralised. This brought 

several benefits to Indonesia, especially, just after national independence. It allowed the 

goverment to take control of all major aspects of education, including its goals, 

curriculum, language of instruction, and teacher training. This, in turn, allowed the 

government to instil values and national ideologies in the youth aimed at developing 

national integrity (Bjork, 2003). However, research has identified problems that 

emerged. These included the emergence of a strong hierarchy within with five-tier 

government system (Kristiansen & Pratikno, 2006), resulting in slow and cumbersome 

government responses to local needs (Lyons, 1985).  

The weaknesses of centralisation led to a government decision in 1999 to 

promote decentralisation (Bjork, 2006; Samosir, 2008). However, it is not clear whether 

or not decentralisation has improved education. A study undertaken in Flores has shown 

that education decentralisation increased participatory decision making and partnership 

between schools and communities, leading to democratisation, transparancy and 

accountability in education (Bandur, 2012b). However, other research indicates that 

decentralisation in education in Indonesia has increased discrepancies in financial and 

resource capabilities. This, in turn, led to discrepancies in students‘ achievement and an 

increase in dropout rates in schools (Kristiansen & Pratikno, 2006). Decentralisation in 
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education in Indonesia also has led to the emergence of other issues. These relate to 

poor human resources at the local level (Shoraku, 2008) and poor training (Kaiser, 

Patinasarany, & Schulze, 2006), lack of willingness to share power (Bjork, 2000), a 

growth in a sense of superiority amongst top local leaders (Kristiansen & Pratikno, 

2006), and rampant corruption (Suryadarma, 2012).  

1.3.4. School Leadership 

There has been a growing interest in studies on school leadership over the last three 

decades (Dimmock & Walker, 2000). Recent research has indentified core practices in 

school leadership that to some extent require suitable adjustments or modifications to 

contextual circumstances in order to be effective (Jacobson, 2011; Klar & Brewer, 

2013; Penlington, Kington, & Day, 2008; Ylimaki, Bennet, Fan, & Villasenor, 2012; 

Ylimaki, Jacobson, & Drysdale, 2008). However, little research has been devoted to 

understanding  the nature of those contexts where school leadership is taking place and 

its impact on school leadership (Billot, 2005).  

Context matters for school leadership. On this, Gronn and Ribbins (1996, p. 

454) argued over twenty years ago that a ―context of situation, culture and history 

constrains leadership and gives its meaning. It is a vehicle through which particular 

leaders can be empirically understood‖. This was stressed later by Clarke and Wildy 

(2004). They argued that leadership is generally context-bound and, accordingly, should 

be understood from the ‗inside out‘. By this, they mean that it should be understood 

from the perspective of actual leaders and their interactions with others in a specific 

context.  

One significant matter affecting school leadership today is decentralisation and 

SBM policy. Such policy has been adopted across many nations over the last three 

decades. Studies show that they can change the role of school leaders, and particularly 
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that of the principals (Briggs & Wohlstetter, 2003; Cranston, 2001; de Guzman, 2006; 

Muijs, 2012; Pan & Chen, 2011; Parker & Raihani, 2011). More than ten years ago, 

Delaney (1997) noticed that a principal‘s leadership style in SBM is crucial. However, 

he also noted that it had not received the attention of researchers that it deserves. Today, 

this has not changed much. Focusing also on the role of the principal, Mayer, 

Donaldson, LeChasseur, Welton, and Cobb (2013) observed that very little research 

examined the role principals play in efforts to increase school autonomy and the 

devolving of decision making at the school site in the midst of heightened 

accountability pressures and the ‗invisible hand‘ of state and federal mandates. 

 Further, research indicates that under SBM policy, school leaders in certain 

challenging circumstances can face greater challenges than their counterparts in wealthy 

schools (Harris, 2010). For example, studies show that school leaders in rural and 

isolated schools find it difficult to be effective leaders due to the contextual complexity 

associated with high work loads, unqualifed staff, low financial capability, and low 

external support either from the local community or Education Offices (Clarke, 2002; 

Clarke & Stevens, 2009; Clarke & Wildy, 2004; Nawab, 2011). Again, however, little 

research has been undertaken to understand school leadership in such circumstances 

(Plessis, 2014).  

Regarding Indonesia, a postcolonial and developing country, very few studies on 

school leadership have been undertaken. This is hardly surprising since, while studies 

on school leadership have proliferated since the 1980s, they have mostly focused on 

school leadership in Western countries (Dimmock & Walker, 2000; Wong, 2005) and 

have largely ignored the situation in developing countries (Floyd & Fuller, 2014; 

Simkins, Sisum, & Memon, 2010) including those formerly ruled by European powers 

(Oplatka, 2004), of which Indonesia is an example. Thus, the body of associated 
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research on school leadership in Asian countries, including Indonesia, is very small 

(Hallinger & Bryant, 2013a).   

Specifically, while decentralisation in education and SBM has been a policy 

since 1999 in Indonesia, few studies on school leadership in the country for the years 

following then have been undertaken (Sofo, Fitzgerald, & Jawas, 2012). As an attempt 

to fill this gap, Sofo et al. (2012) investigated problems impeding SBM and learning 

improvement, and the suitability of instructional leadership under SBM in the nation. 

Other studies on decentralisation in education and SBM in Indonesia have focused 

broadly on the impact of the process in relation to access, education quality, spending 

and equity in primary and secondary school education (Kristiansen & Pratikno, 2006; 

Samosir, 2008), along with the quality of education service delivery (Simatupang, 

2009). At the school level, studies on decentralisation in education and SBM in 

Indonesia have focused on community participation, school management structures, 

autonomy, stakeholders‘ participation, accountability and transparancy (Sumintono, 

2006; World Bank, 2011, 2012), on developments and participatory decision making 

process at schools (Bandur, 2012a), and on the authority of the local school 

communities (Bjork, 2006).  

At the same time, school leadership in challenging circumstances in Indonesia 

both demographically and geographically, especially in relation to SBM policy, has 

been largely ignored. The few studies available tend to focus on school leadership 

models, practices, and characteristics. Hariri, Monypenny, and Prideaux (2014) 

examined the relationships between school principal leadership styles (transformational, 

transactional, and laissez-faire) and school principal decision-making styles in public 

junior high schools in Lampung Province. Herningsih, Gani, Suryadi, and Mardiyono 

(2013) investigated the impact of transformational leadership styles, organisational 
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environment and organizational culture on employees‘ performance in higher education 

in Sorong-West Papua. Raihani (2008) explored the practices of what she saw as 

successful school leadership in succesful public secondary schools in Yogyakarta city. 

Also, Raihani and Gurr (1996) explored leadership by principals, with a particular focus 

on their beliefs and values in succesful secondary schools in Yogyakarta city.  

It can be seen from the brief account of the literature so far that only a few 

studies on school leadership in Indonesia have been conducted. More specifically, there 

has been little research on school leadership in challenging circumstances both 

geographically and demographically in the nation, especially at a time of SBM.  

Research is needed to fill this gap because of its importance in informing school 

leadership policy and planning and also in informing the promotion of students‘ 

learning and school effectiveness (Watson, 2009). To this end, the study reported later 

in this thesis centres on primary school leadership in Indonesia, focused specifically on 

the historical background, recent developments, and current issues of concern for 

primary school leaders in challenging circumstances geographically and 

demographically in Indonesia where SBM is a policy. 

1.4. The Research Plan and Methodology 

There has been a growing interest of studies on school leadership for over the last three 

decades (Dimmock & Walker, 2000). However, little research has been undertaken in 

postcolonial and developing countries (Floyd & Fuller, 2014; Oplatka, 2004; Simkins et 

al., 2010), of which Indonesia is an example. More specifically, little research has 

focused on school leadership under the SBM policy in the country (Sofo et al., 2012) 

and especially in relation to schools in challenging circumstances geographically and 

demographically. 
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The study reported in this thesis was undertaken as one contribution to filling the 

gap existing in the literature on educational leadership in this context. Also, at a broader 

and theoretical level, it contributes to an understanding of the importance of considering 

the neglected issues of context and its influence on leadership practices (Vroom & Jago, 

2007). It aimed to generate theory on leadership at the primary school level in 

Indonesia. Three aspects of such that are closely interrelated were investigated. These 

were the background to primary school leadership historically, recent developments in 

primary school leadership in the nation, and issues of current concern for Indonesian 

primary school leaders in challenging circumstances both geographically and 

demographically.  

The following central research questions were developed from the three aims of 

the study and they also guided the choice of the research methodology: 

1. What is the historical background to primary school leadership in Indonesia 

from 1945 to 1998?  

2. What developments have taken place in relation to primary school leadership 

from the 1999 to the present?  

3. What issues are currently of concern to primary school leaders in 

challenging circumstances geographically and demographically where SBM 

is policy and how do they deal with them?  

1.4.1. Theoretical Framework and the Three Research Questions 

The nature of research questions aimed to develop understandings of phenomena based 

on the perspectives of participants. This required the adoption of an approach to enable 

interpretation of social phenomena (O‘Donoghue, 2007). Such an approach is based on 

the interpretivist paradigm. The term paradigm here refers to ―a set of assumptions 
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about the world and what constitutes the proper techniques and topics for inquiring into 

that world‖ (Punch, 2009, p. 16). 

The interpretivist paradigm was chosen for the study because interpretivism 

seeks to reveal the meanings that people bring to their situations and actions and which 

they use to understand their world (Blaikie & Priest, 2017; O‘Donoghue, 2007). The 

meanings are created through social interactions. Accordingly, the meanings have to be 

understood and interpreted within the context of the social practices in which they are 

embedded. Understanding these meanings can lead to an understanding of the social 

phenomena (Blaikie & Priest, 2017; O‘Donoghue, 2007).  

The pursuit of the first and second research aims necessitated interpreting the 

related historical background and current developments in primary school leadership 

largely from key government reports and documents produced centrally by the 

Indonesian Ministry of Education. This was supplemented by interviews. The current 

concerns of Indonesian primary school and how do they deal with them, by contrast, 

were investigated by means of interviews only.  

For each of the central research questions, a set of guiding questions was 

developed. These guiding questions were not specific questions to be answered. Rather, 

they were general questions to start with which were considered to have the greatest 

potential to generate data relevant to the central area of interest. Based on the guiding 

questions, an aide-memoire (O‘Donoghue, 2007; Punch, 2014) was developed. Further 

questions evolved through interaction with the data. 

Grounded theory methods of data collection and analysis, consistent with 

interpretivism, (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Hennink, Hutter, & Bailey, 2011) were 

employed. The essence of grounded theory analysis is to generate conceptually abstract 

categories grounded in the data through a process of abstraction in which concepts are 
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inductively inferred and designated to stand for categories induced from the raw data 

(Punch, 2014). The outcome of this grounded theory approach to analysis is often a set 

of propositions showing connections between concepts which are more abstract than the 

data themselves (Punch, 2014).  

In line with the grounded theory approach, data gathering and analysis were 

undertaken simultanously (Charmaz, 2006; Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Johnson & 

Christensen, 2012). The researcher went back and forth between the participants, 

gathered new data, and then returned to the evolving theory to fill in the gaps and to 

elaborate on it (Cresswell, 2013). In doing this, the researcher was able to choose 

participants based on the emerging concepts and validate the concepts developed 

(Merriam, 2009).   

1.4.2. The Three Research Questions 

1.4.2.1. The First Research Question 

The first research question of the study reported in this thesis was aimed at generating 

understandings about the background to primary school leadership historically in 

Indonesia from 1945 to 1999. To address this question, data were primarily identified 

through a review of a wide range of public and private records and documents. These 

are two common types of documents used in qualitative research (Merriam, 2009). An 

interpretivist frame was applied to examine and gain insight on the data. On this, 

Greene (1994) explains that document review is a method that offers great consonance 

with the interpretivist approach to research. 

The relevant documents included education policies, official websites, official 

statistics, regulations and legislation as recommended by Fitzgerald (2012) and 

documentaries, books, and published strategic plans as recommended by Savin-Baden 
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and Major (2013). Data were gathered from public libraries, including the Indonesian 

National Library, the Library of the Indonesian Ministry of Education, and The Library 

and Archives Offices. The researcher gathered the data and  made copies of them for 

more detailed analysis (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). 

1.4.2.2. The Second Research Question 

The second research question in the study reported in this thesis aimed at 

developing an understanding of the developments that have taken place in relation to 

primary school leadership from 1999 to the present. In addressing this second research 

question, an interpretivist frame was again applied, this time with the objective of 

examining and interpreting a wide range of contemporary and official records and 

documents. Data were gathered by the same methods outlined for the previous research 

question.  

1.4.2.3. The Third Research Question 

The third research question in the study reported in this thesis was aimed at 

developing an understanding of the current issues of concern for primary school leaders 

in Indonesia. In this regard, ‗concerns‘ were considered to be matters that affect 

individuals in their everyday working lives; they are matters that represent participants‘ 

interest and attention. 

Once again, the interpretivist paradigm guided the investigation. A series of 

semi-structured interviews were conducted with primary school leaders. The use of such 

interviews involved the development of a general set of open-ended questions which 

was posed for all participants (Johnson & Christensen, 2012). Also, it gave flexibility 

during the interviews, such as being responsive to what interviewees said and allowing 

one to follow up interesting points, varying the order of questions, following up leads, 
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and clearing up inconsistencies in answers (Bryman, 2013). 

The selection of participants for interviewing in relation to research questions 

three was based on two notions, that of purposeful sampling and maximum variation 

sampling (Cresswell, 2013; Johnson & Christensen, 2012). Participants were primary 

school principals from nine government-run schools from the region of Central Java 

Province, in Java, Indonesia. Schools selected were located in rural areas, were 

relatively remote from District Education Offices, and were in low social economic 

communities. Individual interviews were conducted in each school selected. 

Identification of individual participants was related to their potential to generate further 

insights about the current concerns of primary school leaders‘ and how they deal with 

their concerns. The individual interviews provided a large amount of data for analysis. 

1.5. Conclusion 

This chapter has provided a brief overview of the study outlined in this thesis. Seven 

more chapters follow. Chapter Two depicts the broad context of postcolonialism in 

education, centralisation and decentralisation in education, SBM and the situation under 

SBM policy in the postcolonial and developing nation that is Indonesia. The specific 

context of SBM in challenging circumstances geographically and demographically, is 

also considered. Having such a broader knowledge base of relevant aspects to SBM 

policy can help one to understand the context. Chapter Three reviews the main bodies of 

literature relating to postcolonial theories, politics associated with the centralisation and 

decentralisation of education, focusing on its advantages and disadvantages, and school 

leadership in general and in relation to SBM policy, particularly in challenging 

circumstances geographically and demographically. Chapter Four outlines the 

qualitative research approach that facilitated the investigation of the three research aims. 

Chapters Five, Six and Seven report the results of the study. Chapter Eight concludes 
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the thesis. It consists of a summary of the study and a discussion of the results. 

Implications for future practices are also considered. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

OVERVIEW OF THE CONTEXT 

 

2.1. Introduction 

The context to the study reported later in this thesis of the historical background to, and 

developments in, primary school leadership in Indonesia, as well as the current concerns 

of primary school leaders in the country, is that of a postcolonial and developing 

country where education was highly centralised before becoming decentralised. Also, 

the country has a large number of schools in isolated areas, far from District Education 

Offices and located in areas of low socio-economic status. Thus, internationally, the 

broad context relates to notions of postcolonialism in education, centralisation and 

decentralisation in education, SBM, and schools in challenging circumstances, both 

geographically and demographically.  

Postcolonial development in Indonesia, as in many other postcolonial and 

developing countries, has been shaped by its former coloniser and the influence of 

Western ideas. Therefore, it is important to consider the broad context of 

postcolonialism to understand national developments in Indonesia. It is also important 

to consider the broad context of centralisation and decentralisation in education, and 

especially SBM, including in relation to schools in challenging circumstances both 

geographically and demographically.  

In 1999, education governance and management in primary and secondary 

school education in Indonesia, after being highly centralised for decades, became 

decentralised, with certain powers being devolved to district governments and schools 

in the form of SBM. This change was largely influenced by a global trend towards 

decentralisation and SBM in education. It was expected that when implemented in 
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schools in challenging circumstances both geographically and demographically, the 

SBM policy would create particular challenges.  

The rest of this chapter now examines a number of related issues in order to 

contextualise later considerations. First, it provides an overview of postcolonialism and 

education. This is followed by an overview of centralisation and decentralisation in 

education internationally, especially in postcolonial and developing countries. 

Educational decentralisation at the school level is then considered and its role in the 

specific context of schools in challenging circumstances geographically and 

demographically is examined. 

2.2. Postcolonialism  

2.2.1. Definitions of Postcolonialism 

The study of postcolonialism reveals the colonial legacy and its lingering effects in 

postcolonial countries. Also, it draws attention on the continuation of colonialism or 

global dominance of European and (later) North American countries in relation to much 

of the rest of the world (Hilaire, 2009; Tikly, 1999). Postcolonial theory accepts that 

colonialism is not over yet. It is seen as perpetuating different modalities with varying 

effects as a consequence of globalisation (Tikly, 1999; Wane, 2009). Thus, the ‗post‘ in 

postcolonialism does not relate merely to historical events that have taken place after 

the end of colonialism (Hickling-Hudson, 2010; Lavia, 2007). Rather, it refers to the 

complex and contradictory experiences underlying the processes of colonialism and 

decolonisation. In the case of countries such as China and Thailand which were not 

overtly colonised, it also refers to what it means to live with the global consequences of 

the European empires and their successors (Hickling-Hudson, 2010). 
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The ‗new‘ form of colonialism is called neocolonialism. It essentially means that 

some aspects of domination by the advanced nations over a developing country remain 

for the interest of the advanced nations and, more broadly, global capitalism (Altbach, 

2006; Tikly, 2004). This can partly be a planned policy on the part of advanced nations 

to maintain their influence, or simply a continuation of past practices (Altbach, 2006). 

Furthermore, neocolonial forces do not necessarily emanate mainly from the original 

colonial power. For example, it was noted back in 1993 that we can witness domination 

by the USA and Australia of former colonies and also elsewhere (Bray, 1993).  

2.2.2. Postcolonialism in Education in Postcolonial and Developing Countries 

Today, in the era of globalisation, postcolonialism in education is evident in the 

apparently de-colonised countries of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. In these lands, it 

operates through various international organisations (Jane, 2014; Lavia, 2007). 

UNESCO, for example, set up the global education targets under Education for All 

(EFA). Also, The IMF, the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and the World Bank 

provide funding for the implementation of global policies like EFA. The funding comes 

with certain conditions that limit the capacity of debt-receiving countries to determine 

their own education agenda. Such conditions can include the necessity to implement a 

wide range of education reforms to ‗modernise‘ an education system on Western 

education patterns in terms of education aims, methodology, pedagogy, curriculum, and 

learning resources, in the interest of promoting economic westernisation (Bhatta, 2011; 

Lavia, 2007; McMormick, 2012; Nguyen-Phuong-Mai et al., 2012; Woolman, 2001).  

Postcolonialism also works through foreign-aided education programs (Altbach, 

2006; Bhatta, 2011) One example noted back in 2006 was the dissemination of 

particular models of American higher education with specific kinds of financially-

supported programs in a number of developing countries, including India, Nigeria, 
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Indonesia and several Latin American nations (Altbach, 2006). As a result of such 

dissemination, education systems in various postcolonial and developing countries 

expanded quantitatively. However, this has not been necessarily accompanied by 

changes in curriculum, orientation, or administration. Education systems in postcolonial 

and developing countries are still modelled on or are influenced by Western, developed 

countries (Altbach, 2006; Shukla, 1996) 

Curricula and orientation in many postcolonial and developing countries still 

adhere to the patterns of the former colonisers. For example, Carribbean countries still 

uses the Cambridge General Certificate of Education (CGEI) syllabus organised by the 

UK‘s Cambridge Examination Syndicate and charges those countries offering it high 

fees for administering the associated examinations (Hickling-Hudson, 2010). Also, in 

pedagogy, there is a wide adoption of Western teaching strategies in various parts of the 

world, such as cooperative learning in Asian countries including China, Japan, Korea, 

Viet Nam, Taiwan and Singapore (Nguyen-Phuong-Mai et al., 2012). In addition, 

European languages, especially English, are often used both as a medium of instruction 

and for formal and informal communication in many postcolonial and developing 

countries, including Bangladesh, St. Lucia, Burma, Sri Lanka, Malaysia (Al‐Quaderi & 

Al Mahmud, 2010; Altbach, 2006; Hilaire, 2009; Shin & Kubota, 2008; Watson, 2007; 

Williams, 2006).  

Also, the administration of education systems in postcolonial and developing 

countries has often been shaped by that of the (former) colonisers. In Sri Lanka (Perera, 

2006), Pakistan (Jamil, 2006), and Indonesia (Bjork, 2000) for example, administration 

in educational governance had been highly centralised for decades following the highly 

bureaucratic system built by the former colonisers. Since the 1990s, however, there has 

been a move toward education decentralisation in these and other countries. Research 
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suggests that this move has been influenced greatly by multilateral or international 

agencies and experts, especially in the least developed countries. On the other hand, 

there has been little internal debate about the importance of increasing public 

participation in the decision making process (Channa, 2016; De Grauwe et al., 2005).  

The colonial legacies, influences and adoption of Western ideas of education 

development and reconstruction in developing countries has created certain problems. 

Western education patterns can create inequalities when resources needed are not 

available (Lavia, 2007; Watson-Gegeo & Gegeo, 1992; Woolman, 2001). Research in 

rural Solomon found that most rural schools lack of resources to ‗modernise‘ education 

modelled on Western education. Given the ‗poor‘ quality of education, many rural 

children do not pass the examinations for admission into secondary schools. Most of 

them return to their villages, work on plantations, or seek low-level jobs in town. In 

contrast, children of urban elites attend well-endowed urban public or private schools. 

This guarantees that the elite group will perpetuate itself in the next generation 

(Watson-Gegeo & Gegeo, 1992). Also, it has been recognised for some time that 

curricula manifest imperialist ideology and colonial values and ways of being, are not 

able to acccomodate issues of national history, culture, and social participation (Lavia, 

2007).  

Furthermore, the wide adoption of Western education approaches may be 

counterproductive in improving the quality of education in non-Western countries. 

Research has suggested that the adoption of cooperative learning models originally from 

Western in Asian contexts is culturally inappropriate. Also, it has neglected 

opportunities to develop such learning models based on Asian cultures where they are 

applied. In addition, it may help to perpetuate a sense of dependency on the part of 

formerly colonised cultures (Nguyen-Phuong-Mai et al., 2012; Nguyen et al., 2009)  
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We also know for some time that postcolonialism can bring challenges regarding 

education reconstruction in developing countries. These could require a reconstruction 

of policy regarding access, curricula, materials, facilities, teaching methods and 

relevance (Woolman, 2001). In relation to this, it is important that these countries resist 

being swamped by colonial and neocolonial influences emanating from the west and 

instead look at their own cultural and social values and practices (Nguyen et al., 2009). 

Often, this may not be easy to achieve as many policy makers in developing countries, 

especially those who have attended universities in Western countries, may continously 

see Western ideas as being best and as having universal application (Nguyen-Phuong-

Mai et al., 2012; Nguyen et al., 2009; Shin & Kubota, 2008). In addition, many 

developing countries still have problems in providing sufficient learning resources for 

the development of an education system which is more suitable for their own national 

situation. For instance, they have the limitation of linguistic capacity compounded with 

instructional materials in the local language that are necessary to teach science, 

technology and commerce, the fields closely linked to high-income jobs (Hilaire, 2009; 

Shin & Kubota, 2008). As a result, English (colonial language) teaching or English 

medium schools continue to be superior.  

 

2.3. International Overview of the Patterns of Centralisation and Decentralisation 

in Education 

2.3.1. Definitions of Centralisation and Decentralisation in Education in General 

Centralisation generally means that decision making on a wide range of matters is 

concentrated at the central government level. It is the central government that has 

authority to determine objectives, the means to achieve them, and resources allocation 
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(Bray, 1991; Lauglo, 1996; Lyons, 1985). Centralisation in education can mean that 

authority to develop national education plans and to formulate national policies, 

programs and logistics of education is located within a ministry of education.  

Concurrently, the organisation units of education located lower down in the bureaucracy 

at the provincial and district government levels can often function merely to help to 

implement education policies and programs formulated at the center (Bjork, 2006; 

Chapman, 2000; 2002; Lee, 2006; Tilaar, 2004).   

Decentralisation is the opposite of centralisation. It involves authority regarding 

much decision making being devolved from the central level of government to lower 

government levels or smaller organisation units (Friedman, 1983; McGinn & Street, 

1986; Tran, 2014). Decentralisation in education can be defined as the dispersion of 

authority from the central government or a ministry of education to such lower levels of 

government, as those at the provincial, state or regional levels at the municipal, country, 

or district government levels, as well as the school level (Bruns, Filmer, & Patrinos, 

2011). The degree of authority distributed to lower-level governments can vary from 

deconcentration, delegation, and devolution, to privatisation (Chan & Wang, 2008; 

Çınkır, 2010; Cue´llar-Marchelli, 2003; Jamil, 2006; Lee, 2006; Parry, 1997). Briefly, 

these can be defined as follows: 

1. Deconcentration takes place when the central government assigns certain 

functions or tasks to lower organizational bodies;  

2. Delegation takes place when authority for defined tasks is transferred from 

the central government to the lower organisation bodies which are 

accountable to the former, but not wholly controlled by it; 

3. Devolution takes place when authority for defined tasks is transferred to the 

autonomous, local-level bodies who do not need to seek approval for their 
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actions. They may choose to inform the center of their decision but the role of 

the center is confined to collection and exchange of information; 

4. Privatisation is a form of devolution by which responsibility and resources are 

transfered from public to private sector institutions (Bray, 1991; Smith, 

1985).  

Within some education systems, a certain amount of power can be held centrally, while 

other levels of power could be deconcentred, delegated, or devolved. Accordingly, it 

can be difficult to place individual systems at one end or the other on a spectrum of 

highly centralised or decentralised systems (Bray, 1991).  

2.3.2. International Overview of the Patterns of Centralisation in Education  

Today, to some extent, centralisation still characterises education systems in both 

developed and developing countries (see Agasisti, Catalano, & Sibiano, 2013; Caldwell, 

2010; Channa, 2016; Tan, 2006; Welsh & McGinn, 1999). In Singapore, the 

government still exerts considerable influence over schools, not only by imposing 

national curricula requirements and examinations on all schools, but also by controlling 

the independent schools‘ governing boards (Tan, 2006). This is not a recent 

phenomenon. Back in 1999, a study of ten developed and developing countries, namely, 

the US, the UK, India, Nigeria, Mexico, Namibia, France, Malaysia, Senegal, and 

Zimbabwe, found that the central government made most decisions regarding school 

governance, school organisation, financing, personnel training, curriculum and 

instruction, monitoring and evaluation, and research. Only a few decisions on such areas 

as those relating to evaluation and discipline of students and monitoring of examinations 

were made at the lower level (Welsh & McGinn, 1999).  

Decision making over curriculum seems to be the one of last areas that a central 

government is likely to devolve. This is the situation in Cambodia, China, Indonesia, 
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Phillippines, and Thailand. On this, the control of the curiculum may be of such 

components as core syllabuses, national tests and examinations, length of the school 

year, the language of instruction, and subjects to be taught (Hawkins, 2006; King & 

Guerra, 2005; Tan, 2006; Tran, 2014).  

In many postcolonial and developing countries, centralisation of education has 

been a major colonial legacy. This has been shown to be the case, for example, in 

relation to Sri Lanka (Perera, 2006), Pakistan (Jamil, 2006), and Indonesia (Bjork, 

2000). Here, the centralised education systems have been maintainted by the national 

governments for decades since independence. As Lauglo (1996) said about twenty years 

ago, bureaucratic centralism is pervasive in many developing countries and it relates to 

both the former colonial rule and the emphasis on central planning by many post-

colonial governments. Thus, Chapman (2000; 2002) reported over fifteen years ago, 

education systems in developing countries, including those in Asia previously colonised 

by Europeans, have been  highly centralised in such areas as curriculum, funding, 

personnel, and the language for instruction. This has not significantly changed 

regardless current trends towards decentralisation. Malaysia, for example, has had this 

experience. In Malaysia, for instance, despite the adoption of several decentralisation 

initiatives, including deconcentration of routine tasks from the State Education 

Departments to District Education Offices, delegation for curriculum reform from State 

educational departments to district education offices, or privatisation of higher 

education, the education system remains centralised with authority heavily concentrated 

at the Ministry of Education level (Lee, 2006).   

2.3.3. International Overview of the Patterns of Decentralisation in Education  

Decentralisation in education has been a trend in many countries around the world 

(Caldwell, 2010; Channa & Faguet, 2016; Govinda & Bandyopadhyay, 2006). In the 



32 

 

1970s, it emerged in some developed countries, including Australia (Abu-Duhou, 1999), 

and in the 1980s it emerged in other countries, including Sweden, England, France, and 

the Czech Republic (Daun, 2004). At the same time, there has been considerable 

variation of decentralisation forms. Two important forms have been recognised: (i) the 

devolution of authority and responsibility for schools from the central-level 

administration to intermediate-level organisations and ultimately to schools, which often 

rely very much on local communities for school financing; and (ii) the removal of 

barriers to private education (Chapman, 2002). Also, several motives have been 

commonly proposed for the implementation of the decentralisation of education. These 

include enthusiasm for increased participation in public decision-making by groups that 

have, or claim to have, been excluded earlier, power redistribution, the government‘s 

financial constraints, the demand for administrative efficiency in local decision-making 

and local sensitive government structures (Bjork, 2006; Lee, 2006; Welsh & McGinn, 

1999).  

In many postcolonial and developing countries, including India, Malaysia, and 

Cambodia, decentralisation in education has been a policy trend since the 1990s 

(Govinda & Bandyopadhyay, 2006; Lee, 2006; Shoraku, 2008). The impetus for the 

move  has varied. It includes such political motives as those associated with building a 

democratic society (King & Guerra, 2005), along with financial motives and increasing 

community participation in the funding of education (Cuéllar-Marchelli, 2003; Perera, 

2006). They also include such educational motives as improving the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the school system through community participation in education 

programs (Govinda & Bandyopadhyay, 2006). However, education motives are often 

not the principal motivators, even though the supporters of decentralisation often argue 

that they can address difficult problems confronting an education system, especially 
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those relating to performance and accountability (King & Guerra, 2005). In some of the 

least developed countries, financial constraints and external pressure from international 

agencies and experts are often more dominant than are political motives (De Grauwe et 

al., 2005). Further, the persistent, widespread issues of poor educational quality in these 

countries on the one hand, and the strong push by donors toward achieving the EFA 

goals, on the other hand, have contributed to making decentralisation even more popular 

today (Channa, 2016)     

The patterns of decentralisation in education in various developing countries 

indicate diversity (Channa & Faguet, 2016), in terms of locus (where the authority of 

decision is located), the degree of authority distributed, and areas that are decentralised 

(Caldwell, 2010). In Sri Lanka, devolution has resulted in a transfer of authority of 

decision making from the central goverment to provincial governments. The authority 

distributed to provincial governments relates to planning, implementing, managing, and 

directing education programs (Perera, 2006). In Pakistan, devolution resulted in a 

transfer of authority in decision-making from the central government to district 

governments. The authority distributed relates not only to planning education programs 

and administration, but also to teacher management (Jamil, 2006). Further, education 

decentralisation policy can mandate the establishment of governing bodies involving the 

community through education boards at provincial or district level and school 

committees at the school level (King & Guerra, 2005). These bodies, as studies suggest, 

vary in terms of what power they have. For example, Hanson (2006) identified a 

different level of authority between school councils in Columbia and Nicaragua. In 

Columbia, school councils have relatively little authority. Their roles are principally 

advisory; they are to be consulted on issues of budget, planning, curriculum, and so 

forth. By contrast, Nicaragua created very powerful ‗high authority‘ school councils. 
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They have complete authority to set school policies, supervise all educational activities, 

hire and fire the school director, establish the academic program, select textbooks, and 

manage the discipline program. In Thailand, school councils, termed school 

management committees, also have a high level of authority. They are responsible for 

supervising, assesing, and evaluating day-to-day school operations (Murata, 2003) 

 In some countries also the degree of autonomy distributed is often of more than 

one form; it may be deconcentration, delegation, devolution or privatisation (see Jamil, 

2006; Lee, 2006; Perera, 2006). In Malaysia, for example, decentralisation takes place 

as deconcentration, but there is also delegation and privatisation. Authority on all 

matters regarding education policy, curriculum, finance, facilities and teacher 

management is located at the Ministry of National Education level. Meanwhile, the 

State Education Departments (SED) function to implement all of the central government 

policies and programs in schools within the individual states. The District Education 

Office is the mediator between the state level and the school level of administration. 

Also, delegation in relation to national curriculum reform from the central government 

to the state government has taken place and privatisation alongside public education, 

has been promoted as policy for higher education (Lee, 2006). 

2.3.3.1. International Overview of a Specific Form of Decentralisation: School-

Based Management (SBM) 

Today decentralisation of education with devolution of authority in school 

governance and management to the school level in the form of SBM is popular 

throughout much of the world, including in both developed and developing countries 

(Botha, 2012; Brown & Cooper, 2000; Caldwell, 2005; Channa, 2016; De Grauwe, 

2005; Gamage & Sooksomchitra, 2004; Khattri et al., 2010; Moradi et al., 2012; 

Robertson & Briggs, 1998). The most common reason for the popularity of SBM is the 



35 

 

claim of efficiency in management by increasing the accountability of the agents 

involved and by empowering the stakeholders to improve learning outcomes. And by 

locating power at the hands of educators and parents, it eventually produces more 

responsive school management to the needs of those people resulting in a better and 

more conducive learning environment for the students (Barrera-Osorio et al., 2009, p. 

6). Such school management model, in turn, it is argued, will improve student 

achievement and other school outcomes (World Bank, 2008b)  

SBM initatives emerged in developed countries, with Australia being one of the 

pioneers (Bruns et al., 2011). In Australia, SBM began in the early 1970s. The strongest 

political desire to devolve responsibility to the school level emerged in Victoria. 

Administrative decentralisation to regional units proceeded throughout the 1970s and 

1980s. By 1975, all government-run schools were required to establish school-site 

councils as governing bodies to manage their schools. The councils consisted of 

teachers, parents and other members of the school community.  

By the end of the 1980s, the government in Victoria called for the building of 

State-wide curriculum frameworks, the development of state and regional strategic 

plans, and a system of accountability linking school, region and state. Within this 

framework, authority was coupled with accountability (Caldwell, 1993; 1998). By the 

late 1990s, all eight Australian school systems had enacted legislation introducing 

reforms involving SBM (Bruns et al., 2011; Caldwell, 1998). Most  adopted a similar 

pattern to Victoria, with the centre having leaner and more powerful functions in terms 

of the formulation of goals, the setting of priorities and the building of frameworks for 

accountability, and with a clear shift towards school-site management in terms of 

operational decision making, including budgeting and community involvement 

(Caldwell, 1998).  
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Other developed countries, including England, the USA and New Zealand, 

followed suit. Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, the British goverment increasingly 

devolved authority and autonomy to parents and teachers. The 1980 Education Act 

mandated the delivery of the national curriculum and devolved the management of 

human, financial, and material resources and accountability to parents and the 

community through school governing bodies (Abu-Duhou, 1999). Following this was 

the enactment of the 1988 Education Reform Act as the legal foundation of SBM 

implementation with local school management (LSM) and grant-maintained schools 

(GMS). Within the LSM and GMS frameworks, schools were required to establish 

governing boards. These consisted of 10 to 15 members composed of the head-teacher, 

teacher, and parent representatives. These boards have authority and autonomy over 

budget and day-to-day operations, while power to hire and fire all teaching and non-

teaching staff was given to schools (Abu-Duhou, 1999; Bruns et al., 2011). In part of 

the US and in New Zealand, SBM was implemented at the end of 1980s. The SBM 

policy mandated the establishment of school boards in every school. These were named 

school councils in the US and school trustees in New Zealand (Abu-Duhou, 1999; 

Bruns et al., 2011).   

 In most developing countries, including many previously colonised by 

Europeans, SBM adoption began in the 1990s. It took place in Latin American 

countries, including El-Savador, Guatemala, Honduras, and Nicaragua (Di Gropello, 

2006; Ganimian, 2016), in Asian countries, including Cambodia, Hong Kong, 

Indonesia, Thailand (Shoraku, 2008; Wong, 2004), and in African countries (Botha, 

2012). A few others adopted it at the beginning of the 2000s. These included the 

Phillipines (Shoraku, 2008) and Mexico (Di Gropello, 2006). The implementation of 

SBM in all of these countries has primarily been a strategy to address issues of basic 
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education to achieve EFA. This relates to student enrollment, and to equality, efficiency, 

community participation, and quality (Di Gropello, 2006; Shoraku, 2008) 

 Certain commonalities of SBM practices can be identified accross various 

developing countries. First, schools are given a certain amount of money in the form of 

grants or funds, with the authority to use it for such school matters as maintenance of 

school buildings and purchase of equipment. Concurrently, schools are responsible for 

developing school plans, for implementing the plans, and for demonstrating 

accountability and transparancy for program implementation. Secondly, as a vehicle for 

community participation in school management, schools are required to establish school 

committees. A school committee might consist of five-to-ten members selected from the 

school community and staff. The responsibilities of school committees are wide 

ranging. Usually they include developing school planning, hiring and firing of teachers, 

and administering funding (Akyeampong, 2004; Barrera-Osorio et al., 2009; Channa, 

2016; De Grauwe, 2005; Di Gropello, 2006; Shoraku, 2008; Todo, Kozuka, & Sawada, 

2016). 

 

2.4. Overview of the Patterns of Centralisation and Decentralisation of Education 

in Indonesia 

2.4.1. Overview of the Pattern of Centralisation of Education in Indonesia 

Education in Indonesia was centralised soon after the country proclaimed its 

independence and this situation continued until 1999. Authority to make key decisions 

was located in the Ministry of Education and Culture (MOEC) in the capital city, 

Jakarta. The MOEC took control of educational objectives, curriculum, the medium of 
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instruction (Bahasa Indonesia), and the training of educators working at all education 

levels (Bjork, 2000).   

 From 1966 to 1998, education became even more centralised. National policy, 

programs, and logistics were formulated by the Ministry of Education (MOE) 

(Chapman, 2002). The provincial and district education offices functioned primarily as 

implementers of goverment policies and were responsible for ensuring that all schools 

implemented the mandated central policies (Chapman, 2002). Differences of thoughts 

and actions regarding implementation were not expected to eventuate (Tilaar, 2004). 

2.4.2. Overview of the Patterns of Decentralisation of Education in Indonesia  

After being maintained for a long period, namely, from 1945 to 1998, the highly 

centralised education system was changed to a decentralised one. This change was part 

of a national reform in governance and management under the Law of 22 of 1999 on 

Regional Autonomy, by which the central government devolved governance and 

authority to lower–level governments, mainly to the district level. Particularly in 

education, the central government transferred governance and management of primary 

and junior secondary school education to district governments or regencies (Samosir, 

2008; World Bank, 2012).  

As the central government has devolved authority for educational management 

to district governments, the role of provincial governments has changed significantly. 

Their main responsibilities are coordinating education management, developing 

education personnel and managing the supply of education facilities across districts 

(Republik Indonesia, 2007). In order to implement their role and responsibilities, the 

provincial governments receive funding from the MOEC through national budget 

(Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013)  
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Nothwitstanding the advent of the education decentralisation policy, however, 

the central government still controls education. It retained authority for the 

establishment of national education policies and standards in order to assure the quality 

of education nationally (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013). For instance, it 

controls the prescription of minimum service standards for education in eight areas, 

namely, curriculum content, the processes of education, competency of graduates, 

personnel in education, facilities, management, funding, and learning assessment for 

quality assurance  

2.4.2.1 Overview of School Based Management (SBM) in Indonesia 

Education decentralisation in Indonesia has also led to the devolution of 

authority for educational management to the school level. This is SBM. It is based on 

„the Law of 20 of 2003 on the National System of Education, Article 51‟ which states 

that ―the central government mandates the implementation of school-based management 

(SBM) principles‖ (p. 21). The Indonesian government defined SBM as ―a school 

management model that gives autonomy to schools and encourages participative 

decision making that involves all stakeholders‖ (Departemen Pendidikan Nasional, 

2001, p. 5). The aims of SBM were stated as being to provide a high level of autonomy 

to schools and to encourage broad participation of the local community in school affairs 

(Firman & Tola, 2008; Shoraku, 2008; World Bank, 2012). Under this management 

model, schools have had responsibility to formulate vision statement, missions and 

goals, and to develop both a four-year plan and annual plan consisting of goals and 

comprehensive programmatic improvements deemed necessary to enhance the quality 

of graduates. Also, schools have had to engage in self-evaluation (World Bank, 2012).  

Under the Minister of National Education decree number 044/U/2002 on 

Education Board and School Committee, the government mandates the establishment of 
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School Committees (SC) in each school in order to encourage broad community 

participation in education. By this decree, SC is selected to have at least nine members, 

consisting of the principal, representatives of parents, education specialists, the business 

sector/industry, education professional organisations, alumni and students, and 

prominent figures from the community. The SC chair can be selected from any of these 

personnel, apart from the school principal. The chair is elected by the SC members, who 

receive no monetary or other compensation (Sumintono, 2006; World Bank, 2011, 

2012). 

SCs are selected to be advisory agencies in deciding and implementing school 

policies and programs; to be the supporting agency regarding ideas, finance, personnal 

supply; to be the controlling agency for the purpose of transparency and accountability; 

and to be the mediating agency between school, government, and the community large 

(Firman & Tola, 2008; Sumintono, 2006). The basic assumption underlying this policy 

is that local communities understand their own problems. Accordingly, they have 

extensive roles and responsibilities in terms of operational decision making regarding 

national education policies (Bandur, 2009). 

 

2.5. A specific context of SBM: primary schools in challenging circumstances 

geographically and demographically 

Schools located in rural areas, in districts that are relatively isolated or remote from 

district offices, and that are in low socio-economic areas exist in many countries, both 

developed or developing. Often, these schools are small and low performing due to their 

isolated locations and lack of external support. Their performance and vitality are 

crucial for the community they serve, as parents and students may have a little option 

but to accept the educational provision they offer (Clarke, 2002; Tuck, 2009). Today, 
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within the SBM framework, they face greater challenges than before, yet their 

distinctive circumstances have not yet been acknowledged (Clarke & Wildy, 2004; 

Wildy & Clarke, 2012). 

Teaching tasks in these schools requires much more efforts and higher 

commitment than is required in wealthy or large schools. However, governments often 

mandate wide responsibility for school management as a consequence of SBM policy, 

without restructuring the teaching work (Dunning, 1993). The schools can also be 

subjected to heightened expectations as well as growing demands for accountability 

from parents, governors, administrators, and politicans (Clarke & Wildy, 2004; 

Dunning, 1993). Yet, they may also lack the resources and support to meet expectations 

and demands due to their disadvantaged situation.  

Many students in such schools have relatively low school attendance. 

Accordingly, their academic performance on standarised testing in literacy and 

numeracy is often also low (Barty, Thomson, Blackmore, & Sachs, 2005). Studies 

further show that students in such schools are usually more difficult to educate. They 

are likely to have less parental encouragement to go to school because the curriculum is 

seen as not being relevant to their lives. There can also be other demands on their time, 

such as helping with agricultural tasks. Further, they often do not have sufficient 

support in their learning from home as their parents are often not sufficiently educated 

to be able to help them to learn (Taylor & Mulhall, 2001; World Bank, 2008a). In 

addition, adequate learning facilities are often not available, with homes and schools in 

rural areas often being ill-equipped to meet the study needs of children. This can include 

an absence of electricity (Taylor & Mulhall, 2001).  

The sorts of schools in question usually have low staff numbers (Tuck, 2009), 

and they may be poorly qualified. A study undertaken in a rural and remote schools in 
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mountainous areas, Pakistan, has shown that such teachers can lack such pedagogical 

skills as how to develop a lesson plan and how to teach in interactive ways (Nawab, 

2011). Such situations cannot easily be improved as it is difficult to attract, post, and 

retain well qualified and experienced teachers in rural schools (Clarke & Wildy, 2004; 

Mulford et al., 2008) as many teachers prefer to teach in urban areas. Poor quality and 

poor career prospects in rural schools are the common reasons in this situation (World 

Bank, 2008a). Also, teachers in such schools often do not have much spare time to 

engage in professional development because of high work loads and little support from 

their principals (Nawab, 2011). Concurrently, the schools‘ authorities often do not have 

enough money to highly motivate teachers to work. As a result, many teachers look for 

opportunities to find another job with better reward (Nawab, 2011) and thus often leave 

teaching.  

Evidence also shows that school leaders in such schools are often not very 

capable of doing the required work. They are often young and inexperienced, at least at 

the level of initiating, implementing and sustaining school improvement (Clarke & 

Wildy, 2011; Day et al., 2009). On this, studies have identified several problems that 

have led to a poor quality of school leaders. Research in the UK, for example, has 

shown that there can be difficulty in recruiting and retaining school principals in 

challenging schools (Day et al., 2009). Also, becoming a principal in a small school has 

been often viewed as a stepping stone in a career structure. Thus, many appointees are 

young teachers with no principalship experience (Dunning, 1993) and do not expect to 

stay long in their school (Clarke & Wildy, 2011; Wildy & Clarke, 2012). Further, many 

lack preparation, induction, training and education for appointment as a principal in a 

small school in a rural and remote context (Floyd & Fuller, 2014; Wildy & Clarke, 

2009; Wildy et al., 2014).  



43 

 

In their job, school leaders in such contexts have little opportunities to develop 

their profesional capabilities. On this, research in Australia found that only a minority of 

staff enjoys collegial ways to exchange views and practices within schools. In addition, 

such school principals usually cannot attend meetings or professional development 

sessions conducted outside of school to upgrade their capabilities as they do not have 

time to attend or to travel long distances, or they cannot leave school because of a 

chronic shortage of substitute teachers (Clarke & Stevens, 2009; Clarke & Wildy, 2011; 

Clarke, 2003). 

High workload also characterises school leaders in rural and remote areas. They 

often have high teaching demands made of them, including teaching multi-grade groups 

of students. At the same time, they are responsible for school management. As they do 

not have deputies, assistants, or other teachers to support them and to share the 

responsibilities, their double load often creates role tension between their teaching role 

and their management role (Clarke, 2002; Starr & White, 2008). They can also struggle 

to meet the role demands made on their time. For some, the difficulty of combining the 

two roles can push them to consider applying for jobs in larger schools (Wilson & 

McPake, 2000). The job demands can also create personnel issues especially for novice 

principals. When they are successful at engaging with community as needed, they may 

have difficulties in achieving a balance between work, home, family and self. Also, they 

may feel lonely and overwhelmed with their work (Clarke, Stevens, & Wildy, 2006).  

Schools in rural and relatively isolated areas often do not have much external 

support from parents and members of the community. When the community is in a low 

SES area or in financial difficulty, it is often hard to gain its support. On this, research 

in developing countries, including Tanzania, Sri Lanka, India, and Ethiopia, has shown 

that in rural areas parental income levels are low, and so parents are not likely to make 
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financial contributions to their children‘s schooling (Taylor & Mulhall, 2001). Also, 

parents and communities in rural and isolated areas are commonly poorly educated. 

Thus, their support for education development is often very low as indicated in the 

Solomon Islands (Lingam, Lingam, & Raghuwaiya, 2014). In addition, conflicts 

existing in communities, conservative local traditions, and the low level of trust of 

communities toward schooling may hinder school improvement (Clarke & Wildy, 2011) 

Furthermore, rural and isolated schools often receive little support from 

government. In a number of African countries, most schools are rarely visited by district 

office personnel due to such geographical factors as isolation, floods, bad 

insfrastructure, transport problems and lack of finance (World Bank, 2008a). Moreover, 

while small schools often do not receive administrative support in the same way that 

larger schools do, due to low enrolments, the principal is required to demonstrate full 

compliance with centrally mandated policies (Wildy et al., 2014).  

2.6. Conclusion 

This chapter began with a review of postcolonialism and education in the international 

arena. This set the broader context within which education takes place in postcolonial 

areas around the world. The focus then shifted to a review of the broader context of the 

centralisation and decentralisation of education. An account of the specific context 

within which SBM takes place in schools in challenging circumstances geographically 

and demographically then followed. 

As this chapter has demonstrated, contemporary education realities in post 

colonial developing countries have been shaped by colonial legacies and the dominance 

of Western ideas in education, government policies on both centralisation and 

decentralisation in education, and the specific context of disadvantaged areas that 

experience isolation and low socio-economic status. Such considerations help to 
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contextualise the circumstances surrounding the historical background to, and recent 

developments in, primary school leadership in Indonesia, as well as current concerns of 

primary school leaders there. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

OVERVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

3.1. Introduction 

This chapter provides a broad overview on the literature that informed the design of the 

study reported in this thesis on primary school leadership. The study was situated in the 

Indonesian context, a postcolonial and developing country where education was highly 

centralised immediately following independence, but then became decentralised, and 

where school leaders face challenging circumstances geographically and 

demographically, especially with the operation of the SBM policy. The chapter first 

presents an overview on postcolonial literature focused on postcolonial theories in 

general and postcolonial theories on education. These theories are considered to be 

relevant as they provide a framework to consider national development and education in 

postcolonial societies. This is followed by an overview of the literature on the 

advantages and disadvantages of centralisation and decentralisation in education, and of 

SBM. Finally, an overview of the school leadership literature is presented.   

 

3.2. Postcolonial literature 

3.2.1. General overview on postcolonial theories  

Postcolonial theories provide a tool to reveal the history and legacy of European 

colonialisms (Rizvi et al., 2006). These theories indicate how Europeans successfully 

dominated the majority of the world‘s population and how this domination continues in 

most contemporary discourses and institutions, politically, culturally, and economically 

(Rizvi et al., 2006). The fundamental belief underlining these theories is that 
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colonialism is not over yet (Lavia, 2007). The focus is on rethinking Western concepts, 

cultures, legal systems, and others that are taken for granted and assumed to be 

universal (Kayira, 2013 p. 114). 

Postcolonial theories have been applied in a wide range of research topics. They 

relate to ―experiences of various kinds including migration, slavery, suppression, 

resistance, representation, difference, race, gender, place, and responses to the 

influential master discourses of speaking and writing by which all these come into 

being‖ (Ashcroft, Griffiths, & Tiffin, 2006, p. 2). Thus, postcolonial research has multi-

interdisciplinary roots. It may range from literary analysis to research in the archives of 

colonial government, and from the critique of medical texts to economic theory. Usually 

it combines work from a number of areas (Loomba, 2006).  

3.2.2. Postcolonial theories in education  

Postcolonial theories that have their origin in literary and cultural studies (Rizvi, 2007) 

have been employed in education works. Such theories are used as tools to engage in 

critical analysis of the relationship between education and society (Subedi & Daza, 

2008). These theories are concerned with the effects and operations of colonialism on 

the curriculum, pedagogy, knowledge production, subject formation, and community or 

nation building and how they are negotiated and challenged in decolonizing 

interventions (Coloma, 2009, p. 10).  

In particular, postcolonial theories critically analyse education developments in 

postcolonial nation by raising troubling questions. They address such issues as 

curriculum, pedagogy, and research, especially in relation to Euro-centric and US-

centric knowledge biases that can reinforce colonial notions of culture, power, and 

difference (Subedi & Daza, 2008). The dimensions of the education system which are 

usually subject to analysis include the purposes, the administrative structure, the 



48 

 

educational personnel, the student population, the curriculum and instructional 

methodology, and finance (Kayira, 2013; Thomas & Postlethwaite, 1984). Raising 

questions in these areas, postcolonial studies can help to indicate how far a national 

education system has been able to replace a colonial one (Thomas & Postlethwaite, 

1984). 

Through raising troubling questions, postcolonial theories can enable researchers 

to draw attention to previously under-researched areas within the education literature 

(Crossley & Tikly, 2006). For example, they can help to reveal the relationship between 

schooling and society in a postcolonial nation. In the case of African countries, 

schooling systems rooted in classical colonialism created contemporary problems. 

These included inequity between rural and urban areas, perpetuation of the gap between 

the elite and the majority, and deterioriation traditional knowledge and teaching from 

elders (Kayira, 2013). Such problems have been long identified in other postcolonial 

societies, for instance, in Pacific Islands (Thomas, 1984a, 1984b; Thomas & 

Postlethwaite, 1984; Watson-Gegeo & Gegeo, 1992; Weeks & Guthrie, 1984). 

Problems of culture and identity are also common issues in postcolonial analyses 

of education. Within a postcolonial framework, education with Western patterns in 

many postcolonial and developing countries has often alienated individuals from their 

own cultures (Al‐Quaderi & Al Mahmud, 2010; Mrarandi & Shadpour, 2012; 

Woolman, 2001). In Bangladesh, for instance, English literature teaching in English 

medium schools created teachers and students who highly valued the colonial language, 

culture, and literature more than their own culture. Also, the teachers considered 

themselves as being more ‗enlightened‘ than other Bangladeshis according to the 

‗superior culture‘ depicted in English literature (Al‐Quaderi & Al Mahmud, 2010). 

Further, analyses can reveal a relationship between racism and education policy. For 
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example, it can demonstrate how racialized and stereotyped identities have been 

constructed and maintained through a colonial curriculum, and thus have perpetuated 

colonial power (Crossley & Tikly, 2006; Tikly, 1999). 

Still on culture, such salient postcolonial constructs for analysis as ‗self‘(the 

coloniser), ‗others‘ (the colonised), ‗power‘, ‗hegemony‘, ‗ideology‘, ‗hybridity‘, 

‗identity‘ and ‗discipline‘ disclosed how English-language education during the late 

colonial period in Trinidad and Tobago was a process of deculturation (London, 2003). 

London‘s (2003) study showed that English-language education was intended to 

inculcate the colonial language with standard English being the only acceptable norm. 

Conversely, it humiliated the grassroots variants of English, the pidgin or the ‗home 

speech‘, which was the language of the colonised.  

Postcolonial theories have also been concerned with revealing the continuation 

of colonialism in education (Bleakley et al., 2008; Lavia, 2006, 2007). A postcolonial 

perspective enabled Lavia (2007) to show how there has been a perpetuation of 

colonialism through the global discourse of EFA in Carribean education. It can also 

demonstrate how Western values around the globe have been disseminated (Bleakley et 

al., 2008) through education and the trend towards internationalisation in higher 

education where industrial countries dominate the knowledge and learning resources 

(Kanu, 2005). Further, these theories can uncover forces perpetuating particular 

European approaches to organizing school and university examination system and 

curriculum, and their negative impact on new nations (Hickling-Hudson, 2010).   

Postcolonial theories can also demonstrate intricate connections between 

globalisation and postcolonialism (Joseph & Matthews, 2014; Rizvi, 2007; Shin & 

Kubota, 2008). On this, Rizvi (2007) has argued that globalisation has its roots in 

European projects of imperialism and colonialism, and so is related to current thinking 
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dominating educational policies around the globe. This relation can be understood only 

by analysing globalisation historically and investigating its implications in particular 

localities. Shin and Kubota (2008) used such a framework. This allowed them to discuss 

language education in relation to the discourses of colonialism and globalisation in 

postcolonial societies. They argued that globalisation has elevated the perceived 

importance of the colonial languages like English. The language is considered to be the 

key to economic competitiveness and to educational and economic opportunities for 

students in the global market. Thus, English has been used as the medium of instruction 

in many postcolonial societies, for instance, St. Lucia (Hilaire, 2009) and Bangladesh 

(Al‐Quaderi & Al Mahmud, 2010). This continues legitimizing constructions of the 

‗self‘ and ‗others‘.  

Postcolonial theory also views colonialism as never having been total. Thus 

associated theories deal with such topics as resistance and hibridity (Joseph & 

Matthews, 2014; Subedi & Daza, 2008). They attempt to explain how marginalised 

people are capable of interrupting, resisting or reinterpreting the coloniser‘s demands. 

For example, cross-cultural transfer of knowledge between Western countries and 

Pakistan at the university level caused tensions and dilemmas due to a conflict of 

cultures among foreign and expatriate teachers, and local students. This eventually 

resulted in resistance and discourses of hybridity (Subedi & Daza, 2008).  

Postcolonial theories are also used to focus on projects of decolonization of 

knowledge and the production of transformative knowledge (Joseph & Matthews, 2014; 

Kanu, 2005; Lavia, 2007; Subedi & Daza, 2008; Wane, 2009). On this, they can address 

the need for productive and critical education and the radicalisation of teachers‘ practice 

and critical professionalism accepting teaching as a political act, elaborating the 

centrality of the teacher in relation to society, and embodying the notion of a critical 
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pedagogy (Lavia, 2007). These theories also emphasize the importance of critical 

consciousness or self-reflectivity (Bleakley et al., 2008; Kanu, 2005; Lavia, 2006; 

Wane, 2009). If educators can engage in self-reflectivity, it is held, then examining 

ways that the history of colonialism has affected lives and relationships on a personal 

level has the potential to bring about education reform (Wane, 2009). 

 

3.3. Overview of Advantages and Disadvantages of Centralisation and 

Decentralisation in Education  

Both centralisation and decentralisation in education still prevail in many countries 

around the world. Each is regarded as having advantages and disadvantages. This 

section of the chapter now provides an overview on these in general, in relation to 

postcolonial and developing countries, and in relation to Indonesia.  

3.3.1. Overview of the literature on advantages and disadvantages of centralisation 

and decentralisation in education 

Centralisation in education, in most cases, has prevailed as an effort to improve 

education services. Generally, the proponents of centralisation argued that it can bring 

quality, equality, equity, and efficiency. It is seen by some as an effective means to 

achieve quality and equality as it can allow governments to provide education according 

to certain standards of quality to a large population. This is sought through 

standardisation, supervision, and bureaucratisation (Chapman & Boyd, 1986; Welsh & 

McGinn, 1999). Equity is gained because centralisation, it is claimed, makes it possible 

for government to balance the provision of education resources between rich and poor 

regions so that minimum adequate standards of education can be met in schools 

throughout a country (Lyons, 1985; Mathur, 1983). Efficiency is another claimed 
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benefit of centralisation as only a few government bodies are usually involved in 

decision making (Bray, 1991; Welsh & McGinn, 1999) and decisions made at the 

central government level can address issues nationally (Lyons, 1985). In addition, a 

centralised control of education is neccesary, it is claimed, to facilitate the development 

of nationalism and national competitiveness (Welsh & McGinn, 1999).  

Centralisation in education, however, has created problems in complex 

education systems. When enrolments double or triple, centralised education services are 

often incapable of maintaining quality due to the high level of bureaucracy (Welsh & 

McGinn, 1999). Further, education centralisation that allows little discreation to schools 

and local communities (Bush, 2011) and gives emphasis on uniformity of education 

programs and teacher education may not facilitate democracy (Tomiak, 1985; Vexliard, 

1970). Also, it can create cultures of passive comformity and dependency (McLean & 

Lauglo, 1985).  

Cognisance of disadvantages of centralisation in education triggered a move to 

decentralisation in many developed countries. This trend emerged in the 1970s in 

Australia (Abu-Duhou, 1999) and in the 1980s in other countries, including Sweden, 

England, France, and the Czech Republic (Daun, 2004). Several motives are commonly 

proposed as why education decentralisation was introduced. These include enthusiasm 

for increased participation in public decision-making by groups that have, or claim to 

have, been excluded earlier. They also include power redistribution, government 

financial plans for education, administrative efficiency through local decision-making, 

and locally sensitive government structures. It was expected that the move could 

improve education quality (Bjork, 2006; Lee, 2006; Welsh & McGinn, 1999).  

Opponents, however, argue that decentralisation of education has several 

disadvantages. They consider that, potentially, it can increase inequality between 
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prosperous and poor areas due to a gap in education resources being available, 

especially in finance and manpower (Bray, 1991), while at the same time, the authority 

of the central government to close the gap may be weakening (King & Guerra, 2005). 

Also, it may invite inefficiency because local officials may not be sufficiently skilled or 

may be corrupt. Further, since communities often do not speak with a single voice, 

decentralisation may create tensions at the local level (Chapman, 2002; Chapman, 2000; 

Kaiser et al., 2006). 

3.3.2. Overview of the literature on advantages and disadvantages of centralisation 

and decentralisation in postcolonial and developing countries  

Before 1990s, centralisation in education was dominant in various postcolonial 

developing countries in Asia including Cambodia, Nepal, and the Philippine (Chapman, 

2000), as well as in Palestine (Berkson, 1930), Venezuela (Hanson, 1970) and El 

Salvador (Cuéllar-Marchelli, 2003). There were two common justifications proposed by 

its advocates. The first one relates to education quality. Centralisation, it is held, can 

promote education through standardisation, supervision, and bureaucracy (Welsh & 

McGinn, 1999). It also can help to promote national unity building, particularly in a 

country where its communities are highly divergent in origin, language, and religion, 

and where the local governing bodies are not ready to take over responsibility for 

governance (Berkson, 1930). 

  Studies have shown, however, that the hierarchy within bureaucracy can create 

education management problems in postcolonial and developing countries. It can create 

weak linkages in coordination across ministries and units. This has been noted in 

relation to such Asian countries as Cambodia, Nepal, and Phillipines (Chapman, 2000). 

Also, when education programs and the financial and material resources flows were 

centrally administered with inadequate attention into national priorities and local needs, 
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they became ineffective and inefficient. These were experienced by El-Savador, Latin 

America before this country moved to decentralisation in education in the 1990s 

(Cue´llar-Marchelli, 2003). Along with this, we have long known that there can be low 

public participation in national education affairs, bribery, corruption, nepotism and ‗red-

tape‘, leading to falling standards as shown in Pakistan (Saqeb, 1985).  

In the 1990s, there was a trend toward changing from centralised education 

systems to decentralised ones in postcolonial and developing countries. It was expected 

that decentralisation could be a solution to education problems resulting from education 

centralisation in these countries. However, studies produced conflicting results, 

indicating that it is not always a panacea for solving education problems. For instance, 

some evidence from Bolivia, Colombia, and Pakistan indicates that decentralisation of 

the education sector resulted in a shift in public investment patterns in education that 

made education became more responsive to real local needs (Faguet & Sánchez, 2008; 

Khan & Mirza, 2010). However, other studies from Malaysia, Argentina, Pakistan, 

India, Sri Lanka, Malawi, Zimbabe, Ghana, El Savador, South Africa, Sub Saharan 

Africa, and Chile reported that decentralisation in education can be counter-productive 

as a means to solve such perenial educational issues as those to do with equality, 

quality, effectiveness and efficiency in education management, community 

participation, capacity building for local decision making, and finance (Bjork, 2006; 

Channa, 2016; Chikoko, 2009; Cue´llar-Marchelli, 2003; Dauda, 2004; Galiani, Gertler, 

& Schargrodsky, 2008; Govinda & Bandyopadhyay, 2006; Jamil, 2006; Lee, 2006; 

Mukudan, 2006; Parry, 1997; Perera, 2006; Sasaoka & Nishimura, 2010; Takyi, Anin, 

& Asuo, 2014). Regarding efficiency, in India, for example, decentralisation in 

education created several tiers of offices, from the center to schools, resulting in a 
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complex, multilevel and hierarchical education system (Govinda & Bandyopadhyay, 

2006).  

Also, experience with SBM, which is a specific form of decentralisation at the 

school level, had various results. In El Savador, the implementation of SBM through the 

EDUCO program helped to increase local participation of parents in education and to 

reduce students‘ and teachers‘ absenteeism, leading to better educational outcomes 

(Jimenez & Yasuyuki, 1999). In other developing countries, it reduced the number of 

dropouts, repetition, and failure (Channa & Faguet, 2016). Different studies, however, 

demonstrated more mixed results (Channa, 2015; Cue´llar-Marchelli, 2003). In El 

Savador, even though SBM had a positive effect on organisational culture and helped to 

make schools become more responsive, efficient, and democratic in relation to local 

needs, it brought problems and challenges related to education inequality and inequity. 

This was because, under SBM, schools in wealthier communities were more 

resourceful, and, accordingly, could provide better education services than their 

counterparts in poorer rural communities (Cuéllar-Marchelli, 2003).  

Further, research over the last fifteen years has also uncovered many barriers to 

the implementation of SBM. The barriers reported include less capability by local actors 

to use the authority given to them for school improvement, less willingness on the part 

of the central government to devolve power, low empowerment from the central 

goverment, conflict of interests, low constitutional authority of local bodies, tensions 

between school stakeholders in participative decision making, insufficient funding and 

resourcing especially in poor schools, and lack of support from local authorities 

(Abadzi, 2013; Channa, 2016; Chapman, 2000; 2002; De Grauwe, 2005; Shoraku, 

2008). Also, SBM has created issues to do with local elite domination in decision 

making, monopolisation of power at the local level, and an increasing gap between the 
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rich and poor schools (Chapman, 2002; De Grauwe, 2005; Shoraku, 2008; White, 

1989). 

3.3.3. Overview of the literature on advantages and disadvantages of centralisation 

and decentralisation in Indonesia 

Before 1999, the education stystem in Indonesia was highly centralised. This brought 

advantages for Indonesia, especially in the early years of independence. The centralised 

education system made it relatively easy for government to build national integration in 

the new nation by controling the curriculum (Bjork, 2003).   

Research also identified disadvantages with the highly centralised system. It 

created a very high hierarchy, with a five-tier government system (Kristiansen & 

Pratikno, 2006). Research on decentralisation in education in Asian countries, including 

Indonesia, indicated such a level of bureaucracy in educational management can be 

complex and can result in an overlap in functions among levels of government, and a 

lack of coordination. These can, in turn, it was argued, lead to a poor delivery of 

educational services (Chapman, 2002).  

Regarding the school level, research indicates that centralisation can create a 

culture of dependency and low creativity. Despite the authority given to them, principals 

can be afraid to make changes and prefer to wait for direction from their superiors for 

their new tasks because in the centralisation era they used to be given clear directions 

‗from above‘ (Bjork, 2006; World Bank, 2011). Also, if all aspects of teaching methods 

and course content at the school level are controlled and designed by the Ministry of 

Education, individual schools do not have much freedom to adapt the curriculum to 

their local needs (Nakaya, 2000). 

The weaknesses of the centralisation of education in Indonesia led to the move 

towards decentralisation in 1999 (Bjork, 2006; Samosir, 2008). Research shows that 
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education decentralisation has yielded some positive results in the country. It is seen as 

a solution to some problems caused by government financial constraints. Giving 

authority to districts, wherever possible, has helped them to develop their own sources 

of revenues. Accordingly, they are able to allocate more funds than previously to 

education (Kristiansen & Pratikno, 2006; Toi, 2010). In Bantul district, for example, 

decentralisation policies have allowed the district government to significantly increase 

teachers‘ remuneration (Kristiansen & Pratikno, 2006). 

Along with the benefits, research shows that decentralisation in Indonesia has 

brought problems. It has increased inequality because the affluent regions have more 

money for education than the poor ones. At the school level, the rich schools have 

higher budget allocations (King & Guerra, 2005; Toi, 2010). This, as research suggests, 

has increased discrepancies in student achievement, in student dropout rates (Toi, 2010) 

and in student enrolment rates in primary and secondary schools (Samosir, 2008).  

Education decentralisation, it is held, has also brought about inefficiency in 

education management due to a lack of personnel with the necessary leadership and 

management abilities. Many local bureaucrats in Indonesia now lack the capacity to 

translate decentralisation plans into actions and to allocate resources to appropriate 

places on a timely basis (Kaiser et al., 2006). They also lack training in monitoring, 

supervising and assessing school operations, as well as in financing education 

effectively and in allocating limited resources equally. This has had an adverse impact 

on school operations. For example, schools are often not able to receive their finances 

on time (Shoraku, 2008).  

Research also shows divergent results in relation to SBM as a result of education 

decentralisation at the school level. Research in Flores has shown that where mandatory 

school councils consisted of the principals, teachers, parents, and local communities and 
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alumni, participatory decision-making regarding a school mission, vision, annual 

programs, school textbooks, school buildings, school budgets, school-based curriculum, 

and even students‘ discipline policies leading to democracy, transparancy and 

accountability in education increased (Bandur, 2012b). Other research found that SBM 

led to an increase in partnerships taking place between schools and school communities 

(Bandur, 2012a).  

In contrast, some research has recorded a low community level of participation. 

World Bank (2011) reported that many schools in Indonesia only hold a meeting of 

school committees once or twice a year. Also, the meetings tend to focus only on 

assisting schools in collecting money and legitimising principals‘ policies, particularly 

in relation to school fees and the school budget. In meetings, parents and school 

committees are rarely involved in actual school planning, monitoring, evaluation, 

curriculum development, and improving teaching quality. Many are not well educated 

and lack experience and knowledge to contribute to school operations. They lack 

knowledge about SBM, yet are expected to have input on school matters (Bjork, 2006; 

Fasli & Yulaelawati, 2006; Shoraku, 2008; Sumintono, 2006; World Bank, 2011). In 

addition, there is evidence that community participation can remain low because District 

Educational Departments and the principals regard themselves to be superior to the 

education board and school committes (Kristiansen & Pratikno, 2006).  

SBM policy can also be counterproductive in its attempts to improve the quality 

of education in Indonesia. Research shows that the culture of  the civil service, which 

was formed during the centralisation era, places emphasis on such values as loyalty, 

obedience, responsibility and cooperation. Also, teachers often do not use the autonomy 

given to them to improve the quality of teaching and learning. Furthermore, the 
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commitment of local government officials to empower teachers can be very low (Bjork, 

2006; Sofo et al., 2012).  

There is also a great challenge to improve efficiency in school management as 

key school personnel are often not ready to take on new responsibilities. Research 

indicates that many Indonesian school principals and teachers lack the knowledge, 

expertise and experience required to carry out their new roles to efficiently manage their 

schools with the given authority. They lack skills to formulate annual school plans and 

to implement programs along lines required by SBM, or to work in groups with school 

committees and the wider community (Bandur, 2012b; Bjork, 2000; 2003; Chapman, 

2002; Nakaya & Suwa, 2001; Shoraku, 2008; Sofo et al., 2012; Sumintono, 2006).  

3.3.3.1. Issues relating to the implementation of decentralisation of education in 

Indonesia 

Decentralisation in Indonesia has created some issues. There is evidence that the quality 

of local actors is one of these. Bureaucrats at the district level have been shown for 

some time to lack the capabilities and sufficient training for their new responsibilities 

(Kaiser et al., 2006). The principals and teachers have also been shown to lack the 

capability to use authority given for school improvement and to engage in the actions 

desired of them in term of school governance and management (Bjork, 2000; 2006). On 

this, it is also clear that very little training was provided for principals and teachers to 

build their capacity to implement their new roles in a decentralisation era (Chapman, 

2000; World Bank, 2011).  

Unwillingness to distribute power and authority to lower levels of government 

has also been experienced at all management levels in the nation. Research shows that 

at the central level, the government has often been unwilling or unable to share 

authority with sub-national agencies (Kaiser et al., 2006). At the district level, local 
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governments continued to exercise influence in all areas of school management and 

programs, including in the choice of textbooks and the curriculum. This significantly 

diluted the meaning and practice of school autonomy (Bandur, 2009; World Bank, 

2012). At the school level, principals have tended to dominate in providing information 

on SBM, while other teachers are usually less knowledgeable about how, and to what 

extent, they can exercise the autonomy they are supposed to be exercising (Sumintono, 

2006). On this, Bjork (2000) noted that centrist, control-oriented attitudes were hard to 

modify, especially in developing countries like Indonesia which used to be highly 

centralised.  

Corruption has also been rampant under the decentralisation policy (Channa, 

2016; Kaiser et al., 2006). Such corrupt practices as embezzlement of education 

program funds (School Operational Assistance) and of the central government‘s 

flagship education-based anti-poverty program were revealed. This situation might be 

because in a decentralisation era, the central state does not have a mandate to audit the 

actions of local governments, and district authorities are not obliged to be accountable 

to the central government (Kristiansen & Pratikno, 2006). Also, teacher absence tends 

to be high (Suryadarma, 2012).  

 

3.4. School Leadership 

3.4.1. The role of school leadership for school improvement and school 

effectiveness 

Leadership is commonly defined as a process to influence people‘s attitude and 

behaviour and also to influence the organisational system within which people work 

(Bush, 2011; Heck & Hallinger, 2009). There has been growing consensus that school 

leadership is a major factor influencing school improvement and effectiveness 
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(Bruggencate, Luyten, Scheerens, & Sleegers, 2012; Bush & Middlewood, 2005; 

Cheng, 2003; Hays, 2013; Leithwood, 2007; Muijs, Harris, Chapman, Stoll, & Russ, 

2004; Ngcobo & Tikly, 2010; Simkins et al., 2010). School leadership can influence all 

school operations that eventually have an impact on student learning performance. As 

research suggests, the influence is indirect, being mediated by its influence on school 

and class conditions, which can be supportive in raising student learning (Leithwood & 

Levin, 2010). 

Extensive studies in various contexts suggest that school leadership can perform 

four core leadership practices: setting directions, developing people, redesigning 

organisation, and managing instructional programs (Jacobson, 2011; Klar & Brewer, 

2013; Penlington et al., 2008; Ylimaki et al., 2012; Ylimaki et al., 2008). 

1. Setting directions (values and vision).  

Research suggests that setting a clear direction is one of the core practices in 

being a successful school leader. It includes developing, communicating, and 

articulating a clear shared vision and creating high-performance expectations for 

students and adults (Ahumada, Galdames, & Clarke, 2015; Harris, 2010; Jacobson, 

2011; Pashiardis, Savvides, Lytra, & Angelidou, 2011; The Wallace Foundation, 2013; 

Ylimaki et al., 2012). Vision has been regarded as an essential component of effective 

leadership for more than twenty years (Bush, 2011). The vision is commonly drawn 

purely from the core personal values of the school leader. These values could be respect 

for individual, fairness, equality, integrity, and honesty. These are seen as being 

important as a moral code and for guiding minimum standards of conduct (Harris, 

2010). To be able to raise staff and student expectations and commitment of high 

performance, the vision and values should be easily understood, prioritized and 

exemplified by school leaders (Harris, 2010; Hays, 2013). 
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2. Developing people 

Engagement in developing people is one of the core practices of successful 

school leadership (Harris, 2010; Jacobson, 2011). The primary aim of this practice is 

building not only the knowledge and skills that teachers and other staff need in order to 

accomplish organisational goals, but also the dispositions of commitment, capacity and 

resilience to persist in applying the knowledge and skills (Leithwood, Harris, & 

Hopkins, 2008). Further, they suggested that important practices of developing people 

are those of providing intellectual stimulation, individual and collective support, and 

appropriate role modelling appropriate values and behaviour from the school leaders.  

3. Redesigning the organisation 

Succesful leaders need to redesign an organisation. As research suggests, 

successful school leadership involves making changes in organisational structures to 

strengthen school culture and collaboration processes and to remove obstacles to 

success (Gu & Johansson, 2013; Jacobson, 2011; Klar & Brewer, 2013). The leadership 

practices required for redesigning organisation include developing cultures conducive 

for collaboration, restructuring the school organisation, building productive relations 

with parents and the community, and connecting the school to its wider environment 

(Leithwood et al., 2008). 

4. Managing the instructional program   

Managing the instructional program is also a characteristic of successful school 

leadership (Leithwood et al., 2008). The primary aim of this practice is to create 

productive working conditions for teachers. Specific associated practices include paying 

attention to appropriate staffing of teaching programme, providing teaching support, 

monitoring school activity, and buffering staff from distractions in their work 

(Leithwood et al., 2008; Ylimaki et al., 2008). 
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3.4.2. The importance of considering the contexts of school leadership  

Context matters for school leaders. Gronn and Ribbins (1996 p. 454) argue that a 

―context of situation, culture and history constrains leadership and gives its meaning. It 

is a vehicle through which particular leaders can be empirically understood‖. On this, it 

has been stressed by Clarke and Wildy (2004) that leadership is generally context-bound 

and, accordingly, should be understood from the ‗inside out‘, meaning from the 

perspective of the actual leaders and their interactions with others in a specific context. 

Similarly, O‘Donoghue and Clarke (2010) explain that having an understanding of 

leadership in complex and diverse contexts can enable leaders to respond effectively to 

the problems and challenges encountered by their schools. 

Research suggests that ‗turning around‘ schools or sustaining improvement  

requires context-responsive leadership (Garza Jr., Murakami-Ramalho, & Merchant, 

2011; Gordon & Patterson, 2006; Gu & Johansson, 2013; Khalifa, 2012; West, 

Ainscow, & Stanford, 2005). A study of an African American principal in a challenging 

urban school, for example, has shown that the principal turned around the school 

successfully through his sensitivity to one significant contextual challenge in particular, 

namely, poor relations with parents and the local community (Khalifa, 2012). 

Responding to this challenge, the principal practised community leadership by creating 

structures and processes that unified the home and school environments, and that 

provided advocacy for community concerns. This led to the development of trust and 

rapport between school and community, leading to high support by parents in dealing 

with their children. Eventually, it improved student outcomes (Khalifa, 2012). 

In being contextually bound, school leaders need to take various appropriate 

leadership actions. The actions are a result of their interplay with their contexts (Gillet, 

Clarke, & O‘Donoghue, 2016; Leithwood et al., 2008; Ylimaki et al., 2012; Ylimaki et 



64 

 

al., 2008). Also, they might not reflect such standard leadership models as 

transformational and intructional leadership. For example, in order to successfully lead 

school change, the principal of a primary school in the UK implemented new policies 

mandated by government only when they were relevant to what schools were doing, in 

part or as a whole. If they were not, the principal set them aside. This resulted in staff 

developing a more positive view and positive participation in school reform (Penlington 

et al., 2008).  

3.4.3. School leadership and school-based management (SBM) 

SBM involves devolving a level of authority to the school principal in collaboration 

with a school comittee to make decisions of school governance and management (Bruns 

et al., 2011). While the authority is given, accountability is also a requirement. On this, 

schools have to be accountable for their decisions to stakeholders. This is usually in the 

form of school reports detailing academic, financial, and administrative matters (Fasli & 

Yulaelawati, 2006). The mandate also often requires that there be changes to existing 

approaches to school leadership.  

Traditionally, school leadership has resided with the principal. Under SBM, 

school leadership is no longer the sole responsibility of the principal. Instead, it is 

expected that it will be shared or distributed among school members (Briggs & 

Wohlstetter, 2003; Cranston, 2001; de Guzman, 2006; Muijs, 2012; Parker & Raihani, 

2011), thus hopefully empowering teachers and developing the school‘s capacity for 

change (Pan & Chen, 2011). In response to the need of such leadership, a wide range of 

school leadership models have been proposed that have been considered to be suitable 

for the success of SBM. Popular and widely applied models include instructional 

leadership, transformational leadership, and shared or distributed leadership. Each of 

model is underpinned by arguments underlining how it supports SBM. 



65 

 

The instructional leadership model was very popular in the early 1980s 

(Goddart, 2003; Hallinger, 2003). It was developed in North America and has been 

represented by some as an ideal form of school leadership over the past 15 years, not 

only in such Western countries as Australia and Europe, but also in Asia (Mulford, 

2008).  In the 1970s and 1980s, the model became a popular choice for implementing 

school reforms that focused on such areas as curriculum and instruction. Associated 

success was claimed in basic mathematics and language skills (Leithwood, Jantzi, & 

Steinbach, 1999; Mulford, 2008). Today, under SBM, the primary focus of instructional 

leadership, namely, instruction has been the strength of this model in helping to 

facilitate school leaders in meeting accountability pressures, particularly in terms of 

student achievement (Bush, 2011; Sofo et al., 2012).  

The conceptualisation of instructional leadership has been developed by 

Hallinger (2003). He sees it as having three goals: (1) defining the school‘s mission, (2) 

managing the instructional program, and (3) promoting a positive school learning 

climate. Defining the school‘s mission includes working with the staff to ensure that the 

school has clear and measurable goals that are clearly communicated throughout the 

school community. These goals are usually primarily concerned with the academic 

progress of the students. Managing the instructional program requires that the school 

principal be deeply involved in the school‘s curriculum, including in supervising 

instruction in the classroom, managing the curriculum, and monitoring students‘ 

progress. The school principal is also expected to lead improvement of the school‘s 

climate by ensuring that there is a high standard of excellence, with high expectations 

being adopted by the school community. This includes providing incentives for students 

and staff, maintaining visibility, and protecting the time needed for classroom 

instruction from being consumed by managerial duties. 
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In the last few years, in the UK and elsewhere, the term of instructional 

leadership has been superseded by the notion of ‗learning centred leadership‘ (Bush, 

2011). Rhodes and Brundrett (2010) argue that the latter concept is broader than 

instructional leadership that primarily concerns with ensuring teaching quality. Instead, 

leadership for learning incorporates a wider spectrum of leadership action to support 

learning and learning outcomes. It involves modelling, monitoring, professional dialog 

and discussion. Together, the three strategies create powerful learning for teachers and 

school leaders (Southworth, 2002) that is important for school development.  

Transformational leadership is another leadership model widely referred to in 

relation to SBM (Abu-Duhou, 1999; Leithwood et al., 1999; Ngang, 2011). This 

essentially is a form of leadership that engages leaders and followers based on values 

and morals, rather than being for such material or external rewards as money (Bass & 

Riggio, 2006; Burns, 1978; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005). Transformational leadership 

practices based on vision and values are considered to be effective in establishing 

cultures necessary for the success of education reforms (Liu, 2013; Ngang, 2011). 

Where SBM is used in a context in which there is a transition from dependency from the 

centralised structure towards autonomy in a decentralised structure, tranformational 

leadership is considered to be effective for building a culture of service at the centre, 

and a culture of independence and initiative among the principals and teachers (Abu-

Duhou, 1999).  

Transformational leadership was widely promoted by Burns (1978). He 

contrasted it with that transactional leadership. The transactional model engages leaders 

and followers based on the transaction of one thing, such as money, for another, such as 

performance. In contrast, transformational leadership ―occurs when one or more persons 

engage [original italics] with others in such a way that leaders and followers raise one 
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another to higher levels of motivation and morality‖ (Burns, 1978 p. 20). This model 

was developed amongst others by Bass and Riggio (2006) and by Leithwood et al. 

(1999) for the education field. 

According to Bass and Riggio (2006) transformational leadership involves the 

advancement of transactional leadership. Transactional leadership fulfills the basic 

needs of the followers. However, transformational leadership raises the basic needs of 

the followers to the next level of needs. This leadership, accordingly, requires the 

leaders to satisfy the basic needs of their followers, and then elevating them to such 

higher level need as self esteem and self actualisation, and to valuing them (Northouse 

in Hall, Johnson, Wysocki, & Kepner, 2002). 

Bass and Riggio (2006) propose four components of transformational 

leadership: idealized influence (II), inspirational motivation (IM), intellectual 

stimulation (IS), and individualized consideration (IC). II means that transformational 

leaders serve as ideal models for their followers. IM involves motivating and inspiring 

followers by providing meaningful and challenging works, displaying enthusiasm and 

optimism, and developing collaborative team work. IS includes stimulating followers‘ 

innovation and creativity by questioning assumptions, reframing problems, and 

approaching old situations in new ways. Finally, IC relates to leaders paying attention to 

follower‘s individual needs individually for their achievement and growth by acting as 

coaches and mentors (Barnett, McMormick, & Robert, 2001; Bass & Riggio, 2006).  

Included in Bass and Riggio‘s transformational leadership model are two 

additional leadership elements with subsets related to practices. These are transactional 

leadership and non-leadership. Transactional leadership is based on a simple exchange 

relationship with followers, including the practices of providing contingent reward and 

engaging in management by exception-active through which the leader continously 
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monitors each of his or her subordinate‘s performance and makes corrections when 

needed. Non-leadership is the absence of leadership, which includes laissez-faire 

leadership and management by exception-passive through which the leader make 

corrections only when issues emerge (Barnett et al., 2001; Bass & Riggio, 2006). Strong 

transformational leaders tend to also demonstrate strong transactional leadership 

practices, but not to demonstrate passive management by exception or laissez-faire 

leadership (Bass & Riggio, 2006). 

The transformational leadership model for schools was developed by Leithwood 

et al. (1999). This model has three dimensions: setting direction, developing people, and 

redesigning organization. Setting direction involves engaging in practices in building a 

shared vision, developing consensus about goals, and creating a high performance 

expectation. Developing people, engaging in practices of providing individualised 

support, creating intellectual stimulation, and modeling practices and values also 

deemed to be important. Redesigning an organisation refers to building culture, creating 

and maintaining shared decision making structures and processes, and building 

relationships with the community. 

Transformational leadership, however, may not be effective when an education 

system is highly centralised, directed, and controlled. In the UK, for instance, the 

intervention of governments on school aims, curriculum content, and pedagogy as well 

as values have been increasing (Bush, 2011). This, as research suggests, has 

dramatically reduced the possibility of realising a genuinely transformational education 

and leadership. Leadership is not merely about the translation of government policy into 

practice (Bottery, 2001; Hartley, 2004).  

Distributed leadership is another leadership model that has been widely 

proposed for trying to ensure the success of SBM (Briggs & Wohlstetter, 2003; Muijs, 
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2012).  As Hartley (2010) suggests that it is a pragmatic leadership approach to respond 

to extra responsibilities imposed on schools as a consequence of the implementation of 

site-based management in many countries from the 1990s. It is a form of school 

leadership where individuals, including the principal, teachers, and members of a school 

staff, collaborate in order to extend and enhance leadership capacity within or across 

organisations (Heck & Hallinger, 2009; Muijs, 2012). The key principles of this model 

are empowerment, working with and through others. As such, it requires school leaders 

to operate in non-hierarchical, trusting and mutually respectful ways (Mulford, 2008). 

Evidence shows that leadership roles in successful SBM schools have increased, 

and in some cases has been shared. A study in Chicago demonstrated that succesful 

SBM distributed leadership to school site councils in the area of school operations. It 

related to issues to do with facilities and safety. Leadership was also distributed to 

teachers and other school leaders aside from the principal, who took leadership in areas 

related to teaching and learning, including on curriculum, professional development, 

and instructional practices (Briggs & Wohlstetter, 2003).  

Despite the evidence, distributed leadership may not be easily practised. It 

requires a flatter organisation structure that allows schools to operate in more fluid, 

more organic and spontaneous cultures (Harris, 2005). However, in reality, bureaucracy 

remains the nature of most schools today as a consequence of the standards agenda 

(Hartley, 2010). In addition, while it requires a formal leader to take root, he or she 

might feel threatened by teachers taking on leadership roles (Bush, 2011; Harris, 2005).   

3.4.4. School leadership in challenging circumstances geographically and 

demographically where SBM is policy 

School leadership provided by the principal can have a significant effect on school 

improvement and effectiveness. This can be most evident in schools in challenging 
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circumstances (Day, 2005; Finnigan, 2012; Gu & Johansson, 2013; Harris, 2010; 

Jacobson, 2011; Khalifa, 2012; Klar & Brewer, 2013; Ylimaki et al., 2012; Ylimaki et 

al., 2008). A recent literature review has identified some common features of effective 

leadership in such circumstances. These include vision and values, distributed 

leadership, learner centered leadership, investment in staff development, and 

community building (Harris, 2010).  

Establishing a clear vision and values is critical for school leaders working in 

challeging circumstances. On this, a recent literature review suggests that setting a 

vision is important to provide direction (Harris, 2010). Also, modelling or promoting 

values, primarily such moral values as respect, fairness, equality, caring for the well-

being and whole development of students and staff, and acting with integrity and 

honesty, can help to build staff confidence for the success of school change (Harris, 

2010). For example, a study demonstrated that the succeful principal in small and rural 

schools in Australia tends to be respectful of his or her teachers‘ time and does not 

expect them to have to contribute to the writing of whole school documents (Wildy & 

Clarke, 2012).  

Some argue that as those working in schools in challenging circumstances have 

to deal with complex problems, leadership cannot be undertaken anymore by one 

individual. Evidence shows that school leaders in such circumstances require distributed 

or shared forms of leadership, where tasks are not even the sole responsibility of the 

leadership team (Harris, 2010; Muijs et al., 2004; Wildy et al., 2014). Effective 

principals tend to distribute certain strategic leadership responsibilities to teams and 

individuals within the school. They clearly recognise that they are responsible for all 

decisions made. At the same time, they acknowledge that it is important to empower 

staff to lead important initiatives or developments within the school (Harris, 2010).      
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Effective leaders in schools facing challenging circumstances prioritise the 

improvement of teaching and learning quality, seeing it as being the center of all 

development work and ensuring that all teachers focus upon it (Harris, 2010). They 

place a strong emphasis upon student achievement and learning, and on those conditions 

that can lead to high student performance. They set high expectations for students, 

emphasize consistency in teaching practices, and provide clear rules about behavior and 

discipline. Their central developmental focus is on improving the quality of teaching 

and learning. In this sense, they are also effective instructional leaders (Harris, 2010).   

Effective leaders in all schools recognise the importance of continous staff 

development (Harris, 2010; Muijs et al., 2004). This means that time needs to be 

allocated for staff development and that teachers are given opportunities to meet. 

Teaching quality is monitored and reviewed and internal accountability processes need 

to be firmly in place. Effective leaders do not ignore or tolerate poor teaching within 

their schools. Where this does exist, it should be confronted, and ways should be sought 

to improve performance. In the majority of cases, a combination of structured support, 

monitoring, and an individual development program can help to address the problem of 

ineffective classroom practice (Harris, 2010). In schools in difficulty, staff development 

can be a very important means of maintaining staff morale, motivation, and positive 

relationships between staff as it encourages collaboration and sharing of ideas (Harris, 

2010). 

Effective leaders in schools in challenging contexts are acutely aware of the 

need to engage their community (Harris, 2010; Jacobson, 2011; Khalifa, 2012; Muijs et 

al., 2004; Pashiardis et al., 2011; Penlington et al., 2008; Wildy et al., 2014). This is 

achieved, in part, by communicating regularly with parents and engendering trust by 

showing genuine care for young people. They understand the forces within the 
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community that impede learning, are aware of the negative forces of subcultures, and 

regularly listen to parents‘ views and opinions. Effective leaders recognised that family, 

school, and community relationships directly affected student outcomes. Hence, the 

need to connect with the community is of paramount importance to them (Harris, 2010). 

External support is another factor that has been found to be important for school 

improvement in disadvantaged areas. One way of generating external support is through 

the creation of networks of schools that can support one another (Harris, 2010; Msila, 

2010; Muijs, 2015). Thus, research suggests that an effective networking for school 

improvement consists of high-and low-performing schools in which the high support the 

low performing ones. Further, there is a need to focus on the development of teaching 

and learning and leadership capability of school leaders in supported schools (Muijs, 

2015). External monitoring such as school inspection with a clear school improvement 

remit is also important (Harris, 2010).  

Resources, especially funding, are also essential (Muijs et al., 2004). A study 

conducted in private rural and remote schools in Palestine demonstrated that when 

schools have poor capability to provide financial support to their teachers, teachers may 

lose motivation in their job and look for opportunities to find another job in another 

institutions. Partly, they may be looking for new incentives (Nawab, 2011).  

Studies have shown that school leaders in rural and isolated schools may be 

challenged in offering effective leadership due to contextual complexities (see Clarke, 

2002; Clarke & Stevens, 2009; Clarke & Wildy, 2004; Nawab, 2011). These 

complexities can include a combination of high work load, unqualifed staff, poor  

school leaders, poor financial situations, and low external supports from local 

communities and districts.  
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There is evidence that despite the benefits of distributing leadership, single or 

autocratic leadership is still a dominant feature in rural and isolated schools in many 

contexts (Nawab, 2011). Again, a study in rural, remote and mountainous schools in 

Palestine demonstrated that a traditional approach of autocratic leadership was dominant 

with rare possibilities existing to practise shared or distributed leadership. This is partly 

because the leaders believe that teachers should not have meaningful inputs in decision 

making. As a result, teachers demonstrated low work commitment (Nawab, 2011). In 

addition, when a bureaucratic manner still prevails, school principals may be reluctant 

to share administrative power while teachers are reluctant to take broader 

responsibilities, beyond their traditional role (Pan & Chen, 2011) 

Providing continous professional development for teachers in certain contexts 

can also be difficult. The principals in private rural and remote schools in Nawab‘s 

(2011) study stated that while he ran school based professional development activities 

for his regular teachers to update their pedagogical knowledge, he said that they did not 

actively take part in that due to high work load. 

Further, even though evidence suggests that building strong relationship with 

communities is crucial, such relationships are not always established (Clarke & Wildy, 

2004, 2011; Lingam et al., 2014). A study in rural and remote schools in Solomon 

Islands found that school leaders found difficulties in building strong relationships and 

gaining support from the community when the school board and the local leader were 

poorly educated and had limited knowledge about developments in education (Lingam 

et al., 2014).  

Having a focus on instruction for school leaders, especially the principals, can 

often be difficult. Evidence shows that the SBM policy can increase the managerial 

works of principals in small isolated schools. It may include revising and updating 
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school documents, including the school‘s strategic plan and school policies (Clarke & 

Wildy, 2004). Principals in such situations often also teach. This can create tensions for 

them between the professional concerns of teaching and the demands of management 

and leadership (Clarke & Stevens, 2009; Wilson & Brundrett, 2005), and can be barriers 

to providing regular mentoring to new teachers (Tuck, 2009). In addition, recent 

research has shown that education leaders in remote and rural areas had high job 

demands associated with personnel, educational and community leadership. Particularly 

in remote schools, job demands associated with the attraction and retention of teachers 

and support staff are also very high (Drummond & Halsey, 2013). 

Finally, while developing and maintaining networks is important, the principal 

might lack time for doing it. On this, research in small, rural, and remote schools in 

Australia suggests that lack of time can prevent teaching principals from developing and 

maintaining appropriate networks (Clarke, 2003). Also, remoteness often results in 

schools being overlooked by district offices. For example, Australian principals in 

small, remote, and rural schools reported that isolation led to their schools lacking 

support for their students and placement of unwelcomed teachers from District Offices 

(Clarke & Stevens, 2009). 

3.4.5. The importance of school leadership studies in postcolonial and developing 

countries that are in challenging circumstances geographically and 

demographically 

Over the last three decades, studies on school leadership have proliferated. However, 

they have mostly focused on educational leadership in Western countries (Dimmock & 

Walker, 2000) and have largely ignored school leadership in developing countries 

(Floyd & Fuller, 2014; Simkins et al., 2010), including in those formerly ruled by 

Europeans (Oplatka, 2004). Also, the literature review in the area indicates that the body 
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of research on educational leadership in Asian countries is very small (Hallinger & 

Bryant, 2013a). 

Regarding Indonesia, very few studies on school leadership have been 

conducted (Hallinger & Bryant, 2013b). Also, the few that exist have tended to focus on 

school leadership models, practices, and characteristics. Hariri et al., (2014) examined 

the relationships between school principal leadership styles (transformational, 

transactional, and laissez-faire) and school principal decision-making styles in public 

junior high schools in Lampung Province. Herningsih et al. (2013) investigated the 

impact of a transformational leadership style, organisational environment and 

organizational culture on employees‘ performance in higher education in Sorong-West 

Papua. Raihani (2008) explored the practices of what was considered to be successful 

school leadership in succesful public secondary schools in Yogyakarta city. Raihani and 

Gurr (1996) explored principal leadership with a particular focus on their beliefs and 

values in succesful secondary schools, also in Yogyakarta city. In none of these studies, 

however, was attention given to school leadership in challenging circumstances both 

geographically and demographically. 

While decentralisation in education, or SBM, has been an official policy 

regarding schooling in Indonesia since 1999, few studies on school leadership have 

been undertaken in relation to it (Sofo et al., 2012). Sofo, et., al., (2012) did investigate 

what problems impeded SBM and learning improvement, and the suitability of 

instructional leadership under SBM. This study, however, is an exception. Other studies 

on decentralisation in education focused broadly on the impact on access, quality, 

education spending, equity in primary and secondary schooling (Kristiansen & Pratikno, 

2006; Samosir, 2008), and the quality of education service delivery (Simatupang, 2009).  
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At the school level, studies on decentralisation in education have focused on 

community participation, school management structures, autonomy, accountability and 

transparancy (Sumintono, 2006; World Bank, 2011, 2012), developments and 

participatory decision-making process at schools (Bandur, 2012a), and the authority of 

the local school communities (Bjork, 2006).  

Overall, then, it can be seen from the consideration of relevant literature in this 

chapter that there have been very few studies on school leadership in postcolonial and 

developing countries, and particularly in relation to Indonesia. Furthermore, no research 

has been conducted on schools in challenging circumstances, both geographically and 

demographically, where SBM is a policy. Thus, research is needed to fill this gap 

because of its importance in informing school leadership policy and planning and the 

importance of leadership in promoting students‘ learning and school effectiveness 

(Watson, 2009). The study reported in this thesis was undertaken to address the matter 

on primary school leadership in Indonesia, focusing specifically on the historical 

background, current developments, and current issues of concern for primary school 

leaders in challenging circumstances geographically and demographically where SBM 

is policy. 

3.5. Conclusion 

This chapter presented an outline of the literature on postcolonialism, centralisation and 

decentralisation and school leadership. First, a general overview of postcolonialism was 

presented. The overview consisted of two subsections. The first subsection was on 

postcolonial theories in general and the second subsection was on postcolonial theories 

on education.  

Secondly, a general overview of the decentralisation and centralisation followed, 

including with major concerns on their advantages and disadvantages. This was divided 
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into four subsections: first, advantages and disadvantages in general; secondly, 

advantages and disadvantages in postcolonial developing countries; thirdly, advantages 

and disadvantages in Indonesia; finally followed by an overview of issues created by the 

decentralisation of education in Indonesia.  

Thirdly, an overview of school leadership was presented. This broad overview 

consisted of five subsections: first, the role of school leadership for school improvement 

and effectiveness in general; secondly, the importance of considering the contexts of 

school leadership; thirdly, school leadership within the SBM context, school leadership 

in challenging circumstances geographically and demographically, and the importance 

of school leadership studies in postcolonial developing countries in challenging 

circumstances, especially where SBM is policy.  

The considerations of this chapter help to contextualise the situation regarding 

primary school leadership in Indonesia, with particular reference to the historical 

background, current developments and issues of concern for secondary school history 

teachers. Before proceeding to considering the findings of the study undertaken on these 

areas, however, it is necessary to provide an overview of the methodology used to 

conduct the study. This is now the focus of the next chapter of this thesis.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

4.1. Introduction 

 

The overview of the literature related to school leadership presented in the previous 

chapter indicated that, to date, little research has been conducted on primary school 

leadership in Indonesia, specifically in relation to challenging circumstances 

geographically and demographically where SBM is policy. Moreover, almost no studies 

have been conducted which focused on the perspectives of primary school leaders on 

their leadership in relation to their concern in such circumstances. The study reported in 

this thesis was conducted in response to the deficit. Three aims guided the research. The 

first aim was to generate an understanding of the historical background to primary 

school leadership in Indonesia from 1945 to 1998. The second aim was to generate 

understandings about the developments that have taken place in relation to leadership at 

the primary school level in Indonesia from 1999 to the present. The third aim was to 

generate understandings on the issues of current concern to primary school leaders in 

challenging circumstances geographically and demographically where SBM is policy in 

Indonesia and the strategies adopted by them in order to deal with those issues.  

The argument for the three research aims was presented in Chapter One. Briefly, 

it will be recalled that the mission of the Indonesian Ministry of Education and Culture 

is to assure quality, equality, relevance, and efficiency within the education system. 

With the introduction of this rationale, there was a move to decentralisation in education 

governance and management in 1999. Since then, the decentralisation policy has 

mandated the adoption of SBM principles at the school level. The introduction of this 

mandate has created major challenges for primary school leaders, especially school 
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leaders in challenging circumstances geographically and demographically. However, no 

research has been undertaken on school leadership in such circumstances.   

This chapter is concerned with the research design and methodology of the 

reported study in this thesis. First, the nature of the interpretivist paradigm and the 

associated theoretical perspective of symbolic interactionism that underpins the study 

are outlined. Secondly, an overview of the Indonesian context of primary school 

leadership, the selection of study-participants, and the methods of data collection and 

analysis used in the study, are presented. Thirdly, the manner in which the interpretivist 

paradigm was drawn upon in addressing the three research aims is considered. This is 

followed by an outline of the strategies that were implemented to ensure the quality of 

the data collected. Finally, ethical issues associated with conducting the study are 

discussed. 

 

4.2. Theoretical Framework 

4.2.1. Interpretivism 

The interpretivist paradigm was selected to underpin the study, which was aimed at 

revealing the perspectives of people located in their social contexts (Schwartz-Shea & 

Yanow, 2012). Schwandt (2003) states that, from an interpretivist point of view, human 

and social actions are inherently meaningful. In order to discover and understand 

meaning, the interpretivist researcher has to interpret in a particular way what actors are 

doing. Thus, the researcher seeks to gain an understanding of what people understand 

concerning a particular phenomenon. 

Within the interpretivist paradigm, the view of reality is that it is a social 

construction. This means that one can have multiple realities, or interpretations, of 

events (Merriam, 2009; Schwartz-Shea & Yanow, 2012). On this, Crotty (2003) has 
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stated that the aim is to ―understand and explain human and social reality‖ (p. 67). This 

can be achieved by studying the meanings constructed by individuals in their 

interactions within a social context (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). Thus, the interpretivist 

approach is not one whereby researchers seek to find knowledge. Rather, it is 

constructed by them  (Merriam, 2009). As O‘Donoghue (2007) has indicated on this, in 

order to construct knowledge, the researcher has to use ―skills as a social being to try to 

understand how others understand their world‖ (pp. 9-10). Also, the construction arrived 

at depends on the social interaction and negotiation that occurs in a particular context 

(O‘Donoghue, 2007). 

Researchers adopting the interpretivist paradigm do not set out to generate 

universal laws. Rather, they focus on understanding particular people or events in 

specific socio-historical contexts (Blaikie & Priest, 2017; Hammersley, 2013). This 

enables them to understand how one event can be seen in varied ways by different 

people (Cresswell, 2013). In keeping with that, researchers have to set aside 

prejudgements about the nature of events and seek the reality as perceived by 

individuals. In other words, the researcher should represent the voices of people studied 

(Litchman, 2010) and act as an interpreter of their words and actions (Corbin & Strauss, 

2008). Corbin and Strauss (2008) stated that this should be done very carefully as it ―is 

not easy to convey meaning‖ (p. 49), especially because words can have different 

meanings in different languages. The aim is to discover the ‗logic‘or rationality of what 

may at first seem strange, illogical, or even evil (Hammersley, 2013).  

According to Blackledge and Hunt (1985) five major assumptions underpin the 

interpretivist approach to qualitative research. These relate to everyday activity, 

freedom, meaning, interaction, and negotiation. As each of them influenced the study 

reported in this thesis, they are now considered briefly. 



81 

 

First, Blackledge and Hunt (1985) state that ―everyday activity is the building 

block of society‖ (p. 234). This is a notion thatevery aspect of society can be linked to 

the way people act in everyday life. For example, schools keeps on functioning due to 

the everyday activities of teachers, students, administrators, inspectors and other 

educational professionals (O‘Donoghue, 2007). Also, changes in society, including in 

education, are a result of changes in day-to-day activities. So, in order to understand 

primary school leadership in Indonesia, the everyday activity staff at the school level 

has to be first understood.  

Secondly, there is the notion consistent with Blumer‘s work (1969) that 

everyday activity is never totally imposed; there is always some autonomy and freedom. 

This is the idea that, to some extent, people can and do generate their own activity. 

However, there are also constraints on the way they act. Further, people are influenced 

by their backgrounds (Blackledge & Hunt, 1985). Thus, everyday life for primary 

school principals in Indonesia can be seen as being produced by them and by their 

colleagues within the school system, acting together and generating their own roles and 

action patterns. 

Thirdly, to understand everyday activity, researchers have to understand the 

meanings that others give to their actions (Blackledge & Hunt, 1985). On this, Blumer 

(1969) indicated that meanings can be seen as social products generated during 

interaction. They are personal to a person who creates them. They are not provided by 

culture or society (Blumer, 1969). Following this idea, Benzies and Allen (2001) point 

out that meanings are generated through symbolic social interaction, where the 

individual is all the time interacting with the world. Thus, Indonesian primary school 

principals in the study being reported here were seen to be constructors of meanings 

during their daily activities.  
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Fourthly, Blackledge and Hunt (1985) stated that everyday activity consists of 

interacting with other people. Again, this was consistent with Blumer‘s (1969) ideas. 

Day-to-day activities seldom involve an individual acting in isolation. Also, during this 

interaction, a person gives meaning to his or her own actions and other people‘s actions. 

The associated interaction involves a joint interpretation of actions. This means that one 

interprets one‘s own actions as well as the actions of other people with whom one 

interacts (Blackledge & Hunt, 1985). This led the present author to take the position that 

Indonesian primary school leaders generate meanings during their daily activities and 

through their interaction with one another.   

Finally, Blackledge and Hunt (1985) argued that meanings and interpretations 

are not static. They are constantly changed through their every day activities. As they 

explain, this is ―not something that happens once and is finished. It occurs in subtle 

ways, with modification to the actors‘ understanding of what is going on‖ (p. 236). 

Therefore, the present author took the view that people who work in the Indonesian 

context as primary school leaders can come to elaborate a shared understanding of a 

phenomenon. 

A consideration of these five positions clarifies the importance of generating an 

understanding of how people define, interpret and explain any given situation. In the 

study reported in this thesis, it was necessary to develop an understanding of 

participants‘ perspectives on the topic of interest. This is a central issue because, as 

Corbin and Strauss (2008) have pointed out, in a ―qualitative inquiry, it is important to 

obtain as many perspectives on a topic as possible‖ (p. 26). 

Charon (2007) defined a perspective as ―an angle on reality, a place where the 

individual stands as he or she looks at and tries to understand reality‖ (p. 3). Similarly, 

O‘Donoghue (2007) indicated that the concept ―captures the notion of a human being 
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who interacts, defines situations, and acts according to what is going on in the present 

situation‖ (p. 31). Following from this, a major assumption underpinning the study 

reported here is that an examination of perspectives is the key to developing an 

understanding in relation to the three central research aims.  

4.2.2. Symbolic Interactionism 

The theoretical perspective within the interpretivist paradigm deemed appropriate to 

underpin the study is symbolic interactionism. It provided the starting point through its 

central assumption that people attribute a subjective meaning to their activities and their 

environments (Flick, 2009). According to Chenitz and Swanson (1986), symbolic 

interactionism is both a theory about human action and an approach studying it and 

human group life. It focuses on the meanings peoples attribute to events as they occur in 

everyday settings. As Crotty (2003) has stated, it allows one to explore ―the 

understandings abroad in culture as the meaningful matrix that guides our lives‖ (p. 75). 

This is a research approach which focuses on ―how individuals interpret objects and 

other people in their lives and how this process of interpretation leads to behaviour in 

specific situations‖ (Benzies & Allen, 2001, p. 544). It holds that, objects, people, and 

events do not possess their own meaning. Rather, meaning is bestowed on them. 

Meaning is attributed to ‗things‘ through an interaction process that takes place 

between the individual and the ‘thing‘. The value of the ‗thing‘ will depend on the 

meaning given by the person. People construct it by interpreting their social interactions 

(Bogdan & Biklen, 2007).  In order to interact with each other, they have to convey and 

share meaning as group action is necessary for social life (Chenitz & Swanson, 1986). 

The ways that meanings are shared are through the communication process and the use 

of a common language (Crotty, 2003). As Crotty (2003) states: ―only through dialogue 

can one become aware of the perceptions, feelings, and attitudes of other and interpret 
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their meanings and intents‖(p. 75). Meaning is generated by peoples‘ experiences. 

Meaning guides their lives because it leads them to action. Those actions then have 

consequences as they influence future actions (Chenitz & Swanson, 1986). 

Overall, the symbolic interactionist approach stresses social interaction as the 

foundation for knowledge. Also, it is in harmony with the interpretivist view that 

interaction between individuals is essential to understand meaning (Blackledge & Hunt, 

1985; Chenitz & Swanson, 1986; Crotty, 2003). This approach was chosen to underpin 

the study in this thesis because it allows the researcher to unveil people‘s perspectives 

on a phenomenon. On this, O‘Donoghue (2007) states: 

A researcher adopting a symbolic interactionist theoretical approach when 

conducting a research within the interpretivist paradigm is concerned with 

revealing the perspectives behind empirical observations, the actions people take 

in the light of their perspectives, and the patterns which develop through the 

interaction of perspectives and actions over particular period of time (p. 20). 

He (2007) also emphasises that in this approach the researcher is ―the primary data-

gathering instrument‖ (p. 20). In order to understand the studied phenomenon, the 

researcher elaborates guiding questions that are used to conduct open-ended, or semi-

structured, interviews. Also, the researcher gathers data through the examination of 

documents and on-site observations. During this process, the researcher can gather a 

vast amount of rich and detailed data about a small number of individuals 

(O‘Donoghue, 2007). 
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4.3. An Overview of the Data Collection and Analysis Methods 

4.3.1. Context 

The first and second aims of the study involved analysis of documents produced 

centrally by the Indonesian Ministry of Education, supplemented by interviews. The 

third aim was investigated specifically for three of five districts in the province of 

central Java: Cilacap, Wonogiri, and Banjarnegera, Java, Indonesia by means of 

interviews only.  

The Republic of Indonesia is a unitary state divided into thirty four provinces, 

with five hundred and fourteen districts. Java island, where the study being reported 

here was located, is the highest populated island, consisting of six provinces with one 

hundred and twenty eight districts. To focus on particular districts was justified as SBM 

is mandated for all primary schools across the country. However, constraints of time, 

finance, and accessibility also meant that the study had to be limited to the districts of 

Cilacap, Wonogiri, and Banjarnegera. These are agricultural areas in Central Java 

Province. The selection of primary schools situated in these districts was justified on the 

grounds that they face challenging circumstances geographically and demographically. 

Also, the researcher was familiar with the districts, and thus, was able to get close to the 

subject of study in order to unveil the participants‘ subjective understandings of the 

phenomenon (Cresswell, 2013).  

In general, primary schools in Indonesia can be classified into two types in terms 

of ministerial affiliation. They include schools affiliated to the Ministry of National 

Education (MOEC) and schools affiliated to the Ministry of Religious Affairs (MRA), 

namely Madrasah. Both the MOEC and MRA administer government-run and private 

primary schools. The main difference between these school types is found in curriculum 

content in that there is a stronger focus on religious teaching in MRA compared to 
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MOEC schools (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013). However, this study 

included government-run primary schools affiliated to MOEC only, as they represented 

a large number of primary schools in Indonesia.  

4.3.2. Study Participants 

The approach undertaken in the analysis of documents will be considered later in this 

chapter. At this point, however, it is important to note that the school leaders selected 

for the interviews were purposefully chosen in order to obtain a wide variety of 

perspectives. This was considered necessary as qualitative researchers strive for 

diversity within the population under study (Flick, 2009). The selection strategy was 

based on two notions, that of purposeful sampling and maximum variation sampling. 

Both have influenced approaches used in qualitative studies (Cresswell, 2013). The first 

notion was addressed by the researcher selecting participants and sites for study that 

were able to purposefully ―inform an understanding of the research problem and central 

phenomenon in the study‖ (Cresswell, 2013, p. 156). The second notion was addressed 

by the researcher determining in advance some criteria that distinguished the sites and 

participants. Then, participants as diverse as possible were selected within these 

parameters (Cresswell, 2013; Johnson & Christensen, 2012). 

Cresswell (2013, p. 157) describes the strategy of maximum variation sampling 

as a researcher‘s attempt to understand a phenomenon by selecting participants and 

contexts that represent the greatest differences in that phenomenon. This concept is also 

defined by Flick (2009) as the integration of ―only a few cases, but those which are as 

different as possible, to disclose the range of variation and differentiation in the field‖ 

(p. 70). As mentioned above, this strategy was chosen because it increased the 

possibility of generating data reflecting different perspectives (Ary, Jacobs, & Sorensen, 

2010; Cresswell, 2013; Merriam, 2009). 
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In harmony with the two notions of purposeful sampling and maximum variation 

sampling, three main criteria were considered in selecting the study-participants. First, 

as was previously described, the study was restricted to the province of central Java 

because of constraints related to time and funding. Specifically, it was conducted in the 

three agricultural districts of Cilacap, Wonogiri and Banjarnegera, which had 

populations of 1.694.000, 949.000 and 901.000 respectively in 2015 (Badan Pusat 

Statistik Propinsi Jawa Tengah, 2017). Participants were chosen from nine government-

run primary schools in these districts.  

Secondly, the study focused on primary schools because the research aims were 

oriented to primary school leadership. The schools selected in the study included 

government-run primary schools affiliated to the MOEC. They were located in rural and 

isolated areas, classified as being special regions by the central government 

(Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2012b). Gaining access to these areas is 

difficult and public transportation is unavailable. In the dry season, water, which is 

crucial for living and farming, is scarce. Also, public services in education and health 

are often limited or unavailable. The majority of the population is poor and not well 

educated. In terms of size, the small schools have 50 to 100 students, and the larger 

schools, have more than 100 students but fewer than 200 students. This gave further 

diversity. The justification for the selection of the schools also related to their location. 

It was deemed they would be likely to have many challenges in their daily operations. 

Like other schools across the country, they have to adopt SBM and develop to meet or 

exceed the national education standards.  

Thirdly, the main participants were principals who were working at the selected 

schools. They were chosen because of their leadership responsibilities regarding school 

operation within the SBM framework. Given the exploratory nature of the research, it 
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was considered appropriate that they varied in their characteristics in terms of their 

educational background, experiences, working periods, gender, and age.  

4.3.3. Data Collection and Data Analysis 

Grounded theory methods of data collection and analysis were chosen because, as 

Charmaz (2006) states, they serve ―as a way to learn about the worlds we study and a 

method for developing theories to understand them‖ (p. 10). Also, grounded theory 

methods of data gathering and analysis are consistent with the interpretivist approach 

(Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Hennink et al., 2011). As Punch (2014) explains, the objective 

is to generate theory through the systematic gathering and analysis of data; ―theory 

therefore will be grounded in data‖ (p. 185). In addition, the process is based more on 

induction than deduction, and allows for sets of propositions to be generated from the 

data collected (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).  

Following the grounded theory approach, data gathering and analysis were 

undertaken concurrently (Charmaz, 2006; Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Johnson & 

Christensen, 2012). This enabled the researcher to select participants on the basis of the 

generation of concepts and to validate those developed (Merriam, 2009). The first stage 

involved data gathering, sorting it, and placing it into categories (Flick, 2009). Data 

were read thoroughly and intensely. Analysis began immediately after the reading of the 

first set of primary data was collated and after transcription of the first interview. Also, 

notes, comments and observations were made, and questions were raised (Corbin & 

Strauss, 2008). 

 As further data were gathered, they were constantly compared for similarities 

and differences, and were subject to questioning by asking: ‗what might this be an 

example of?‘ Constant comparison and constant questioning of the data led to insights 

(Johnson & Christensen, 2012; Merriam, 2009). Theoretical sensitivity as explained by 
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Corbin and Strauss (2008) was used by the researcher in deciding what was important in 

the data and giving it meaning.   

The process described above is known as ‗open coding‘ (Cresswell, 2013). 

Corbin and Strauss (2008, p. 101) define open coding as an ―analytic process through 

which concepts are identified and their properties and dimensions are discovered in 

data‖. In this regard, open coding was aimed at producing concepts and propositions 

that fitted the data (Johnson & Christensen, 2012). Also, through open coding, 

assumptions made by the researcher were analysed, questioned, and explored (Corbin & 

Strauss, 2008). Later on, the concepts generated were sorted into categories.  

Codes, theoretical memos, and diagrams were constructed by the researcher to 

demonstrate the relationship between concepts and categories as they were generated. 

These were used to support the coding process (Miles & Huberman, 1994). On this, 

Miles and Huberman (1994) have argued that such documents can be used to record 

ideas. The codes, notes, and diagrams became increasingly refined and detailed as the 

analysis proceeded and the data were reduced (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Rather than 

proceeding on to the two other steps of axial coding and selective coding in the 

grounded theory approach, the ‗open-coded‘ data were further analysed using the mode 

of analysis termed ‗analytic induction‘. This involved the formulation of propositions in 

a systematic way. The steps involved are described by Savin-Baden and Major (2013, p. 

441). The final stage in the process is known as ´member checking‘. Following the 

advice of Merriam (2009), emergent categories were taken back to the participants in 

this stage and they were asked if the interpretations made by the researcher were 

plausible. This was undertaken because it enabled one to generate more precise and 

specific propositions that could be further developed and related (Corbin & Strauss, 

2008).  
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4.4. Adapting the Theoretical Framework for the Three Research Questions 

4.4.1. The First Research Question 

The first research question of the study reported in this thesis was aimed at developing 

an understanding of the background to primary school leadership historically in 

Indonesia from 1945 to 1998. The question is historical in nature. As a result, data were 

primarily identified through a review of a wide range of public and private records and 

documents. Public records and personal records are two common types of documents 

used in qualitative research (Merriam, 2009). On this, Greene (1994) has explained that 

document review is a method that offers great consonance with the interpretivist 

approach to research. 

4.4.1.1. Data Gathering 

Documents were located concerning the background to, and current developments in, 

primary school leadership in Indonesia. The complexity involved in the task reflected 

the situation explained by Savin-Baden and Major (2013) when they indicated that 

when assessing documents, the researcher is responsible not only for finding but also 

authenticating evidence and then determining its worth and contribution to the problem. 

The study drew on such public records as Ministry of Education and Culture 

documents, school-related documents from the district level, and minutes of school 

meetings. Academic papers, conference papers, newspapers and other documents 

containing information about the historical background to, and recent developments in, 

primary school leadership in Indonesia were also analysed. The study of these materials 

was required to try to understand official perspectives on programs and administrative 

structures (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). The data were located in public libraries including 

the Indonesian National Library, the Library of the Indonesian Ministry of Education, 
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and Archives Divisions of the Ministry of Education and Culture. Following procedures 

laid down by Savin-Baden & Major (2013), the researcher gathered the relevant data 

and made copies of them for more detailed analysis. 

As the study reported here was exploratory, it was not possible from the outset 

to know the sum total of sub-research questions needed to guide the research with 

regard to the first research question. However, some guiding questions were developed. 

These are set out in Table 4.1 over: 

Table 4.1.  The Development of Guiding Questions from the First Central 

Research Question. 

Central Research 

Question 

Guiding Questions 

1. What is the historical 

background to the 

primary school 

leadership in Indonesia 

from 1945 to 1998? 

 

1.1 What policies and practices did the Indonesian 

government implement to establish primary 

school leadership in Indonesia from 1945 to 

1998, and why? 

1.2 What were the influences that shaped primary 

school leadership in Indonesia from 1945 to 

1998, and why?  

1.3 What were the continuities and changes that can 

be perceived in primary school leadership in 

Indonesia from 1945 to 1998 and why? 

1.4 When and why did changes occur in primary 

school leadership from 1945 up to 1999, and 

who/what influenced these changes and why? 

1.5 Under what conditions were primary schools led 

in Indonesia from 1945 until 1998 and why? 

1.6 What were advantages and disadvantages that 

can be perceived between different approaches to 

primary school leadership in Indonesia from 

1945 to 1998 and why? 
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Such guiding questions were not specific questions to be answered. Rather, they 

were general questions to start which were considered to have the greatest potential to 

generate data relevant to the central area of interest.  

Based on the guiding questions, an aide-memoire (O‘Donoghue, 2007; Punch, 

2014) was developed. In this regard, guiding question 1.1 was translated into a set of 

more specific questions in the initial aide-memoire as illustrated in Table 4.2 below.  

Table 4.2. The Development of Aide-memoire Questions from the First Guiding 

Question of the First Central Research Question 

Central Research Question Examples of Questions from the Initial Aide-memoire 

1.1 What policies and 

practices did the 

Indonesian 

government 

implement to 

establish primary 

school leadership 

from 1945 to 1998, 

and why? 

1.1 .1 Which policies and practices did the 

Indonesian government implement to establish 

primary school leadership from 1945 to 1998? 

1.1.2 How did the Indonesian government 

implement the policies and practices of 

primary school leadership from 1945 to 1998 

and why? 

1.1.3 Who created policies and practices of primary 

school leadership in Indonesia from 1945 to 

1998 and why? 

1.1.4 Under what conditions were the policies and 

practices of primary school leadership 

implemented from 1945 to 1998?   

1.1.5 What were the consequences of the 

implementation of the policies and practices of 

primary school leadership in Indonesia from 

1945 to 1998? 

 

Similar aide-memoire questions were developed for the other guiding questions.  

 Bryman (2013) indicates that an aide-mémoire or ‗agenda‘ is useful to ensure 

that similar topics are covered in the data collection process. These questions were the 

starting points for exploring the phenomenon. As unforeseen issues emerged which 

gave rise to new questions, they were pursued.  
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4.4.1.2. Data Analysis 

According to Ary et al., (2010), ―content or document analysis is a research method 

applied to written or visual materials for the purpose of identifying specified 

characteristics of the material‖ (p. 457). The total body of written data consulted was 

analysed systematically and logically by the researcher using the grounded theory 

methods described earlier in this chapter. In particular, general ideas, themes, or 

concepts were sought and used as the basis for making generalisations. An example of 

the coding process is included in Table 4.3 over: 

Table 4.3. Open Coding for a Document Gathered 

The document is an extract from Government Regulation Number 28 Year 1990 on 

Basic Education. This was published by the Ministry/State Secretary of Republic of 

Indonesia in 1990, Chapter VI Management, pp. 3-5 and was utilised in addressing 

Guiding Question 1.1: What policies and practices did the Indonesian government 

implement to establish primary school leadership in Indonesia from 1945 to 1998, and 

why? 

Document Translation Coding 

Pengadaan, pendayagunaan 

dan pengembangan tenaga 

kependidikan, kurikulum, 

buku pelajaran, dan 

peralatan pendidikan dari 

satuan pendidikan yang 

diselenggarakan oleh 

Pemerintah adalah tanggung 

jawab Menteri (Bab VI, 

pasal 9) 

 

Kepala Sekolah dari satuan 

pendidikan yang 

diselenggarakan oleh 

Pemerintah bertanggung 

jawab atas 

penyelenggaraan kegiatan 

pendidikan, administrasi 

sekolah, pembinaan tenaga 

kependidikan lainnya, 

dan pendayagunaan sarana 

dan prasarana kepada 

Menteri (Bab VI, pasal 13) 

Supply, deployment, and 

development of personnel 

education, curriculum, 

textbooks, and learning 

equipment of education 

units governed by the 

government are the 

responsibilities of the 

Minister (Chapter VI, 

article 9).  

 

The school principals in 

education units governed 

by the central government 

are responsible for the 

implementation of 

instruction, school 

administration, 

supervision, and the 

utilisation of the education 

facilities and infrastructure 

to the Ministry (chapter VI, 

article 13). 

Education centralisation 

  

The authority of the 

Ministry of National 

Education: management 

of personnel, curriculum, 

textbooks, and education 

facilities 

 

 

 

The responsibilities of 

principals  

 

School principals as the 

implementers of 

government policies in 

education 

 

School principals as  

school administrators 
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4.4.2.  The Second Research Question 

The second research question of the study reported in this thesis aimed at generating 

understandings about the developments that took place in relation to leadership at the 

primary school level in Indonesia from 1999 to the present. In addressing this second 

research question the interpretivist paradigm was again applied, this time with the 

objective of examining and interpreting a wide range of contemporary and official 

records.  

4.4.2.1.  Data Gathering 

Data were gathered by the same method outlined for the previous research question. As 

the related data-collection questions were related to the development that have taken in 

place in relation to leadership at the primary school level from 1999 to the present, the 

discussion of educational issues and information given to school leaders in the webpage 

of the Ministry of Education were considered to be relevant.  

Again, it was not possible from the outset to know the entire set of the sub-

research questions required to guide the research on the second research question. 

However, some guiding questions were inferred from the second central question and 

were posed as indicated in Table 4.4. 
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Table 4.4. The Development of Guiding Questions from the Second Central 

Research Question. 

Central Research Question Guiding Questions 

2. What are the developments 

that have taken place in 

relation to leadership at the 

primary school level in 

Indonesia from 1999 to the 

present? 

2.1 What policies and practices have been 

implemented in Indonesia from 1999 to 

the present regarding primary school 

leadership and why? 

2.2 What are the reasons behind and 

influences on, the policies and practices 

implemented to establish current primary 

school leadership from 1999 to the 

present and why?  

2.3 What are the changes in primary school 

leadership that can be perceived from 

1999 to the present and why?  

2.4 What are the continuities in the 

developments of primary school 

leadership that can be perceived from 

1999 to the present?   

2.5 When and why did changes occur in 

primary school leadership from 1999 to 

the present, and who/what influenced 

these changes and why? 

2.6 What are the advantages and 

disadvantages that key stakeholders have 

identified regarding primary school 

leadership in Indonesia from 1999 to the 

present and why? 

 
As previously indicated in the case for the first research question, such guiding 

questions were not specific questions to be answered. Rather, they were broad questions 

in the beginning of the study which have the greatest potential to generate data relevant 

to the central area of interest. For example, Guiding Question 2.1 was translated into a 

set of more specific questions in the initial aide-memoire, as shown over in Table 4.5. 
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Table 4.5. The Development of Aide-memoire Questions from the First Guiding 

Question of the Second Central Research Question 

Central Research Question Examples of Questions from the Initial Aide-memoire 

2.1 What policies and 

practices have been 

implemented in post 

colonial Indonesia from 

1999 to the present 

regarding primary school 

leadership and why? 

2.1.1 Which policies and practices have been 

implemented to establish primary school 

leadership from 1999 to present? 

2.1.2 What approaches have been employed to 

implement the policies and practices of 

primary school leadership from 1999 to 

present and why? 

2.1.3 Who has created the policies and practices 

of primary school leadership in Indonesia 

from 1999 to present and why? 

2.1.4 Under what conditions have the policies and 

practices of primary school leadership been 

implemented from 1999 to present?   

2.1.5 What are the consequences of the 

implementation of the policies and practices 

of primary school leadership from 1999 to 

present? 

 
Similar aide-memoire questions were developed for other guiding questions.  

4.4.2.2.  Data Analysis 

As with the previous central research question, the grounded theory methods described 

earlier in the chapter were again used. The researcher systematically and logically 

analysed the documents gathered in the course of the research. Again, both, particular 

and general ideas, along with themes, and concepts were generated and were used as the 

basis for making generalisations. An example of the coding process is included in Table 

4.6. over: 
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Table 4.6. Open Coding for a Document Gathered 

The document is an extract from a book guidance entitled Panduan Nasional MBS 

SD Panduan Pelaksanaan Manajemen Berbasis Sekolah di Sekolah Dasar Buku IV 

published by the Ministry of Education and Culture in 2013 (p. 14). It was utilised in 

addressing the Guiding Question 2.1: Which policies and practices have been 

implemented to establish primary school leadership from 1999 to present? 

Document Translation Coding 

Pengelolaan satuan 

pendidikan pada jenjang 

pendidikan dasar dan 

menengah menerapkan 

manajemen berbasis sekolah 

ayng ditunjukkan dengan 

kemandirian, kemitraan, 

partisipasi, keterbukaan, dan 

akuntabilitas. 

 

 

Kemandirian berarti 

kewenangan sekolah untuk 

mengelola sumberdaya dan 

mengatur kepentingan 

warga sekolah menurut 

prakarsa sendiri berdasarkan 

aspirasi seluruh warga 

sekolah sesuai peraturan 

perundangan.  

 

 

Kemandirian sekolah 

hendaknya didukung oleh 

kemampuan sekolah dalam 

mengambil keputusan 

terbaik, berdemokrasi, 

mobilisasi sumberdaya, 

berkomunikasi yang efektif, 

memecahkan masalah, 

adaptif dan antisipatif 

terhadap inovasi 

pendidikan, bersinergi dan 

berkolaborasi, dan 

memenuhi kebutuhan 

sekolah sendiri. 

The school management of 

primary and secondary 

education implement 

school-based management 

(SBM) indicated by 

autonomy, partnership, 

participation, transparency, 

and accountability. 

 

 

 

 

Autonomy means that 

schools have authority to 

manage their resources 

based on the interests, 

initiatives, and aspiration 

of school members within 

the government 

framework.  

 

 

 

School autonomy requires  

school capacity in decision 

making, democracy, 

efficiency of resource 

management, effective 

communication, problem 

solving, adaptive and 

anticipative responses 

toward education 

innovation, synergy and 

collaboration to meet 

school needs. 

The mandate of the 

implementation of SBM 

 

SBM principles 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

School autonomy in 

resource management 

 

School based resource 

management to meet 

school needs and 

interests  

 

 

 

 

 

The needs of school 

capacity in decision 

making and education 

management  

 

The need for synergy, 

collaboration, and 

democracy 

 

Management based on 

school needs 
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4.4.3. The Third Research Question 

The third research question of the study reported in this thesis was aimed at generating 

understandings of current issues of concern for primary school leaders in challenging 

circumstances both geographically and demographically where SBM is policy. In this 

regard, ‗concerns‘ were considered to be matters that affect individuals in their 

everyday working lives; they are matters that represent participants‘ interest and 

attention.  

4.4.3.1 Data Gathering 

A semi-structured interview was chosen as the data gathering method in this case as it is 

consistent with the interpretivist paradigm (O‘Donoghue, 2007) as well as with the 

grounded theory method of collecting data (Cresswell, 2013; Savin-Baden & Major, 

2013). All of the questions are more flexibly worded and not highly structured 

(Merriam, 2009). Flexibility includes being responsive to what interviewees say and 

following up interesting points, varying the order of questions, following up leads, and 

clearing up inconsistencies in answers (Bryman, 2013).  

As with the first and second research questions, this aspect of the study was also 

exploratory. Thus, it was again not possible from the outset to know the total sum of 

sub-research questions needed to guide the research on this question. However, some 

guiding questions were deduced from this central question and are laid out in Table 4.7. 

as follows: 
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Table 4.7. The Development of Guiding Questions from the Third Central 

Research Question 

Central Research 

Question 

Guiding Questions 

3.1. What are the issues 

of concerns to primary 

school leaders in 

challenging circumstances 

geographically and 

demographically where 

SBM is policy in 

Indonesia and the 

strategies adopted by 

them in order to deal with 

those issues? 

 

 

3.1 What aims do school leaders have in performing 

their work? What reasons do they give for 

having these aims? What challenges do they face 

in trying to realise their aims? 

3.2 What are the strategies that school leaders 

employ in trying to realise their aims? What 

reasons do they give for the strategies they 

employ? What challenges do they face in 

employing them?  

3.3 What significance do the school leaders expect 

from their aims and strategies? What reasons do 

they give for their position on this? What 

challenges do they face in trying to maintain this 

position? 

3.4 What outcomes do the school leaders expect 

from pursuing their aims and strategies? What 

reasons do they give for expecting these 

outcomes? What challenges do they face in 

trying to realise them? 

3.5 What is the nature of the context within which 

the school leaders work which influence them in 

their work and which provide them with 

challenges?  

 

Also, as previously noted in the case of the first and second research question, such 

guiding questions were not seen as specific questions to be answered. Rather, they were 

broad questions that have the greatest potential to generate data pertinent to the central 

areas of interest. For example, Guiding Question 3.1 was translated into a set of more 

specific questions in the initial aide-memoire, as shown over in Table 4.8. 
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Table 4.8. The Development of Aide-memoire Questions from the First Guiding 

Question of the Third Central Research Question 

Central Research 

Question 

Guiding Questions 

3.1. What aims do school 

leaders have in 

performing their work? 

What reasons do they 

give for having these 

aims? What challenges do 

they face in trying to 

realise their aims? 

3.1.1 What do school leaders want to achieve when 

they perform their work? 

3.1.2 What personal and organisational reasons do 

they give for having these aims? 

3.1.3 What internal and external challenges do they 

face in trying to realise their aims? 

 

Similar aide-memoire questions were developed for other guiding questions. 

Interviews were supplemented by a process of unstructured and non-participant 

observation. In non-participant observation, the researcher studies participants, or 

settings, from the ‗outside‘ (Cresswell, 2013), while in unstructured observation, the 

researcher does not use prespecified categories and explores the setting or participants‘ 

perspectives and actions in a natural open-ended way (Punch, 2014). Unstructured non-

participant observation was employed only as a means to check, or confirm, interview 

data, and to encourage further data gathering questions. 

4.4.3.2. Data Analysis 

Grounded theory methods of open coding, described earlier in this chapter, were used to 

logically and systematically analyze the total body of transcribed interviews. The 

purpose of this analysis was to understand both the issues of current concern for primary 

school leaders in challenging circumstances, geographically and demographically, 

where SBM is policy, and how they dealt with those issues. General ideas, concepts, 

themes and categories were generated. They were then used as the basis for generating 

propositions. An example of the interviews analysis is included in Table 4.9 over: 
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Table 4.9. Open Coding for an Interview Transcript 

Open coding for an extract from the transcript of an interview (10 of October, 2015) 

with participant I.BW.2. in addressing Guiding Question 3.1: What aims do school 

leaders have in performing their work? What reasons do they give for having these 

aims? What challenges do the face in trying to realise their aims? 

Document Translation Coding 

Target utama kami untuk 

siswa kelas rendah adalah 

mereka bisa membaca, 

menulis, dan berhitung.  

Kalau mereka tidak 

bermasalah dengan tiga 

pelajaran ini, mereka bisa 

mengikuti pelajaran lainnya 

dan tidak perlu tinggal kelas.  

 

 

Target ini dapat kami capai 

dengan lebih mudah jika 

kami diberi kebebasan dalam 

mengajar. Tapi, kita tidak 

leluasa mengajar. Kita harus 

menggunakan buku yang 

direkomendasikan Dinas. 

Padahal, buku-buku tersebut 

tidak sesuai dengan 

kemampuan belajar siswa 

kami. Misal, buku untuk 

kelas satu mengharapkan 

siswa sudah bisa membaca. 

Ini menyulitkan karena  siswa 

kami banyak yg tidak punya 

pendidikan TK. Kami juga 

punya siswa berkebutuhan 

khusus.   

The primary goals of our 

education for students in 

early grades are that 

students master reading, 

writing, and calculating. If 

they master these three 

lessons, they will not have 

problems with the other 

lessons and do not need to 

repeat class.  

 

We could achieve these 

goals easier if we can 

teach our students in our 

own best way. But we 

cannot. We should use 

textbooks that the 

Subdistrict Technical 

Implementation Unit 

(STIU) recommends.The 

problem with this is that 

the textbooks are less 

suitable with our students‘ 

learning abilities, for 

instance, expecting 

students in grade one to be 

able to read. This is 

troublesome as many 

students in our schools do 

not have kindergarten 

education. We also have 

students with special 

needs.  

The primary goals of 

education: students‘ 

mastery in writing, 

reading, calculating 

to reduce the number 

of student 

repetitions.   

 

 

 

Challenges in 

achieving education 

goals. 

Lack of autonomy in 

instruction. 

Less suitable 

recommended 

textbooks. 

Local government 

interference in book 

supplies. 

 

 

 

The purpose of this analysis was to understand the issues of concern for primary school 

leaders. General ideas, concepts, themes and categories were generated. They were then 

used as the basis for generating propositions. 
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4.5. An Overview on the Quality of the Data 

4.5.1. Recording and Storage of the Data 

It is important for the qualitative researcher to employ an organised and efficient system 

for the storage of research data (Cresswell, 2013). Interviews were recorded on an mp3 

device and stored in electronic format. Back-up copies were made of all electronic data. 

Interview recordings were transcribed, coded and filed in a locked cabinet. Data from 

documentary sources were also coded and filed. As codes, categories, and themes were 

merged they were also filed. Memos and diagrams were referenced and filed in a way 

which ensured they were easily retrieved for sorting and cross referencing.  

The efficient analysis of the data, the coding of transcripts and documents, and 

the systematic storage of memos, diagrams, and categories, ensured that all categories, 

themes, and sub-themes could be traced back to the data. This approach to the 

organisation of documentation is known as the development of an ‗audit trail‘ (Flick, 

2009).  

4.5.2. Quality of the Data 

In a quality study the results must be perceived as being true by readers, 

practitioners, and other researchers (Merriam, 2009). Thus, it was deemed of utmost 

importance that the results of this reported study represented the concerns raised by the 

study-participants in relation to their functions as primary school leaders in Central Java 

province, Java, Indonesia and the issues that existed for them. 

In order to ensure the quality of the study, the researcher used trustworthiness 

criteria (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). They are credibility, transferability, 

dependability, and confirmability (Ary et al., 2010; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The 



103 

 

following paragraphs provide a brief description of the criteria as they influenced the 

conducting of the study.  

4.5.2.1. Credibility  

Credibility indicates that findings are trustworthy and believable if they reflect 

participants‘, researchers‘ and readers‘ experiences (Corbin & Strauss, 2008, p. 302). It 

relates to whether results are believable or not. It involves how well the investigator 

―has established confidence in the findings based on the research design, participants 

and context‖ (Ary et al., 2010, p. 498).  

A number of methods was used to address credibility. These included the use of 

multiple methods, source of data, theoretical perspectives, member checks, adequate 

engagement in data collection, reflexivity, and peer examination (Merriam, 2009). The 

present researcher also used member checks. These involved taking the data and 

interpretations of the researcher back to the study-participants, with the objective of 

asking them if the findings were credible to them (Merriam, 2009).  

Peer examination or peer review was also used (Merriam, 2009). This involved 

peers reviewing various phases of the research (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). They read 

and gave comments on the data and findings. They also assessed whether the findings 

were plausibly based on the data (Merriam, 2009). To this end, they checked for 

accuracy and ensured that the results and interpretations were supported by the data.  

4.5.2.2. Transferability 

Transferability can be defined as the extent to which the product of the research 

can be applied, or generalized, to other similar contexts (Ary et al., 2010; Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985). Transferability depends on the fittingness, ―the degree of congruence 

between sending and receiving contexts.‖ It is decided by the reader of the results 
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instead of by the researcher. The readers or potential users must compare and decide on 

the similarity of the two contexts (Ary et al., 2010; Savin-Baden & Major, 2013)  

In order to promote transferability, the researcher provided a thick description of 

the process and of the contexts of the research (Ary et al., 2010; Schwartz-Shea & 

Yanow, 2012). This should enable the readers to determine whether or not the 

researcher has been rigorous during the research process and to consider whether the 

findings are transferrable to similar contexts (Merriam, 2009).  

4.5.2.3. Dependability 

Dependability relates to the extent to which variation can be tracked (Ary et al., 

2010). It requires that the researcher ensures that the process of research is logical and 

clearly documented (Lincoln & Guba, 1985), and that changes that occured while the 

research was ongoing are made clear (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). To this end, the 

present researcher generated an ‗audit trail‘ (Flick, 2009; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). This 

is a ―qualitative researcher‘s documentation of how a study was conducted, including 

what was done, when, and why‖ (Ary et al., 2010, p. 636). It involved developing a 

description of the entire research process, from the start to the final reporting. Also, it 

allows an external auditor to examine the study from the beginning to the end and to 

judge the trustworthiness of its outcomes (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). 

4.5.2.4. Confirmability 

Confirmability is ―the extent to which the data and interpretations of the study 

are grounded in events rather than in the inquirer‘s personal constructions‖ (Ary et al., 

2010; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). This implies that the 

researcher‘s interpretation must be confirmed by others (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). 
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This, in turn, requires that data can be traced back to their original source (Cresswell, 

2013). Again, the audit trail served this purpose (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 

4.6. Ethical Considerations 

The study reported here received an approval prior to the commencement of the project 

from The University of Western‘s Australia‘s Human Research Ecthics Committee. Due 

to the nature of the study, the researcher made close contact with the participants. The 

researcher frequently dealt with sensitive and privileged information and should 

examine carefully the significance of such issues for the study. Then, the researcher had 

to decide which data should be recorded and eventually included or excluded.  

Privacy, anonymity, and confidentially of the participants were preserved. The 

researcher has been careful not to name the participants on data collected. Coding or 

initials, instead of providing the name of participants, was used for analysis. Also, all 

participants were informed that the final document and possible subsequent publications 

would not mention their names or location. 

Approval for the primary school principals to participate in the study was 

obtained from The Office of Licencing Semarang District, Central Java Province, 

Indonesia. The purposes of the interviews were explained to all participants before the 

interviews were conducted. In addition, an assurance was given to all participants that 

any one of them could withdraw from the study at any time of the research, without 

prejudice. 

4.7. Conclusion 

This chapter has considered the research design and methodology of the study reported 

in this thesis. First, the nature of the theoretical framework that underpinned it was 

outlined. This was followed by a description of the context of the primary school 
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leadership in Indonesia. Next, the selection of the study-participants was explained and 

an overview of the methods of data collection and analysis was presented. Following 

this, the manner in which the theoretical framework was applied in relation to each of 

the three research questions was outlined. Then, the provisions that were made to ensure 

the trustworthiness of the data were explained. Finally, a brief review of some of the 

ethical issues that were considered in conducting the study was presented. Chapter Five 

will now present the results of the study in relation to the first research question. 
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CHAPTER FIVE  

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND TO PRIMARY SCHOOL LEADERSHIP 

IN INDONESIA FROM 1945 to 1998 

5.1. Introduction  

This chapter addresses the first research aim of the study being reported in this thesis, 

namely, to generate understandings of the historical background to primary school 

leadership in Indonesia, from 1945 to 1998. This background is closely related to 

national education developments, particularly centralisation and dualism in education 

management. These developments were, in turn, shaped by the political and economic 

conditions of the country.  

 The chapter consists of two sections. The first section details the history of 

Indonesia and the history of education within the country from 1945 to 1998. In 

particular, it describes the political and economic contexts that led to centralisation in 

governance and influenced national developments during this period. It is divided into 

two parts because national conditions significantly changed from 1966. The first part 

focuses on the history of Indonesia and education from 1945 to 1966, namely the ‗old 

order era‘. In doing so, it describes Indonesia and education within the country during 

the relatively unstable political and economic time that existed for 20 years after the 

country proclaimed independence. The second part presents the history of Indonesia and 

education from 1967 to 1998, namely, the ‗new order era‘ which was a relatively stable 

period of about 30 years both in society in general and in relation to Indonesian 

education more specifically.  

 The second section of this chapter details the history of primary school 

leadership in the country from 1945 to 1998. In particular, it portrays the primary school 
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leadership provided by school principals at that time of centralisation in education. On 

this, centralisation and dualism in education management are first described. The 

preparation, development and performance appraisal of primary school leaders in a 

context of education centralisation are then considered.  

5.2. The history of Indonesia and of education within the country from 1945 to 

1998  

The Indonesian political and economic situation underwent significant changes 

from 1945 to 1998. For example, in 1966 the r General Soeharto, the 

minister/commander of the Indonesian army, took over the leadership from Soekarno, 

the president of Republic Indonesia. This period also witnessed developments in 

national education.  

Overall, the history of the period in relation to Indonesia in general and 

education in particular from 1945 to 1998 as reported here is divided into two periods. 

The first of these is from 1945 to 1965 and can be termed the ‗old order era‘. The 

second of these is from 1966 to 1999 and can be termed the ‗new order era‘. These two 

periods are now considered in turn. 

5.2.1.1945 to 1965 – The Old Order Era 

Between 1945 to 1965, Indonesia was still a fragile nation. Despite its 

proclamation of independence on the 17
th

 of August, 1945, it was still experiencing a 

war of independence against the Dutch, who wanted to recolonise it. The war ended in 

1950. More specifically, on 29 December, 1949, the Dutch finally surrendered authority 

to the Federation of Indonesian States (Falch & Fischer, 2012). This came about as a 

result of the continuing high resistance from the Indonesian people and also because of 

major international criticism of the actions of the Dutch (Djojonegoro, 1997). 
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After gaining independence and becoming the Republic of Indonesia on 17
th

 

August, 1950, the political situation in Indonesia remained unstable. There was much 

internal turmoil. Political parties and social groups were in conflict and separatism 

movements emerged which spawned rebellions and threatened national unity. In order 

to stabilise conditions, the government changed from a ‗liberal democracy‘ approach to 

a ‗guided democracy‘ approach in 1959. Power was now centralised and ‗guided‘ by the 

President. Despite this change, rebellions and conflicts continued. The most severe 

rebellion took place in 1965 led by the Indonesian Communist Party (Adriono et al., 

2011; Djojonegoro, 1997). 

Indonesia was also still weak economically. The country had inherited heavy 

debts from the Dutch colonial state. In addition, agriculture and mineral exports 

continued to be controlled, mostly by the Dutch or the Chinese. The State also lacked an 

efficient tax-levying capacity, resulting in constant fiscal instability (Kimura, 2013)  

The unstable political and economic conditions of the era influenced 

developments in national education. Education primarily functioned as a means to build 

patriotism and nationalism. However, it was not promoted as a means to develop high 

quality human resources to support economic developments. Furthermore, 

developments in education did not take place in a systematic way and not everything 

proposed was implemented as expected. As a result, national developments in education 

made slow progress during this period (Djojonegoro, 1997). Nevertheless, some major 

national developments in education did occur during this period of time. These included 

the establishment of a national education system and an expansion of education 

opportunities. These two major developments are now discussed.  
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5.2.1.1. Establishment of the national education system 

The government established the Constitution of 1945 and Pancasila, both of 

which formed the foundation of the Indonesian state. The Constitution of 1945 declared 

that education is the right of every citizen, and that every citizen should have equal 

access to education. Pancasila also established that national education should be based 

on: 1) Belief in God, 2) Just and Civilised Humanity, 3) Nationalism, 4) Democracy, 5) 

Social Justice (Djojonegoro, 1997; Rifa'i, 2011)  

Following this, the government established a national education and schooling 

system to replace those in the European colonial era. In this regard, it retained the 

Japanese single education system which had been introduced during the years of 

occupation. The pattern was of 6 years of primary schooling, 3 years of junior 

secondary schooling, 3 years of senior secondary schooling, and higher education. 

Vocational and teacher training schools operating at the secondary level with various 

study durations, from one year to four years, were also maintained (Djojonegoro, 1997). 

A national curriculum was then established, mainly to facilitate the promotion of 

education for the purpose of cultivating patriotism and nationalism. The first curriculum 

was introduced in 1947, and it experienced changes in 1952 and 1964. In many ways, it 

was like the old colonial curriculum, but with an Indonesian orientation. For instance, in 

the teaching of geography and history, the aim was to develop a good understanding of 

Indonesia. The colonial language subjects of Dutch and Japanese, were replaced by 

English and a local language. Civics was also introduced as a subject to teach the State‘s 

ideology. Religion became a mandatory subject and Bahasa Indonesia became the 

language of instruction in all schools (Adriono et al., 2011)  

The national curriculum was also structured so that detailed guidance was 

provided for teachers. For example, the curriculum of 1952 had a syllabus outlined for 
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each subject. By this, it is meant that each syllabus gave a full outline of content to be 

taught, stages at which it should be delivered, and the content and instructional 

objectives. Furthermore, a teacher centred learning approach was advocated; teachers 

were expected to actively transfer knowledge (the content) that students should master. 

Also, in the teaching and learning process, teachers were expected to be role models of 

approved ethics, morals, values, and rules (Adriono et al., 2011). 

5.2.1.2. Expansion of education opportunities 

The other emphasis in developments in national education was related to the 

expansion of education opportunity. The aim was to provide every member of society 

with equal learning opportunities and to achieve the highest possible level of education 

regardless of their background, ethnicity, social status, or gender (Djojonegoro, 1997).  

The focus of expansion was on primary education, as recommended by the 

Central Indonesian National Committee Working Body on 29 December, 1945. The 

main intention was to reduce the high rate of illiteracy that had resulted from an 

inaccessible Dutch education system for the majority of Indonesians in the colonial 

period (Adriono et al., 2011). It was stated that compulsory schooling should be 

developed step-by-step and should be implemented within the next ten years so that all 

school-age children would have the opportunity to participate in primary school for at 

least 6 years. Also, primary schools should not charge an admission fee (Djojonegoro, 

1997; Rifa'i, 2011).  

The expansion of education opportunities required that the government 

increased the number of schools. Owing to limited funding, combined with a high 

demand for education, the government employed various strategies to increase the 

number of schools and classroom, including constructing new schools, renting people‘s 

houses for schooling, and establishing two shifts of teaching per day. Community 
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participation in building schools and education facilities, as well as in providing land, 

was publicly praised and generated much enthusiasm for education. As a result, the 

number of schools and higher education institutions increased significantly from 1945 

to 1968, with the most impressive increase in the number of primary schools being from 

15,069 units in 1945 to 60,023 units in 1968 (Djojonegoro, 1997).  

Nevertheless, the number of schools was still inadequate to provide education 

for every citizen. Thus, the government began developing community education or out-

of-school education. This type of education provided education programs equivalent to 

primary and lower secondary education, namely the „Paket A‟ program and the „Paket 

B‟ program. It also provided education in skills so that the participants acquired the 

ability to increase their income. Along with this, the government supported the 

developments of private education institutions, which were predominantly religious in 

nature. A part of this, the government through the Ministry of Religious Affairs 

established in 1946 supported the development of Madrasah/Islamic schools 

(Djojonegoro, 1997).  

As a consequence of the education expansion program, there was a high demand 

for teachers. In response, the Ministry of Education and Instruction (MoEI) organised 

courses of teacher training of 2 years, 4 years, and 6 years duration after one‘s primary 

school education. In 1950, these courses were replaced by teacher training schools, 

which were equivalent or equal to upper secondary schools. Then in 1954, higher 

education institutions for teachers were established. Along with this, the Ministry of 

Religious Affairs managed teacher training to meet the demands of teachers of religion 

(Djojonegoro, 1997; Rifa'i, 2011).  

There was also a considerable need for resources. Starting in 1950, government 

and private publishers began to produce textbooks for primary schools. These textbooks 
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were uniformly used throughout Indonesia. However, textbooks for those studying at 

university level, especially in the sciences, were imported from abroad, and were 

written mostly in German, French, Dutch and English (Djojonegoro, 1997).  

5.2.2. 1967-1998 – The New Order Era 

The period from 1967-1998, has been termed the ‗new order era‘. Indonesia was 

now relatively stable politically. General Soeharto successfully tackled the most severe 

rebellion that is known as the Movement of 30 September/Indonesia Communist Party, 

in 1965. This he did under the ―11th of March order‖ referred to Supersemar. The 

political situation gradually settled down. Soon after this, Soeharto replaced Soekarno 

as the president of Republic of Indonesia (Djojonegoro, 1997).  

In order to maintain political stability, Soeharto both continued and accelerated 

the centralisation in governance that was first established by the Dutch coloniser and 

then solidified by the ‗old order‘ government of Soekarno. Centralisation occurred by 

means of the military infiltrating into bureaucratic structures, economic management 

systems, and even long established cultural movements (Kimura, 2013). 

Economically, the government experienced strong financial conditions. In the 

1970s, it enjoyed State revenue from an oil and gas boom. Thus, the gross national 

income which was around 2,7 trillion rupiahs in 1969 had increased to 337 trillion 

rupiahs by 1994. Also, despite economic fluctuations from the 1980s to the 1990s, in 

general, State revenues continuously increased in line with the improvement in national 

prosperity (Djojonegoro, 1997).  

The relatively stable political and economic circumstances enabled the ‗new 

order‘ government to implement systematic national developments under Long Term 

National Development (LTND)/Five Year Development Program Periods, (FYDPPs) 

REPELITA starting from 1969. The emphasis in these national development plans was 
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on economic development. As stated in the 1973 State Guidelines, ―the emphasis of 

Long Term National Developments/FYDPPs is on economic development in order to 

achieve a balance between agriculture and industry‖ (p. 10). They went on to say that 

this means that ―Indonesia will achieve a balanced economic structure which is 

advanced in industry supported by strong agriculture‖ (p. 15).  The stated aim was to 

achieve a just and wealthy society in the Republic of Indonesia based on Pancasila 

(Adriono et al., 2011)  

Economic development requires skilled workers. Thus, in general, the objective 

of national education during this era was to produce Indonesians who would hold 

strongly Pancasila values and have competencies to support the developments of the 

nation (Adriono et al., 2011; Rifa'i, 2011). This was stated clearer by the closing stages 

of the first Long Term National Development through the Decree of People‘s 

Consultative Assembly on 1988 State Policy Guidelines. It mandated that the education 

system should be able to produce Indonesians who can appreciate and put into practice 

the Pancasila and the 1945 Constitution‘s principles. Also, graduates of the education 

system should possess the competency to conduct and support sustainable development, 

in accordance with their individual talents, abilities, skills acquired from education, and 

desires of each person as cultivated through in-school or out-of-school channels 

(Republik Indonesia, 1988).  

The demand for skilled Indonesians required that a high quality of education be 

available for every citizen. Accordingly, education developments in this era placed an 

emphasis not only on the expansion of education opportunities but also on the 

improvement of education quality. In addition, significant financial assistance to support 

in the developments was provided.  
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5.2.2.1. Expansion of education opportunities 

In order to expand education opportunities, the government continued the efforts 

of the ‗old order‘ era government. The number of schools and campuses was increased. 

Starting from the 1970s, the government began a massive rehabilitation and 

construction program for new school buildings and damaged schools throughout the 

country supported by the significant increase in national income. Construction of 

vocational upper secondary schools, particularly in the field of construction, agriculture, 

and economics received priority in order to provide skilled workers for the workplace. 

As a result, the 288 vocational upper secondary schools in the country in 1978 had 

expanded to 5,690 by the end of FYDPP V in 1994. This meant that student numbers 

had more than doubled (Djojonegoro, 1997).  

The greatest construction and rehabilitation program, however, was undertaken 

in relation to the primary education sector following the establishment of the INPRES 

program. This program, which was one of eight INPRES programs, received almost 

22.4% of the total budget allocated for the primary school development program. This 

enabled the government to significantly increase the number of primary school 

buildings. These were uniform in quality and design and increased across the country, 

from 6000 units in FYDPP II 1973-74 to 148,119 units in FYDPP V 1993-94. As a 

result, the gross participation rate in primary school education reached 88, 6% by the 

end of the FYDPP III, 1984. This high achievement encouraged the implementation of 

the Six Years Compulsory Primary School Education policy from the beginning of 

FYDPP IV until the end of the FYDPP V, 1994 (Djojonegoro, 1997).  

Notwithstanding the impressive achievement of the primary school INPRES 

program, the government reported several weaknesses. First, the existence of a poor 

data base on primary school reconstruction led to poor strategic decisions on locating 
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schools. For example, some schools were located too far from congested areas and were 

less accessible. Secondly, with INPRES programs being managed centrally and being 

project-based, community participation was often excluded. Thirdly, centrally managed 

programs were inefficient because of corrupt practices by some bureaucrats and 

developers. This was reflected in the poor quality of many new primary school 

buildings that were established (Adriono et al., 2011).  

At the higher education level, the expansion of education opportunities were 

realised through construction and rehabilitation programs. The government established a 

distance education system in 1975. Then in 1985, Indonesia‘s Open University was 

established. It provided modules-based distance education rather than face-to face 

lectures. The Open University was especially beneficial to officials and teachers who 

lived and worked in small cities and remote places in helping them improve their 

qualifications without neglecting their work commitments (Djojonegoro, 1997). 

5.2.2.2. The improvement of education quality and relevance 

 Along with the expansion of programs, developments in national education 

during this era were also directed to the improvement of education quality and 

relevance. The key related developments were in curriculum, learning facilities, and 

teacher quality. These three developments are now examined in turn.  

5.2.2.2.1. Curriculum developments 

The government established curriculum of 1975 experiencing changes in 1984 

and 1994. This curriculum ‗renewal‘ was intended to improve the efficiency and 

effectiveness of education (Adriono et al., 2011). A good example of the thinking at the 

time is revealed by examining the curriculum introduced in 1994 to replace the 1984 

curriculum. The curriculum introduced in 1994 was very much a content-based 
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curriculum. In other words, its emphasis was on delivering the content that students 

should master (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013). This focus on content 

contrasted with that of the curriculum 1984, which placed the emphasis on learning 

processes and learning theories. The emphasis on learning processes, however, was 

considered to be a disadvantage on the grounds that it distracted teachers from teaching 

content (Adriono et al., 2011).  

Closely related to curriculum development was the Link and Match Policy, 

introduced in 1993. This policy aimed to improve the relevance of education in relation 

to manpower needs within the economic sector. The policy was introduced as a 

response to the high level of unemployment among educated people and the high 

number of school graduates who could not continue their education because of poverty. 

In non-vocational schools at all levels of education, the link and match policy was 

realised by strengthening the approach to teaching such basic skills as  reading, writing, 

and arithmetic in primary schools, and by drawing on local content in the curriculum to 

develop skills relevant to local demands. In vocational secondary schools, the policy 

was realised by implementing a dual system of education through which students would 

complete an internship in industry (Adriono et al., 2011). 

The other important aim chosen for curriculum development during this period 

was to facilitate the internalisation of the Pancasila‘s values through education. To this 

end, more hours were allocated for teaching Pancasila and other subjects relevant to 

Pancasila education than had previously been the case. Also, from 1978 to 1998, the 

government mandated the implementation of the P4 Program to inculcate Pancasila‘s 

values in every school and university both private and public throughout the country 

(Adriono et al., 2011). 
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5.2.2.2.2. Improvement of learning facilities  

It came to be recognised that learning facilities are vital for increasing 

understanding and mastery of curriculum materials by the students and, in turn, 

improving their academic achievement. In order to address associated needs, the 

government centrally administered the supply of demonstration and practical equipment 

for government-run schools and universities throughout the country. It also centrally 

managed the publication, procurement, and distribution of various types of school books 

including a complete curriculum book, basic text books, and library books. It also 

mandated how these books should be used uniformly in schools (Djojonegoro, 1997).  

5.2.2.2.3. Improvement of teacher quantity and quality 

The government further realised it was necessary to increase the number of 

teachers and to enhance their quality. A massive process of recruitment of classroom 

teachers for primary school was instigated in the 1970s and 1980s as a consequence of 

the introduction of the compulsory primary education program (Djojonegoro, 1997; 

Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013). Recruitment on a large scale, however, 

demanded a loosening of requirements regarding standards. As a result, many teachers 

were not as well-qualified as expected. Also, the distribution of teachers around the 

country was inefficient (Adriono et al., 2011). 

In order to address the matter, the government decided in 1990 to increase the 

standard of academic qualifications required of teachers. The minimum academic 

qualification for primary school teachers became that of Diploma II and for secondary 

school teachers it became a Bachelor degree or Diploma III. The government also ran 

an equalisation program that enabled practising teachers to raise their academic 

qualifications in order to meet the new standards. In addition, it ran courses to improve 

the teaching skills of practising teachers (Djojonegoro, 1997).  
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5.2.2.3. International funding to support national developments in education  

The availability of limited finance within the country resulted in financial 

assistance from overseas being made accessible from 1945 to 1999 through loans or 

grants. The most substantial loans were received from the 1970s, during the ‗new order‘ 

era. These increased from 195 billion rupiahs in 1974/75 to almost 800 billion rupiahs 

in 1988/89 which represented 13 percent of the total foreign funding assistance for 

national developments. This financial assistance came from developed countries, and 

especially from the US and European countries. It also came from such multilateral 

agencies as the IMF, the World Bank, IGGI, The Asian Development Bank, UNDP, 

UNICEF and UNESCO (Djojonegoro, 1997). 

The international funding was allocated to support a wide range of education 

development programs relating to the expansion of education opportunities, the 

improvement of education quality, and addressing education management and planning 

(Djojonegoro, 1997). For instance, the World Bank provided loans to finance education 

development projects to develop higher education, to provide scholarships to 

Indonesians in order to study in US universities, and to improve the policy analysis and 

general research capability of staff in the Department of Education and Culture 

(Djojonegoro, 1997).  

International funding significantly influenced developments in national 

education during this period. For example, teachers, education administrators and policy 

makers who graduated from Western universities often drew upon Western-centred 

ideas and thinking in developing education policies and practices. These Western 

approaches, however, were often not suitable for Indonesian contexts (Departemen 

Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 1965). Also, teachers often imported textbooks from 
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Western countries without really considering their suitability for their use in Indonesian 

classrooms (Departemen Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 1965). 

 

5.3. The History of Primary School Leadership from 1945 to 1998  

This second section of the chapter provides a description of the historical background in 

relation to school leadership in government-run primary schools from 1945 to 1998. 

First, it examines centralisation and dualism in primary school management. Secondly, 

it considers school leadership preparation, recruitment, and performance appraisal in a 

context of education centralisation.  

5.3.1. Centralisation and dualism in education management 

In line with the centralised governance system, educational management during 

this period was centralised. The Department of Education and Culture (DoEC) was 

located in Jakarta and was responsible for administering all levels of education and 

instruction nationwide (Adriono et al., 2011). This policy solidified the centralised 

education management approach first established by the Dutch. In the colonial era, 

education management lay with the Departement van Ondervijsen Eeredienst located in 

the capital city, Jakarta. Authority to manage education for Europeans was given to this 

Departement. The Departement had representative offices in large provinces throughout 

Indonesia. It was only the management of the schooling system for native Indonesians 

that was delegated to district governments (Tilaar, 1995).  

Because of the centralisation framework, the DoEC took control of many aspects 

of primary school education. For example, it formulated the objectives of education and 

education policies. Also, the departments within the DoEC established standards and 

designed curricula for all primary schools in the country. Additionally, departments 
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procured and published textbooks for primary schools and provided guidance on 

teaching methods. Furthermore, they supervised schools, oversaw the training of 

teachers, accredited schools and also provided professional supervision in general 

within primary schools (Beeby, 1981).  

The DoEC had representative departments at different levels of governance. The 

representative department at the provincial level was the Province Culture and 

Education Department (PCED). The head of PCED was directly responsible to the 

DoEC through senior deputies of departments. The PCED had a representative office at 

the district level, namely, the District Culture and Education Department (DCED). The 

DCED was responsible to the PCED. The DCED had a representative department at the 

sub-district level, namely, the Sub-district Education and Culture Office (SCED) where 

school supervisors, who were responsible for providing direct supervision to 

government-run primary schools, were located. The SCED was responsible to DCED 

(Beeby, 1981). 

The PECD and other lower level education departments were merely executors 

of government education policies. All important education decisions were made by the 

DoEC. For instance, the DoEC did not let the provincial government determine the 

language of instruction to be used in primary schools despite the opposition of 

provincial governments. Also, the DoEC did not authorise provincial governments to 

audit the efficiency of education funding or finance. Even, regarding the most trivial of 

decisions, the PECO was expected to consult with the DoEC in Jakarta (Beeby, 1981). 

The centralised nature of education management created a culture of dependence 

within the education system. Given that education personnel were considered to be 

merely executors of government education policies, principals, teachers, students, and 
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school supervisors were not inclined to take initiatives. Rather, they always expected to 

receive guidance from above (Beeby, 1981; Tilaar, 2004).  

Over time primary school principals under the centralised regime became less 

professional. Their teaching skills were usually only a little better than most of the 

teachers. Also, they were not equipped to be confident and be capable of providing 

professional supervision. In addition, as the locus of authority was with the DoEC, 

many primary school principals often did not understand their expected roles. They 

tended to focus mainly on routine administrative tasks such as compiling statistical 

reports. Overall, they lacked the leadership capacity to initiate change and invariably 

expected guidance from above to implement mandated education reforms (Beeby, 

1981).  

Closely related to the low level of professionalism among principals were the 

poor supervision practices of school supervisors. Generally, principals lacked 

professional support from school supervisors. School supervisors rarely conducted 

school visits because of difficulties regarding transportation and finance. In situations 

where they were able to visit schools, their major concern was usually with such routine 

administrative tasks as collecting statistical data and checking the condition of the 

school infrastructure. Rarely, did they conduct classroom observations, encourage 

innovation, and engage in professional conversations with principals and teachers 

(Beeby, 1981).  

The highly centralised education system seemed to have been the reason for 

school supervisors being ineffective. Centralisation determined that education policies 

in relation to quality improvement or professional activities should go through a long 

line of bureaucracy before reaching a school supervisor. Also, school supervisors lacked 

sufficient learning resources to develop their own professional knowledge. In addition, 
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most of the primary school supervisors were inadequately qualified, being graduates 

only of a junior secondary education or of a second grade of senior secondary education 

(Beeby, 1981).  

In 1951, the government devolved some responsibilities regarding the 

management of primary level education to the provincial level of government through 

the Government Regulation Number 65 Year 1951. The provincial government was 

given authority to manage such education facilities as school buildings, land, and 

learning facilities. To this end, the Provincial Education and Culture Office (PECO) was 

established and made responsible to the Department of Home Affairs (DoHA) (Beeby, 

1981). Meanwhile, the central government retained authority for the management of 

primary level education in relation to the objectives of education, curriculum, teaching 

methods, textbooks, school holidays, and schools for Dutch people (Republik Indonesia, 

1951).  

This dualism in the management of primary education was intended to meet 

urgent national needs at that time. It was considered that the decentralisation of 

education would increase the government‘s capability to provide the broadest and most 

affordable primary education to primary school-age children. On the other hand, 

centralisation enabled the government to use schools as a means of cultivating 

nationalism, which was still fragile at that time among the youth of Indonesia (Beeby, 

1981).  

As a consequence of the dualism, primary school principals were responsible to 

two departments. They were responsible to the Head of the Provincial Education and 

Culture Office (PECO) at Governor Office for administrative works and such school 

facility matters as school rehabilitation, equipment supplies, and school finance. 

Primary school principals were also responsible to the Provincial Culture and Education 
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Department (PCED) for professional matters in relation to the improvement of 

education quality. This complicated accountability arrangement resulted in inefficiency 

and ineffectiveness in school management. Professional activities and educational 

facilities are closely related. However, because they were managed by two separate 

institutions, conflict, misunderstanding, and inefficiency frequently occurred (Beeby, 

1981).  

In 1990, the government established the Government Regulation (GR) Number 

28/1990 on Basic Education to facilitate the provision of nine-year basic education. 

This policy was officially implemented in 1994. The GR retained authority for 

education management in many areas at the central government through the DoEC: 

―Supply, deployment, and development of personnel education, curriculum, textbooks, 

and learning equipment of education units managed by the government are the 

responsibilities of the Minister‖ (Chapter VI Article 9). Accordingly, the provincial 

government is responsible only for the construction, maintenance, and rehabilitation of 

primary school buildings and land (Chapter VI Article 2). Meanwhile, the school 

principal is responsible for instruction, school administration, supervision, and the 

utilisation of the education facilities and infrastructure (Chapter VI, Article 12). 

The policy retained the dualism in the management of primary education. This 

management was still divided between two Departments, namely the DoHA and the 

DoCE. The arrangement continued to create difficulties for primary schools. 

Dependence on both Departments made policy implementation very complicated. 

Moreover, the personnel in the education and culture offices under DoHA were 

administrative or clerical staff who lacked understanding of education management 

issues, mainly because they did not have an academic background in education 

(Ministry of National Education and Culture, 2012).  
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5.3.2. Leadership preparation, development, and performance appraisal  

Centralisation in education shaped the approach of principals in government-run 

primary schools during this era. Principals were generally senior state teachers who 

were appointed and paid by the provincial government based on the recommendation of 

the PoCE. In the 1970s, they were usually nine years older than teachers, with 10 years 

of teaching experience. They did not receive any special training for filling their roles 

(Beeby, 1981). This approach to recruitment and selection continued until the early 

2000s. In line with this comment, a recent study found that state principals in Indonesia 

were often selected on the basis of an examination, or they were nominated by a district 

education officer rather than being selected through a formal merit-based process. Thus, 

most principals seemed to have received little training (OECD/Asian Development 

Bank, 2015).  

In addition, in the 1970s, many primary school principals‘ backgrounds were 

similar to those of teachers. Their social and economic status was the same as the 

younger primary school teachers. Their academic qualifications were not much higher 

than primary school level and were lower than the academic qualification of new 

primary school teachers at that juncture. At the same time, however, many were highly 

motivated, ambitious, and intellectually above the average (Beeby, 1981).  

 As previously mentioned, according to the framework of centralisation, the 

development of education personnel and teachers in government-run primary schools 

was the responsibility of the DoCE. Regarding the development of primary school 

principals, however, it appears that the government did not give sufficient attention to 

improving their managerial and leadership skills. Professional training managed by the 

central government such as upgrading programs like the Teachers Work Skills 
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Consolidation program during the ‗new order‘ era, was mostly concentrated on 

improving the teaching skills of principals and teachers (Djojonegoro, 1997). 

Furthermore, principals in government-run primary schools were not appraised 

on their work performance. Because they were teachers who were recruited and paid by 

the provincial government, they were officially civil servants. As civil servants, their 

performance appraisal was assessed in accordance with GR Number 10 Year 1979 on 

Work Performance Appraisal for Civil Servants. Based on this GR, principal 

performance appraisal put greater emphasis on work behaviours than on work 

performance. Thus, the process was mainly concerned with such aspects of the role as 

loyalty, work performance, responsibility, obedience, honesty, cooperation, initiative, 

and leadership.  

5.4. Conclusion 

 

From 1994 to 1998, the government gradually established a highly centralised 

education system. This reflected a colonial heritage that was solidified by successive 

Indonesian governments to meet the needs of the country throughout the period. In the 

‗old order‘ era, the centralisation of education enabled the government to promote 

education primarily as a means to build patriotism and nationalism. In the ‗new order‘ 

era, it enabled government to develop education as a means to foster nationalism and 

create skilled workers to support economic development. Despite its advantages, the 

centralisation of education also held disadvantages, particularly in relation to the school 

leadership of principals in government-run primary schools.  

The centralisation in education management created weak practices in primary 

school leadership amongst principals in Indonesia from 1945 to 1998. Principals largely 

lacked initiative in their roles and usually expected to be guided in making changes. 
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This situation became even more complicated when government decentralised some 

responsibilities to district and provincial governments resulting in the dualism of 

education management. The dualism required primary school principals to be 

accountable to two government departments.  

To conclude, this chapter, it can be seen as being a response to the first research 

question of the study being reported here, namely, what is the historical background to 

primary school leadership in Indonesia from 1945 to 1998? The exposition provided is 

helpful in building understandings of how the past may have an impact on the present. 

The next chapter is now concerned with the second research question, namely, what are 

the recent developments that have taken place in relation to primary school leadership in 

Indonesia since 1999? 
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CHAPTER SIX 

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN RELATION TO LEADERSHIP  

AT THE PRIMARY SCHOOL LEVEL IN INDONESIA  

FROM 1999 TO PRESENT 

 

6.1. Introduction 

 

Chapter Five provided an overview of the history of education generally and primary 

school leadership specifically in Indonesia from 1945 to 1999. It revealed that during 

this time, centralisation of governance, which was a colonial heritage, was solidified 

and then gradually developed by the Indonesian government. As a consequence, the 

education system was highly centralised throughout the period. Thus, the government 

controlled most aspects of education, including in relation to the goals of education, 

curriculum, textbooks, personnel, and education facilities.   

Particularly regarding primary school education, the central government 

maintained centralisation and dualism in education management. The centralisation 

resulted in weak leadership practices being adopted by primary school principals in the 

nation from 1945 to 1998. Principals were characterised as lacking initiative in their 

roles and as usually expecting to be guided in promoting changes. Thus, life became 

complicated for them when the central government decentralised responsibilities related 

to education facilities to the provincial government. The situation was not helped by 

primary school principals simultaneously being accountable to two government 

departments.  

This chapter now addresses the second aim of the study being reported here, 

namely, to develop an understanding of the developments that have taken place in 
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relation to primary school leadership in Indonesia since 1999. It will be recalled that 

1999 marked the move to more decentralised governance in education. The chapter is 

divided into two sections. The first section describes the developments that have taken 

place in education in Indonesia from 1999 until 2017. In doing so, it outlines the 

developments that occurred and, in particular, the expansion of the system, 

infrastructure improvement, and initiatives related to special education programs, 

education quality, curriculum and pedagogy, textbooks quality improvement, making 

education competitive and ICT. The second part of the chapter highlights the 

developments that have taken place related to primary school leadership during this 

period. 

6.2. Education Developments in Indonesia from 1999 to present 

Since 1999, Indonesia has moved from having a highly centralised governance system 

to having a decentralised one. The first regulation to facilitate this move was the Law 

No. 22/1999 on Local Government. This devolves authority to the provincial and the 

district governments in relation to governance, management and service delivery. The 

aims were to improve public welfare by bringing public services closer to the 

community they were meant to serve, to promote democracy, and to preserve national 

unity (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013).  

The move to decentralisation was driven by an economic crisis in 1997, which 

was influenced by the Asian financial crisis. At this time, economic growth contracted 

by over 13 percent, the rupiah exchange rate collapsed, the inflation rate reached 70 

percent, government debt skyrocketed to above 100 percent of GDP, and poverty and 

unemployment rose significantly. Many economic activities had either slumped or 

stalled. Concurrently, social disturbances and physical conflicts were rampant (Republic 

of Indonesia, 2010). 
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The crises had undermined decades of progress under the Soeharto government 

since 1967. There was also a growing disappointment that the existing government was 

exploiting natural resources, such as oil and gas, without there being any great return to 

the general population. This situation led to massive protests and riots, forcing Soeharto 

to give up his leadership. Following this, there was a call for the institution of a more 

democratic nation. This is what led to the introduction of the decentralisation policy 

(National Coordination Forum Education for All, 2003). 

Under the decentralisation framework, the government set out to create a self-

reliant, advanced, just, and prosperous Indonesia by 2025. It envisaged an Indonesia that 

would be equal to advanced nations economically by relying on its capability and 

strength. It wanted an Indonesia whose people have a strong national identity, noble 

morals and a high quality of education; an Indonesia that has no discrimination in any 

form and that can provide all of the necessities of life; and an Indonesia that has 

meaning and significance for other nations in the world (Republic of Indonesia, 2010). 

To achieve these aims, national developments have been gradually directed to 

improving economic competitiveness (Republic of Indonesia, 2010). The primary 

strategy to achieve it is by expanding industries that have a value-added component 

when it comes to products, the process of production, and distribution, while reducing 

the exploitation of natural resources. To facilitate this, the central government has 

targeted acceleration of economic and industrial developments in 22 sectors (Republic 

of Indonesia, 2010, 2011).  

The massive expansion that is taking place in industry has led Indonesia to 

experience an abrupt transformation process from being primarily an agricultural 

country to an industrial one. Employment in industry has been increasing continuously, 

and much faster than the agricultural sector. In 2011, for instance, the percentage of the 
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work-force employed in such industries as construction, trade, finance and other sectors 

was 63.43 percent while in the agricultural sector, it was 36.53 percent (Ministry of 

Education and Culture, 2011a). This change has created a high demand for skilled 

industrial workers. It is estimated that by 2030, Indonesia will need about 113 million 

skilled workers in a wide range of positions to sustain its economic position 

(Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2015).  

The demand for skilled workers is also considered to be urgent because of 

globalisation. In 2015, Indonesia adopted an open market for products, services, and 

investment with other ASEAN countries, as agreed with the ASEAN economic 

community. The nation is also committed to the General Agreement on Trade in 

Services (GATS), now having an open market for business in the service sector 

including in education. As a consequence, it has become most apparent that in terms of 

the products, innovation, and the workforce, Indonesia is serious about becoming 

internationally competitive (Kementerian Pendidikan National, 2005).  

Developments have taken place in education nationally which are aimed to 

support national developments. An objective is to produce high quality human 

resources, defined as being smart and competitive Indonesians (Insan Kamil/Insan 

paripurna in Indonesian term) (Adriono et al., 2011). The desire is that there will be 

graduates who will have mastered science and technology and possess the knowledge, 

technical skills and life skills that meet the demands of the workplace. There is also an 

accompanying aim to produce professionals who have entrepreneurial abilities 

(Kementerian Pendidikan National, 2005). The range of developments being undertaken 

in relation to the primary schools that present challenges to the school leaders, 

particularly the principals, working at this level will now be considered.  
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6.2.1. Expansion and the Provision of Equality of Educational Opportunity 

Education expansion continues to be a priority, particularly in relation to primary 

schooling. The aim is to both broaden education opportunities for every Indonesian and 

to improve equality of education opportunities. This is because disparities in the 

participation rate at all levels of education between rural and urban areas, between 

provinces and districts, and between groups of different social and economic status are 

glaring. For instance, in 2011, within 33 provinces in Indonesia, while 20 provinces 

achieved or exceeded the national target of gross participation rate (GPR) in primary 

education, the other 13 provinces achieved lower than the national target (Kementerian 

Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2013e).   

The priority of expansion of access to primary schooling during this era was part 

of the implementation of the nine-year compulsory basic education program established 

in 1994. The program was implemented to produce a critical mass of Indonesians with 

at least, the basic knowledge and skills such that they could either continue their 

schooling or start earning a living as productive, industrial, skilful workers required by 

the global market (Ministry of National Education, 2011; National Coordination Forum 

Education for All, 2003). This approach was based on the government‘s commitment to 

global policies, particularly, the International Declaration on Human Rights stating that 

education is a right of every child, and the 2000 Dakar Declaration on Education for All 

(EFA) (Ministry of National Education, 2011). By committing to EFA, the Indonesian 

government agreed that eventually all primary school age-children, including girls in 

difficult circumstances and those belonging to ethnic minorities, would have access to, 

and complete, free and compulsory primary education. The government is also 

committed to having quality and excellence in education by ensuring that recognised 

and measurable learning outcomes are achieved by all, especially in literacy, numeracy, 
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and essential life skills (Ministry of National Education, 2011). Furthermore, programs 

have been implemented to try to ensure equality of education opportunity. The key 

programs relate to improving infrastructure and education facilities, developing special 

education programs, and providing financial assistance  

6.2.1.1. Improvement of infrastructure and education facilities 

The government has constructed new school buildings and rehabilitated 

damaged classrooms at all levels of the education system. The primary aim is to 

increase education capacity. The priority in construction is given to the junior secondary 

school level to facilitate the achievement of the 9 year compulsory basic education 

program. For instance, from 2005 to 2008, the central government established 1,856 

new junior high school buildings to meet needs in such areas as extended, rural, remote, 

isolated, and poor districts. Damaged primary school classrooms built in the 1970s to 

1980s have also been rehabilitated. For example, 18,000 of 21,500 rehabilitations 

undertaken in 2011 were rehabilitations of damaged classrooms (Adriono et al., 2011; 

Departemen Pendidikan Nasional, 2007).  

The central government has also provided libraries to develop a reading culture 

in schools and in higher education institutions. This initiative is based on the Law 

number 43 Year 2007 on Libraries. It mandates that every school, madrasah and higher 

education institution must have an IT-based library (Adriono et al., 2011). It was 

reported that in 2014, 3000 libraries were constructed in government-run primary 

schools. The constructions continue every year at the rate of 1,220 a year (Kementerian 

Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2015).  
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6.2.1.2. Special Education Programs  

Along with the physical development of schools, the central government has 

initiated a number of special education programs. These aim to support disadvantaged 

children including children who live in poverty or in isolated regions and children who 

have disabilities, in gaining access to primary and secondary schools. Among the key 

programs are those associated with one roof primary–junior secondary schools, special 

service classes (SSC), and inclusive education. These programs can be described briefly 

as follows.  The one roof primary school–junior secondary school program is extending 

the number of classrooms in primary schools to provide junior secondary school 

education within them. This type of school is being established in isolated areas and in 

districts with small and scattered communities. The aim is to improve access to 

education for people in such remote and isolated areas. From 2005 to 2009, 3,470 one-

roof PS-JSS were built in isolated villages in the 33 provinces in Indonesia. By 2013, 

they were serving 347,000 students (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013; Ministry 

of National Education, 2011).  

SSCs are providing special classes at primary schools located in areas where 

historically some children could not go to school or had to drop-out. The teachers use 

integrated and multigrade teaching. The curriculum is similar to that of regular classes. 

By 2009, the SSCs were in operation in 17 provinces; there were 100 SSCs with 8,792 

students in them (Ministry of National Education, 2011).  

Inclusive education provides education for students with special needs in a 

regular school. The aim is to enable children with special needs to go to the closest 

regular schools and thus not be far from their parents. The scheme has been in operation 

since 2003. In 2007, 805 schools provided inclusive education for 15.055 children 

(Ministry of National Education, 2011). The initiative, however, faces some challenges. 
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In particular, schools often lack financial support from local governments and also often 

lack the required learning facilities. These challenges are most apparent in remote and 

rural areas (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013).  

6.2.1.3. Financial Assistance  

The government has given a wide range of financial assistance and scholarships 

to students at the primary and secondary school level. The financial assistance is given 

in the form of cash (grants) to students from poor families to help them complete their 

schooling. Also, the scholarships are offered to high achieving students to motivate 

them to continue to be successful in their studies. These scholarships have been granted 

to students through a wide range of programs, including the Social Security Network in 

Education which ran from 2004 to 2008, and the Compensation Program of Oil Subsidy 

Deduction Programme which began in 2001. The latter was instituted when Indonesia 

experienced the international economic crisis, which led to many parents not being able 

to send their children to school (Adriono et al., 2011; Ministry of National Education, 

2011).  

Since 2005, the government has also given grants to primary and junior 

secondary schools. These are school operational assistance (SOA) grants. They cover 

school operational costs for all students. The amount given is based on the number of 

students in a school. Since 2009, the amount of the grant has been significantly 

increased, with the expectation that, since it was introduced, schools would not charge 

students a school fee (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013; Ministry of National 

Education, 2011).  

To provide guidance on the SOA‘s allocations and reporting, the government 

published an SOA manual. Based on this manual, the SOA‘s grant should be used to 

finance such school operations as learning activities, continuous assessment, and a 
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monthly honorarium for honorary teachers. Any money left over can be used to buy 

sports facilities, learning media/teaching aids, typewriters, and school furniture 

(Ministry of National Education, 2011).  

The SOA‘s grant has contributed significantly to the development and 

acceleration of the nine-year basic education project. In 2009, for instance, the gross 

enrolment rate (GER) for children from disadvantaged families at primary school level 

had reached 93.8%. From 2013, the SOA‘s grant has also been available to senior 

secondary schools (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013; Ministry of National 

Education, 2011). 

6.2.2. Improvement of education quality and relevance 

The improvement of education quality and relevance has been another priority for 

developments in national education. In 2005, the government established the National 

Education Standard (NES). It outlines the minimum standard in eight components of the 

education system through the Government Regulation Number 19 Year 2005 on 

National Education Standards (NES). It outlines graduate competency standards and 

details in relation to content (curriculum), teaching and learning processes, education 

assessment, education facilities, management, financing, and education personnel. As 

the next section illustrates, it is believed that the improvement of the quality of 

education requires improvement on all of these fronts, but especially in relation to 

curriculum, textbooks, and teachers.  

6.2.2.1. Reforms in Curriculum and Pedagogy  

In 2004, at the beginning of the period under consideration, the central 

government made fundamental changes to the curriculum. The content-based 

curriculum that had been in existence since 1994 was replaced by a competency-based 
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curriculum. The orientation of this competency-based curriculum is such that students 

have to reach a set of basic competency standards and demonstrate indicators of 

success. The content taught and learned is organised in relation to these competencies 

(Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013).  

The government also initiated fundamental reforms in pedagogy. In 2005, the 

central government mandated the application of a student-centred learning approach. On 

this, it was stated:  

Teaching processes in schools shall be conducted in a way that is interactive, 

inspiring, fun, and challenging, motivates students to participate actively, and 

provides sufficient space for initiatives, creativity, and independence in line with 

the talents, interest, and physical and psychological development of the students 

(Republik Indonesia, 2005, p. 7).  

 

This approach has required a shift in the teaching paradigm of teachers, from a teacher-

dominated approach, characterised by rote learning, to a more student-centred, active 

approach, in which the teacher serves as a facilitator, guide and mentor (Ministry of 

Education and Culture, 2013). 

A number of programs have been implemented to facilitate the introduction of 

the student learning approach. At the primary school level, the government has 

introduced a Science Education Quality Improvement Project (SEQIP), a Mathematics 

Education Quality Improvement Project (MEQIP), a development of the existing 

Indonesian Language Learning program, and a pioneering program for English 

Language Learning project. These projects have been disseminated in several provinces. 

For instance, SEQIP was introduced in 16 provinces and was taken up in 735 primary 

schools between 2005 and 2009 (Ministry of National Education, 2011). However, 

while research indicates that most teachers have had some exposure to training in 

student-centred teaching and learning, and are familiar with principles of the 

competency-based curriculum, many still do not apply them in their classrooms. Many 
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teachers are still difficult to move away from seeing memorization and rote learning as 

the norm (OECD/ADB, 2015). 

In 2006, the central government replaced the 2004 curriculum with what is 

termed the School Level Curriculum (SLC). It is built upon the 2004 curriculum as it 

retains a competency-based approach. However, in line with the decentralisation policy 

in education, the selection of appropriate content is made at the schools‘ level. In other 

words, schools are given autonomy to develop education plans based on a set of 

standards that the government has laid out. This gives the school freedom to state its 

curriculum including objectives, vision, mission, content, study load, academic 

calendar, and syllabus in accord with local needs and conditions (Adriono et al., 2011; 

Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013). All has to be in line with the content 

standards and the graduate competency standards set out by the government (Ministry 

of National Education, 2011).  

To facilitate primary schools in developing and implementing the SLC, related 

workshops are conducted by both the central and local governments. For instance, in 

2009, the central government held workshops on the SLC for 1,404 primary school 

clusters which involved 24,631 primary schools. These workshops were repeated in 

8,424 schools involving 50,544 primary schools throughout the nation (Ministry of 

National Education, 2011). 

Another curriculum was introduced in 2013 to replace the SLC. It retains some 

principles of the SLC, especially those related to the competency-based approach and 

the student-centred learning approach. However, it re-centralises authority of 

curriculum development to the central government. The curriculum is developed at the 

central level and equipped with national textbooks (OECD/Asian Development Bank, 

2015). There is now also an emphasis on balancing the development of students‘ 
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cognitive abilities, their religiosity, and their character (Kementerian Pendidikan dan 

Kebudayaan, 2012a).  

The rationale offered for the introduction of the 2013 curriculum was that it is 

necessary to meet both internal and external challenges nationally. The internal 

challenges outlined include ensuring the achievement of the NES and also producing 

skilful Indonesians. The external challenges outlined include environmental issues, the 

advance of technology and information, the emergence of creative industries, and the 

development of education to an international level (Kementerian Pendidikan dan 

Kebudayaan, 2013d).  

 The implementation of the 2013 curriculum in primary schools requires the 

application of a thematically integrated learning model. It encompasses a teaching 

approach that integrates competencies in different subjects around themes. The model is 

to be implemented in grades I to IV for all subjects except religion and character 

education (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2013d). Also, it requires the use 

of learning assessment models that place an emphasis on the learning process and assess 

the attitudes, knowledge, and skills of students. A variety of learning assessment 

techniques have been mandated, including authentic assessment, portfolio, self-

evaluation, daily tests, mid and final examinations, and competency tests. The 

requirement of learning assessment also is that it should be conducted regularly. 

Furthermore, teachers must not compare a student with his or her peers. Rather, each 

student is to be compared to the assessment criteria in each learning area (Kementerian 

Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2013c). 
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6.2.2.2. Low-Cost Textbooks 

Textbooks are essential to support effective teaching and learning. It is mandated that 

the number of books available to students in all subject areas should be at a ratio of one-

to-one (Kementerian Pendidikan Nasional, 2007). What this means for primary schools 

is that textbooks covering Bahasa Indonesia, mathematics, natural science, and social 

science should be available for every student (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013).  

A number of programs has been implemented to produce affordable and high 

quality textbooks. Since 2008, for instance, the Ministry of National Education and the 

district governments have purchased copyrights of relevant and high quality of 

textbooks from various publishers (Departemen Pendidikan Nasional, 2007). Also, 

between 2010 to 2014, the government provided a subsidy to students to purchase the 

textbooks, to facilitate education units to download electronic versions of textbooks, to 

encourage education units to relate to the textbooks, and to develop supplementary 

books (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2013e; Ministry of National 

Education and Culture, 2012).  

The central government allocates specific SOA funds for the purchase of 

textbooks for Indonesian language teaching, mathematics, science, civics, and social 

science. By way of support, the DEOs also allocate a portion of the local SOA grant 

originating from the local budget to help schools to purchase textbooks or other books 

to be held in the school library (Ministry of National Education, 2011).  

6.2.2.3. Improvement of Teachers  

It is realised in official circles in Indonesia that teachers should play a vital role in 

improving the quality of education. Accordingly, the central government has 

continuously sought to increase the number of teachers to achieve what it sees as an 
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ideal student-teacher ratio. The decade between 2000 and 2010, saw the number of 

teachers in primary schools, junior schools, and secondary schools increase by 47 

percent, 46 percent, and 75 percent respectively. During the same period, student 

enrolment increased at a lower rate, namely, 5 percent at primary school level, 23 

percent at junior secondary school level, and 49 percent at senior secondary school 

level. As a result, the student-teacher ratios in Indonesia are now relatively low 

(Ministry of Education and Culture, 2011b). In 2011, for instance, it was 1:17 in 

primary school, which was better than the student-teacher ratio in such developed 

countries as Japan, South Korea, and the USA (Ministry of National Education, 2011). 

Also, because of the decline in the school-age population, it is predicted that it will be 

lower still by 2020 (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013). 

The low student-teacher ratio, particularly at the primary school level, does not 

automatically mean, however, that all schools have the required number of teachers. In 

fact, many schools encounter a shortage of teachers, especially in remote regions, 

border regions, and outlying areas, while there is often oversupply of classroom teachers 

and subject teachers at junior and secondary school level in a large number of districts. 

This issue is closely related to the trend towards education decentralisation through 

which authority for teacher recruitment and employment is devolved to the district 

level. This devolution has created constraints in distributing teachers equally between 

rural and urban areas and in transferring teachers from district to district (Ministry of 

National Education, 2011). In addition, there is a tendency in certain districts to post 

teachers to urban rather than to rural areas (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 

2013e). Also, the devolution process has not included plans for improving capacity for 

teacher management at the district level. Thus, most districts do not have effective 

teacher management systems to accurately analyse if there is a surplus or deficit of 
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teachers in schools within the district. In addition, they tend to pay +more attention to 

addressing problems to do with teacher shortages than problems to do with teacher 

surpluses (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013).  

In 2005, the government established standards for teachers through the Law 

Number 15 Year 2005 on Teachers and Lecturers. It requires a Diploma IV or Bachelor 

degree of teachers as the minimum academic qualification for teaching. Also, teachers 

have to hold a teaching certificate indicating that they have mastered competencies 

related to pedagogy, professional, personal, and social development (Republik 

Indonesia, 2005).   

Moreover, government has instituted an upgrading program. The aim is to 

facilitate practicing teachers to increase their education level to meet the qualification 

standards. Scholarships are provided to study at Indonesia‘s Open University and at 

teacher training institutes which conduct distance learning programs so that practicing 

teachers can pursue a bachelor‘s degree in part-time mode. Accordingly, teachers can 

continue to teach while studying. Some teachers also, pursue further education in 

private teacher training institutions. They are usually teachers who live and teach close 

to such an institution (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013).  

The central government has also implemented a teaching certification program 

since 2007 as a consequence of the instruction of the Teacher Law. It involves a teacher 

self-appraisal and portfolio assessment (including peer appraisal), with a remedial 

course being conducted by appointed certifying universities for teachers who fail the 

portfolio assessment. By 2008, the course had been developed as the Education and 

Training for Teacher Profession course. The curriculum was designed based on teacher 

competency standards. Teachers who pass the test at the end of the course gain 

certification. In 2012, the central government also introduced a pre-test to be taken by 
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teachers before they start on the certification process (Ministry of Education and 

Culture, 2013). After obtaining a teaching certificate, teachers receive a professional 

incentive. Indeed, they can double their salaries according to additional incentives 

provided by the district government (Ministry of National Education, 2011). 

 Furthermore, the government introduced a continuing professional development 

(CPD) program for teachers in 2012. The aim is to improve teachers‘ capacity so that 

student motivation and learning will be enhanced. Put simply, the CPD mandate is that 

teachers develop an annual CPD plan and implement it. The plan should address the 

competencies in which they perform poorly as indicated by their scores on the 

competency test on pedagogy and professional competency and the results of the 

teacher performance appraisal on pedagogical aspects (which is held annually). The 

CPD may include a wide range of self-development activities such as participating in 

training programs, developing or modifying teaching aids, and preparing scientific 

papers. The activities may take place in schools, school clusters, and educational 

institutions or agencies. The progress in, and the quality of the implementation of the 

CPD plan is assessed. The result, together with the result of the teacher performance 

appraisal, contributes to the teacher‘s credit point total for one year (Ministry of 

Education and Culture, 2013). 

 The central government encourages teachers to work in working clusters at 

primary school level and at secondary school level. A certain amount of money has 

been allocated to these clusters in all districts across the country. By 2007, 50 teacher 

working clusters or kelompok kerja guru (KKG) in Indonesian term per district received 

the funding occasionally (Ministry of National Education, 2011).  
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6.2.3. Making Education Competitive  

In 2006, in order to make education in Indonesia more competitive internationally, the 

government introduced an international standard school (ISS) program for primary and 

secondary school education. The main aim is to improve the quality of education 

nationally so that it will be competitive internationally. An ISS school is one that meets 

the NES standards along with several education standards and indicators used by OECD 

member countries, and those of the centres of training, industry, and international 

certification (Adriono et al., 2011). 

The ISS pilot projects were commenced in 2005. By 2007, 39 primary schools, 

100 junior secondary schools, 199 senior secondary schools, and 179 vocational 

secondary schools had been prepared to become an ISS school (Departemen Pendidikan 

Nasional, 2007). However, given that the initiative received sharp criticism, such as 

promoting discrimination, commercialism and exclusivism in education, it was halted in 

2010/2011 (Adriono et al., 2011). 

The government also has developed ‗local excellence‘-based schools (LEBS). 

These are based on the Law Number 20 Year 2003 on National System of Education 

Chapter X article 36 (3), where it states that ―curriculum at all education levels and 

types should be developed based on a diversification principle that takes into account 

the conditions of the education unit, local potential, and students‖ (p. 15). Further, 

article 37 (1) of this law mandates that the curriculum of primary and secondary school 

education should contain vocational skills and local content. At the time of the 

implementation of this initiative, in 2008, 100 senior secondary schools and 341 

vocational secondary schools had become LEBSs. They can receive funding from the 

central and local governments, and from community and foreign sources (Kementerian 

Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2013e).  
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Further, the government has developed ‗exclusive‘ education programs. These 

programs have mostly been established in urban areas, offering curricula designed to 

meet the learning needs of students with above-average learning capability. Among the 

programs are 1) bilingual classes, in which, students are taught using two languages, 

mostly science and mathematics subjects taught through the medium of English; 2) 

‗superior classes‘ (kelas unggulan), whose students are strictly selected not only for 

academic excellence, but also on the basis of psychological tests; and 3) accelerated 

classes, in which the three-year curriculum is condensed into two years, at both junior 

and senior secondary school levels (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013).  

Furthermore, the government has implemented a wide range of student 

competition programs. The aims are to facilitate student development optimally and to 

support student achievement in a wide range of international student competitions. The 

programs include national student festivals and art competitions, national science 

Olympiads and national sports‘ Olympiads that are held from sub-district level to 

national level, and some to international level. They take place annually. The 

participants at national level are the winners of the competition at the lower levels of the 

province, the district and the sub-district. In some areas, the winners of student 

competitions at the national level go on to compete at the international level. For 

instance, the winners of the national science Olympiad are selected from the best 

representatives from each province. The outright winner is selected to be the Indonesian 

delegate at the International Mathematics and Science Olympiad (Ministry of National 

Education, 2011).  

6.2.4. Developments in ICT for E-learning and E-administration 

Since 2006, the Ministry of National Education has developed an ICT network, namely 

the National Education Network (Jejaring Pendidikan Nasional – Jardiknas). It is 
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deemed necessary in order to support national education developments. Indonesia has 

50 million students in formal education spread across an archipelago consisting of more 

than 17,000 islands. Jardiknas, the ICT network, is needed to support the expansion of 

equality of education, and for the improvement of education quality, relevance, and 

competitiveness. It is also important to support the development of good governance, 

accountability, and the public image of education (Departemen Pendidikan Nasional, 

2007; Ministry of National Education, 2011).  

Jardikas is able to link education units at all levels and all government offices 

within the sector across the country. By the end of 2007, the Ministry of National 

Education was linked to 33 Provincial Education Offices, 471 District Education 

Offices, 82 Public Universities and more than 100 Private Universities, 36 Distance 

Learning Educational Units, 17 Communication and Technology Units, and more than 

10,000 schools (Departemen Pendidikan Nasional, 2007). 

Jardiknas also has been used extensively for e-learning and e-administration. A 

wide range of recent policies on education and also learning modules are circulated 

through Jardiknas. The Educational Management Information System (EMIS) has also 

been developed for Jardiknas. It helps in planning, reporting, and the controlling of a 

wide range of activities and programs. In addition, web visitors can gain access to 

substantial amounts of data and information, including in relation to schools, teachers, 

students, personnel, and budgeting (Departemen Pendidikan Nasional, 2007). 

Nevertheless, there are several constraints related to the use of Jardiknas, 

particulary the EMIS. The development of EMIS requires schools to transfer data to the 

District Education Offices (DEOs). The DEOs then send the data to the MOEC through 

the relevant directorates. Many schools, however, in remote areas do not have access to 

the internet to transfer data and they also need time to submit information when they do 
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have access. Further, compounding the situation, many primary schools often lack 

administrative staff to assist in the process of data management. In addition, constraints 

exist in the DEOs, which are often devoid of well-trained officials in ICT. As a result, 

data collection remains a problem (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013).  

6.3. Developments in relation to Primary School Leadership from 1999 to present 

During the period, under the consideration, important developments in relation to 

primary school leadership have occurred. These include the implementation of 

education decentralisation, the introduction of school-based management, the 

introduction of a new model for principal preparation, the introduction of CPD for 

principals, and the introduction of a performance appraisal process for principals. Each 

of these developments is now considered in turn.  

6.3.1. Education Decentralisation  

Education decentralisation was implemented in Indonesia in 1999 as part of the political 

and bureaucratic reform undertaken under the Law Number 22/1999. It devolved 

authority for education management from the central government level to the local 

government level (mainly district governments), while it retained authority for the 

establishment of national education policies and standards at the central government 

level to assure the quality of education nationally (Ministry of Education and Culture, 

2013). The aims are to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of education, to realise 

democratic and autonomous education that accommodates diversity, and to encourage 

community participation (Kementerian Pendidikan National, 2005).  

The implementation of education decentralisation is in line with the World 

Bank‘s recommendation in 1998. It suggested that the government of Indonesia should 

shift the responsibility for the delivery of basic education largely from the central and 
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provincial ministry offices to the district governments in pursuit of achieving universal 

basic education. Also, as Indonesia was experiencing an economic and political crisis at 

that time, education decentralisation was believed to bring advantages for the 

government which would help to promote national unity, education equality between 

males and females and between communities from different social and economic status, 

and education quality by setting standards and conducting evaluation and testing (World 

Bank, 1998). 

Law number 22/1999 received minor changes in 2004 and 2014. The latest law, 

the Law number 23 Year 2014 on Local Governance, has shifted the authority for 

education management in senior secondary education from district governments to 

provincial governments, while authority for education management in early childhood 

education, basic education, and non-formal education is retained at the district 

government level. Nevertheless, the roles and responsibilities of district governments in 

primary school education management have not changed much in practice. Thus, 

practices are still based on the Government Regulation Number 38 Year 2007, with the 

district governments being given broad responsibilities in primary school education 

management. These include establishing operational education policies, providing 

financial support, managing the implementation of school level curriculum, managing 

infrastructure and educational facilities use and supply, managing teachers and 

educational personnel, and providing quality assurance in relation to facilitating 

learning assessment, educational evaluation, school examinations, and evaluating 

primary schools regarding their achievement toward national education standards. Also, 

district governments are responsible for developing the ‗local excellence-based 

schools‘. In addition, ‗the GR Number 19 Year 2005, and particularly Chapter VIII, 

Article 59‟, mandates that ―education management at district level should give priority 
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to ensuring compulsory basic education‘ (Republik Indonesia, 2005, p. 17). This means 

that primary and junior secondary school education developments should be given 

particular attention.  

In the attempt to assure the quality of primary school education under the 

education decentralisation framework as mentioned, the central government instituted a 

set of related ‗standards‘ or regulations. Among the relevant regulations is ‗the 

Regulation of the National Education Ministry Number 15 Year 2010 on Minimum 

Service Standards (MSSs) in Basic Education, Chapter II, Article 2 (2)‟. This requires 

that the providers of services in primary education at the district level should include 

making available accessible primary schools in every area within the district, including 

in isolated areas. It also requires that there be adequate and well equipped classrooms 

and rooms with adequate facilities for teachers and staff, and a sufficient number of 

qualified and competent teachers, 1:32 student teacher ratio, 6 classroom teachers in 

primary schools, and 4 classroom teachers in primary schools in isolated areas. It further 

requires that school principals, and school supervisor, oversee curriculum development 

and effective teaching and learning, and accommodate school visits by a school 

supervisor at least once a month, with each visit lasting three hours (Kementerian 

Pendidikan Nasional, 2010).  

Another relevant regulation is ‗the Decree of National Education Ministry 

Number 129a/U/2004 on Minimum Service Standards on Education‟, particularly, 

‗Chapter III Article 3 on the MSS in Primary School or Madrasah Ibtidaiyah‟. District 

governments are expected to achieve a 95 percent participation rate in primary school 

and a dropout rate of under 1 percent. They are also expected to ensure that 90 percent 

of primary schools have adequate infrastructure and education facilities, that 90 percent 

of primary school teachers be qualified and competent, that there be no more than 30-40 



150 

 

students in every classroom, that 90 percent of students in each school participate in 

national standardised tests gain ‗satisfactory‘ results in reading, writing, and calculating 

when in grade III, and in Indonesian, mathematics, science and social science when in 

grade V. Furthermore, district government are expected to work to ensure that 95 

percent of primary school graduates go on to attend Junior Secondary School 

(Kementerian Pendidikan Nasional, 2004).  

In order to perform their responsibilities in managing education, district 

governments receive funding through both the national budget and the local district 

budget. The national government, through the Ministry of Finance, makes a transfer 

from a general allocation fund to the district governments for paying teachers‘ salaries 

and allowances. It also transfers money from a special allocation fund to be used for 

school constructions and the rehabilitation of schools, with a requirement that the 

district government provides 10 percent of the funding. Further, it transfers funding to 

the district education offices for the procurement of goods and for school building 

construction and rehabilitation. Along with this, local funding can be allocated for 

procurement at the district level and also to provide schools with ‗top-up‘ school 

operational aids (SOA) grants (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013).  

In managing primary school education, most district education offices have a 

representative at the subdistrict level in the Sub-district Technical Implementation Unit 

(STIU). These units function to implement some of the district education offices‘ tasks 

in managing primary schools. They usually offer support and monitor primary schools 

in one or more sub-districts. On most occasions, the primary school supervisors are 

located within the units (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013).  
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6.3.2. School-Based Management (SBM) 

School-based management (SBM) has been implemented nationally in Indonesia since 

2001. At the primary school level, it began with a pilot project in 1999 in seven districts 

in four provinces, with assistance from UNICEF and UNESCO. As the evaluation of 

this pilot project showed positive results, SBM has continued to be implemented 

nationally, with support from foreign donors from developed countries. These donors 

include NZAID, AusAID, and USAID (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 

2013b).  

SBM is believed to be an effective means to improve the quality of education 

through effective and efficient resource management. Schools, together with the school 

committees, are given autonomy to make decisions on the allocation of funding and 

educational resources. Also, the participation of the community and stakeholders in 

school management is encouraged (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2013a, 

2013b).  

The SBM policy is a response to the World Bank‘s recommendation of 1998 

that the government of Indonesia should decentralise authority in education 

management not only to district governments, but also directly to schools and school 

clusters, in order to help to improve education quality and to achieve universal basic 

education. Principals, accordingly, are given greater autonomy in deciding on resource 

use and developing school-based management strategies in line with local conditions 

(World Bank, 1998).  

In order to assure the quality of primary school education under SBM, the 

central government established ‗the minimum service standard‘ to guide the process. As 

stated in the ‗Law Number 20 Year 2003 on National Education System, Chapter XIV, 

Article 51 (1)‘, ―the management of education units for early childhood education, 
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primary and secondary education is based on the minimum service standards (MSS) and 

School-or-Madrasah Based Management principles‖ (Republik Indonesia, 2003, p. 21).  

Referring to the minimum service standard in primary school established through the 

‗Regulation of National Education Ministry Number 15/2010, chapter II, article 2, 

(2)b‟, it is expected that SBM provide a set of textbooks in Bahasa Indonesia, 

mathematics, science, and social science for each student, as well as to provide visual 

aids for science, 100 enrichment books and 10 reference books, 37.5 teaching hours by 

permanent teachers per week, and 34 weeks of instruction per year.  

The community involvement in SBM can be through school committees and by 

means of such activities as the construction and physical maintenance of schools. It can 

also be non-physical supports, such as encouraging students to learn, identifying 

dropout students and motivating them to go back to school, and building communities 

amongst parents to provide support for the improvement of teaching and learning. 

Furthermore, the community can provide money, educational facilities and ideas for 

school development (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2013b). 

School principals and teachers play a major role in order to promote a high level 

of community participation and contribution. They are expected to be able to develop 

and build positive relationships with communities and stakeholders who have the 

capability to support schools. For instance, school principals are expected to be able to 

involve community members such as traders, farmers, artists, community leaders, and 

religious leaders to deliver formal education, extracurricular education, and child 

development programs (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2013b).  

The implementation of SBM is intended to broaden out the responsibilities of 

school principals in school management. They are expected to be capable of engaging in 

long-term planning, engaging in transparent financial management, and providing 
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effective support to, and monitoring of, teachers (Ministry of Education and Culture, 

2013). These responsibilities require the mastery of certain managerial skills. For 

instance, in the planning process, principals should be able to analyse the school‘s 

strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOT), both internal and external, 

and to establish realistic education goals based on this analysis (Kementerian 

Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2013b; Kementerian Pendidikan Nasional, 2011a).  

SBM also requires school principals to engage in strong leadership. They are 

expected to be able to provide a clear vision and mission, along with reasonable goals 

and quality targets, and communicate these to school members and to the community to 

gain their support and to develop a school culture conducive to learning. They are also 

expected to have such characteristics of a professional leader, as integrity, honesty, 

dedication, expertise, a high level of work performance standard, motivation, being 

visionary, and being an agent of change. Further, they are expected to be role models for 

their staff (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2013b; Kementerian Pendidikan 

Nasional, 2011a). In relation to pedagogy and curriculum, school principals are also 

expected to be transformational leaders in implementing the curriculum through 

student-centred learning (Ministry of National Education, 2006).  

The government has developed a model to strengthen the implementation of 

SBM. It involves capacity building at the provincial, district, sub-district and school 

level. Technical assistance is provided to ‗core primary schools‘ in ‗primary school 

clusters‘ to help to implement SBM. The core primary schools then share their 

capability with schools within their cluster through both teacher-working clusters and 

principal-working clusters (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2013a). 
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6.3.3. Leadership Preparation, Development, and Performance Appraisal  

The implementation of SBM, as has already been pointed out, requires capable and 

professional school leaders, particularly among school principals involved in school 

management and leadership. In response to this, the central government has introduced 

a new Principal Preparation Program (PPP), a Continuing Professional Development 

(CPD) for Principal Program, and a Performance Appraisal (PA) for Principal Program. 

Under the decentralisation framework, the implementation of these programs is 

managed by the district governments.  

6.3.3.1. The Principal Preparation Program (PPP)  

The central government introduced the Principal Preparation Program (PPP) in 

2010. It provides guidance for district governments to assist them in preparing qualified 

school principals. It has three components: recruitment, selection, and certification.  

The recruitment process begins when the District Education Office (DEOs) 

informs various personnel that a vacancy exists for a school principal position. School 

principals and supervisors are required to identify and recommend teachers they 

consider to have the potential to be a principal. Teachers recommended as prospective 

principals are then required to develop a proposal and portfolio to submit to the DEO. 

Based on the proposal and portfolio, the DEO recruits teachers as prospective principals 

(Kementerian Pendidikan Nasional, 2011b, 2011c).   

The recruitment process consists of initial administration and academic selection 

and training. Initial administration involves reviewing documents related to the general 

and specific qualifications of school principals and examining the portfolio. Academic 

selection involves determining if prospective principals meet minimum standards for 

participation in training programs. This selection is conducted by means of a written 
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test, through examining the portfolio, through an assessment task and through a 

presentation (Kementerian Pendidikan Nasional, 2011b, 2011c).  

A principal of a primary school has to be a primary school teacher who holds a 

teaching certificate and a principal‘s certificate (Menteri Pendidikan Nasional, 2007). 

Thus, a prospective principal has to be a qualified practising primary school teacher. 

The other administrative and academic requirements of a prospective principal are as 

follows.  

1. Have faith in and piety to the God Almighty 

2. Hold a bachelor degree or diploma IV in education or a  non-education area 

from an accredited university 

3. Be no more than 56 years old  

4. Be physically and spiritually healthy 

5. Have never had discipline sanctions  

6. Have at least five years of teaching experience,  

7. Be at least III/c in career rank for civil servants or be of an equal rank for a non 

civil servant 

8. Have had a good record over the last two years (Menteri Pendidikan Nasional, 

2007, p. 3) 

 

The qualified practising teachers who pass the administration and academic selection 

procedures, then, are trained by authorised training agencies within the country. These 

are selected by the DEOs. The training is directed towards the mastery of the following 

five dimensions of principal competency. 

1. The personality dimension of competencies refers to having leadership 

characters including noble behaviour, an ideal model of noble behaviour, 

integrity, a passionate, open minded, talented, self-control, and enthusiastic 

principal. 

2. The managerial dimension of competencies refers to having the ability to plan 

school development; to develop organisations, school culture and climate; to 

lead change, and to manage school resources including teachers, students, 

finance, school - community relations, and facilities.  

3. The entreprenuership dimension of competency refers to having the ability to be 

innovative, to be a hard worker, to have strong motivation to be successful and 

to have entrepreneurial intuition.    

4. The supervision dimension of competencies refers to having the ability to plan, 

implement, and follow up academic supervision programs for teacher 

professional development.  

5. The social dimension of competencies refers to having the ability to work 

together with others for school development, to participate in community events, 
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and to have social sensitivity towards others (Menteri Pendidikan Nasional, 

2007, pp. 5-7).  

 

The training lasts for 300 learning hours and consists of the following learning phases:  

1. In-service Learning 1 – an initial face-to-face training workshop designed to be 

conducted over 7 days for a total of 70 learning hours. 

2. On-the-job learning – workplace learning conducted over a 3 month period for a 

total of 200 learning hours.  

3. In-service learning 2 – face-to-face follow–up and assessment conducted over 3 

days for a total of 30 learning hours (Kementerian Pendidikan Nasional, 2011b).  

‗In-service learning 1‘ provides knowledge about educational policies at the national 

and district level, on school management, on leadership, on entrepreneurship, and on 

academic supervision. ‗On-the-job learning‘ provides practical experiences in school 

management and leadership through an internship in a primary school. In-service 

learning 2‘ provides the prospective principal with opportunities for reflection and 

evaluation of the participants‘ learning experiences (Kementerian Pendidikan Nasional, 

2011b).  

The final stage of the training is certification. Prospective principals who meet 

stated criteria are awarded a principal‘s certificate. Then, it is up to the DEO to assign 

the person as a principal and place him or her in a particular primary school. As a 

principal, one still has teaching responsibilities, involving 6 hours per week. The length 

of a principal‘s assignment is for two periods of four years each, after which one returns 

to teaching. Only in exceptional cases of excellent performance can the period be 

extended (Kementerian Pendidikan Nasional, 2011b; Ministry of Education and 

Culture, 2013). 
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 A government report in 2013 indicated that the PPP‘s pilot projects had been 

conducted in 25 districts with, on average, 20 prospective principals in each district 

being trained. All necessary ‗software‘, which includes guides, instruments and training 

materials, has been developed. The software has been used to train staff members of the 

Institute for Educational Quality Assurance to develop their capacity for the 

implementation of the various PPP training groups. To date, around 50 percent of the 

participants have passed the academic selection stage in the pilot districts, with 99 

percent of those then completing the program successfully and being officially 

appointed as principals. Wider implementation is currently under way in a large number 

of districts and is funded out of the national budget, with assistance from AusAID 

(Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013). 

As the PPP is a recent policy, it has affected only a small number of prospective 

principals in each district. Accordingly, very few principals have attended training 

before their appointment. In other words, many school principals in Indonesia are still 

poorly prepared. Also, a recent OECD report indicates that few principals have attended 

PPP. Many others only receive briefings on policy documents issued by the district 

offices, or complete short management courses before being appointed (OECD/Asian 

Development Bank, 2015). As a result, many still lack the prescribed competencies, 

especially those in supervision and in the necessary ICT skills for management, 

teaching and learning. Further, school principals in rural and remote schools have, on 

average, lower levels of competencies than do school principals in urban and semi-

urban schools (The Education Sector Analytical and Capacity Development Partnership, 

2013).  
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6.3.3.2. Continuing Professional Development for Principals 

Another key program which aims to develop the capabilities of school principals 

in management and leadership in government-run schools is the Continuing 

Professional Development (CPD) program. It involves developing the knowledge, 

skills, and attitudes of principals in relation to the five areas previously enumerated: 

personality, management, entrepreneurship, supervision, and one‘s social development. 

Since 2011, every government school principal has had to prepare and implement a 

CPD plan. The results of the plan then are considered in one‘s annual school principal 

performance appraisal. School principals draw up their plans with assistance from their 

official supervisor (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013).  

The CPD program has been designed in relation to three levels of competence. 

Levels 1 and 2 consist of 7 units of learning and level 3 consists of 10 units of learning. 

A school principal is expected to complete two units of learning per year as part of his 

or her professional development and to receive assistance from his or her supervisor in 

doing so. School supervisors have been trained in order that they have understandings of 

the units of learning. They are expected to guide school principals on such matters as 

self-study and learning through the cluster mode. The CPD was planned and introduced 

in all districts in 2013 (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013).  

The program is also intended to build capacity at the district level, amongst 

personnel from the DEO, the district personnel board and district education councils. 

The aim is to assist them in developing relevant local CPD regulations, for the 

allocation of district funding and for the professional development of teachers, school 

principals, and school supervisors. Similar capacity building also takes place at the 

provincial level (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013).  
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In addition, the government has implemented a wide range of other principal 

development programs. These include providing scholarships for principals to pursue a 

bachelor or master degree, providing training on school management and leadership, 

and revitalising professional association for principals, namely principal working 

clusters. Also, it has encouraged district governments to try, where possible, to employ 

administrative staff in every primary school to reduce a principal‘s high load in 

administrative work (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2013e). 

6.3.3.3. Performance Appraisal for School Principals 

In 2011, the central government introduced a new model of performance 

appraisal for civil servants under the„Government Regulation Number 46 Year 2011 on 

Performance Appraisal for Civil Servants‟. This mandates performance appraisal in 

relation to work behaviour and work targets. The appraisal of work behaviour focuses 

on service orientation, integrity, commitment, discipline, cooperation, and leadership. 

The appraisal of work targets seeks to measure the achievement of principals‘ annual 

work targets as a teaching principal (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2014; 

Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013). The work targets regarding principals‘ 

teaching responsibilities include, first, planning, implementing, and evaluating teaching 

and learning processes, and, involvement in self-development, scientific publication, 

and/or innovative works, and secondly, to gaining awards, and becoming a tutor, 

mentor, and instructor (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2014). Specifically 

regarding the principalship, the work targets relate to school development, school 

quality improvement, and professional development. Examples of activities are 

rehabilitating classrooms, supplying practicum facilities, and providing training on 

curriculum implementation for teachers (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 

2014).  
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The performance appraisal has been implemented nationally for principals in 

government-run schools since 2013. It seeks to measure the achievement of principals‘ 

annual work targets that should be clear, measurable, relevant, and achievable within a 

certain period of time. This appraisal approach requires principals to set up annual work 

targets approved by their superiors (the head of STIU and the head of DEO) in the 

beginning of the year. The targets, then, become one year work contracts between 

principals and their superiors. By the end of the year, the superiors have appraised the 

achievement of the work targets. The result of the appraisal is used as a basis for 

informing appointments and placements, to provide rewards and for disciplinary 

purposes. It is expected that the appraisal can improve the professionalism of principals 

(Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2014). While it may produce positive 

outcomes, it is also likely to increase the administrative work load of principals as they 

have to prepare work contracts every year.  

6.4. Conclusion 

This chapter has presented an overview of developments in education and in primary 

school leadership that have taken place from 1999 until 2017, against a background of 

education decentralisation policy. It comprised two sections. The first section 

illuminated national education developments during this period. It shows that since 

1999, Indonesia has moved to decentralisation in education forced by economic and 

political crises. Under the decentralisation framework, the aim of education is to 

produce smart and competitive Indonesians (Insan Kamil/Insan paripurna in Indonesian 

term) to support national developments. In order to achieve this aim, the emphasis of 

national education developments has been on education opportunities, quality, 

relevance, and competitiveness. Also, ICT for e-learning and e-management have been 

substantially developed. The second section analysed specific initiatives and changes in 
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relation to primary school leadership. It shows that under education decentralisation or 

school-based management policies, the responsibilities of school-based leaders 

particularly principals have been broadened and the expectations made on them to 

perform their roles have been heightened. Also, there have been significant changes to 

the ways principals are prepared, developed, and supported in their roles. The next 

chapter now goes on to the challenges and issues that individual school leaders perceive 

they face as they perform their work and the strategies they adopt to deal with their 

challenges.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

THE CURRENT CONCERNS OF SCHOOL LEADERS AND ASSOCIATED 

STRATEGIES ADOPTED BY THEM 

7.1. Introduction 

Chapter Six addressed the second aim of the study being reported in this thesis by 

describing developments in education within the nation from 1999 to 2017, with 

particular reference to developments in relation to primary school leadership. It 

indicated that since 1999, Indonesia has moved from centralisation to decentralisation in 

the governance of education. Under the decentralisation framework, national 

developments have laid an emphasis on economic competitiveness to assist in the quest 

to realise a self-reliant, advanced, just, and prosperous Indonesia. In connection with 

this, national education developments have been directed to creating human capital to 

meet the high demand for skilful workers in a globalised industrial world. Associated 

developments that have taken place regarding primary school leadership relate to 

decentralisation in education, school-based management and preparation, development, 

and performance appraisal processes. 

 This chapter now relates to the third aim of the study being reported in this 

thesis, which was to develop an understanding of the current concerns faced by primary 

school leaders in rural, remote, and poor areas where school-based management is now 

a policy, and also an understanding of the strategies adopted by them to deal with those 

concerns. It is divided into two parts. The first part presents three broad themes that 

relate to the concerns identified. The first theme applies to ‗people‘. This is considered 

in relation to student dropout, lack of parental involvement, teacher shortage and 

professionalism, and the principalship. The second theme refers to ‗management‘. This 
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is considered in relation to difficulties experienced in financial management, and issues 

to do with curriculum and instructional management. The third theme refers to 

‗infrastructure. This is considered in relation to lack of educational facilities and poor 

school environment. Finally, the second part of the chapter highlights the strategies 

adopted by school leaders in dealing with their concerns.  

 

7.2. The concerns of school leaders 

7.2.1. Participants’ concerns associated with people 

Four sub-themes were generated from the data regarding the participants‘ concerns 

associated with people. The first sub-theme relates to student dropout and repetition. 

The second sub-theme is connected with issues regarding lack of parental involvement. 

The third sub-theme is associated with issues regarding teacher shortage and lack of 

professionalism. The fourth sub-theme relates to the principalship. A discussion of each 

of these sub-themes will now follow.  

7.2.1.1. Sub-theme one: student dropout and repetition  

As explained in Chapter Six, Indonesia established the nine-year compulsory basic 

education program in 1994. This consists of six years of primary school education and 

three years of junior secondary school education. Since 2000, this program has also 

been integral to the commitment by the Indonesian government of adopting the global 

policy, ‗Education for All‘ (EFA). This program, it will be recalled, mandates that by 

2015, all primary school age-children will have access to and have completed free and 

compulsory primary school education of good quality (Ministry of National Education, 

2011). However, school leaders who participated in the study being reported here 

highlighted difficulties they are having in seeking to maintain student attendance. Three 
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main interrelated causes associated with this issue have been identified. They are parent 

migration, marriage, and the unavailability of inclusive education.  

Participants reported that student dropout is related to parent migration. One of 

the participants reported an example of this as follows: 

The (local) governments expect us not to have students dropping out. However it 

is not easy. Many parents here migrate to a big city and leave their children 

home with their poor and less educated relatives. Their relatives do not have 

money to support. They also do not understand that education is important. So, 

they do not care if children go to school or not. They let children quit from 

schooling for working, marriage, or doing nothing (I. CW.2.3). 

 

Another participant revealed a related effect of the migration of parents on student 

dropout:  

Many parents work in Jakarta to have better income. Some take their children 

with them for a certain time. So, children stop going to school for months. When 

coming back here, only a few of them reenrol their children (I.HB.2.2). 

 

This indicates a view that the migration of parents can result in diminishing support and 

encouragement for their children to go to school. Accordingly, school leaders say they 

often have difficulty trying to persuade students not to abandon school. 

School leaders also reported that students‘getting married is another reason for 

dropout. One of the school principals gave his comment on this as follows: 

In this village, parents allow their children to get married at a young age. So, last 

year, for example, we had a student dropping out because she got married. We 

talked to her parents to postpone it. They said they could not do it. The man has 

approached them for a long time to marry their girl (I.CW.1.2).  

 

Another school principal said: 

 

This year we had a student dropping out for marriage. She was a student with 

special needs. She was quite old as she repeated class several times. We had 

persuaded her to finish her study first but she did not want it (I.IB.1.2).  

 

The situations highlighted here indicate that in rural and isolated villages, marriage at a 

young age is acceptable. School leaders find it difficult to discourage this custom even 

though it can result in pupils abandoning school.  
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 Student dropout, according to principals, also relates to, as stated already, the 

unavailability of inclusive education. They reported that almost every year, they have 

children with special needs enrolling in their school as special primary schools are not 

available in isolated villages. These children, as a result, need to experience an inclusive 

education. However, the schools do not receive additional funding from the government 

to provide the learning resources needed. The result is that the students have to study in 

mainstream classes. Consequently, principals say, they have difficulties in their lessons, 

repeat classes, and even drop out (I. DB.2.1.6; I.DB. 2.1).  

7.2.1.2. Sub-theme two: lack of parental involvement  

School principals reported that parental engagement in education remains low. They 

argue that parents do not fulfil their basic responsibilities, feel reluctant to allocate 

money for education, and do not attend parent-school meetings. Three interrelated 

factors, they state, contribute to these issues. They include a low level of education and 

illiteracy, farming activities, and the mindset of parents.  

The low level of parental engagement in education, principals hold, is related to 

their low level of education and even illiteracy in some cases. Many are only primary 

school graduates and some never went to school at all. Thus, they do not have the skills 

to help their children to learn at home and to do their homework.  

Farming duties, school principals hold, is also a factor affecting parental 

involvement in their children‘s education. Most parents are farmers who often go to 

their fields at dawn and return home in the late afternoon. Such activity, principals state, 

can make it difficult for parents to fulfil their basic responsibilities to their children. As 

one of the school principals said:  

Most parents are farmers. They often go to the paddy field when their children 

are still sleeping. So, it is common that students here do not have breakfast 
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before going to school and do not dress up and style their hair neatly. Their 

parents do not help them (I.IB.3.4.3). 

 

Another school principal illustrated this as follows:  

 

Parents are farmers. They go farming for the whole day. So, they are too tired at 

night. They just turn on the TV for entertainment to relax. In such an 

environment, children are not encouraged to learn. We can‘t expect much of 

their academic performance (I. HB.3.4.3). 

 

In addition, some school principals reported that electricity to enable children‘s learning 

at home is often unavailable in houses.  

Along with the two factors mentioned already, school leaders also highlighted 

that they consider the mindset of some parents to be unhelpful. One of the school 

principals interviewed in the study said: 

The parents and community here view that education is not beneficial. They 

believe that people can be rich without being educated. So, even though most 

parents send their children to school, they do not care about what their children 

learn and do (I. HB.3.4). 

 

A similar comment was provided by another school principal as follows:  

It is difficult to improve students‘ academic achievement here. We don‘t have 

educational support from parents. Parents think that educating children is 

completely the school‘s responsibility. They send children to school just to get 

someone to look after their children when they are farming. They do not have 

expectations of education quality. When we manage parents-school meetings, 

they do not always come (I.AC.3.5) 

 

The mindset that principals referred to is heavily influenced by the circumstance that 

many primary school graduates do not earn more than less educated people. As a result, 

it is not surprising some participants reported that during certain school days, some 

parents take their children to attend family events for several days or even weeks 

(I.GB.3.6), or to help them to harvest crops at harvest time. Sometimes, they state, 

parents are also reluctant to spend money on buying school shoes and additional school 

books (I.GB.3.29; I. HB.3.11).  
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7.2.1.3. Sub-theme three: teacher shortage and lack of professionalism 

The improvement of the quality of education in primary school requires that each school 

has a sufficient number of qualified teachers. However, school leaders who participated 

in the study being reported stated that they frequently do not have a full complement of 

teachers. They are supposed to have six. Sometimes, there is also a shortage of sport and 

religion teachers. To alleviate this problem, principals employ unqualified local people. 

School leaders expressed particular concern that the teachers they use often lack 

even basic teaching capability. One of school principals gave her view on this as 

follows: 

My two honorary teachers lack basic teaching skills. For instance, they are not 

able to teach good hand writing for students in early grades. I think it is because 

they graduated from Senior High School. Besides, one of them is a fresh 

graduate and does not have teaching experience (I.IB. 4.3.).  

 

A further example was provided by another participant, who said: 

I have two honorary teachers who are not able to teach, Mr. S and Mr. J. They 

are just transferring what is written in textbooks. I think it is because they 

graduated from out of school education, paket B and paket C programme. So, 

they don‘t have good bases for teaching (I.AC.4.3.).  

 

School principals also highlighted what they see as the low pay that their schools give to 

non-qualified honorary teachers. This, they believe, leads to poor commitment to 

teaching. At the same time, it also discourages school principals from requiring a high 

level of teaching performance (I.AC.4.1). In other words, they hold that a low level of 

teaching capability and commitment creates constraints against school leaders providing 

a good quality of education. 

Furthermore, participants highlighted that teachers lack the capacity to 

implement current education policies. This they see as being particularly so in relation 

to inclusive education, ICT for student learning and teaching administration, and the 

2013 curriculum, especially where it has a requirement relating to using an authentic 
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learning assessment model. They also emphasised that opportunities for teachers to 

participate in associated professional development are rare. One of the participants 

commented on this as follows: 

My teachers lack opportunities to participate in professional development 

managed by governments. These events are rare and only one or two civil 

servant teachers are invited from each selected primary school. Our honorary 

teachers are not eligible. Thus, teachers here may not have any professional 

development for years (I.EW.4.2.2). 

 

Also, principals hold, lack of information, isolation and poor financial support often 

make it difficult for teachers to participate in those professional development 

opportunities that they need. As one of the participants said: 

Teacher professional development is important for teachers to update their 

knowledge and skills. However, working in a remote area like this, we lack 

information about seminars or workshops available to my teachers. Besides, 

teaching duties and travel create barriers for us to participate in events far from 

school. Also we lack funding to support such activities (I.DB.4.2). 

 

To this, they added difficulties they themselves experience in relation to providing 

professional support for their teachers. These have to do with a culture in which older 

teachers carry more status in society than their younger superordinates. One school 

principal gave voice to this as follows: 

I feel uneasy to assess the teaching performance of my teachers, especially the 

elder, smarter, and more experienced ones like Mr T. He holds a masters degree. 

To my honorary teachers, I should not be demanding. They are underpaid 

(I.AC.4.1).  

 

Another expressed a similar view:  

 

In supervision, I am just sharing. I might know more, I mean, earlier about 

education policies or management, but not about teaching. We all are just the 

same, bachelor graduates. Some teachers may even be more competent than me as 

they are more senior or trained first on the new curriculum (I.DB.4.5).   

 

To this, principals add that their heavy workload often means that they do not have 

sufficient time to supervise teachers individually in the classroom.  
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School principals also highlighted the heavy load of ICT-based administrative 

work required of teachers, including the ICT-based teaching, curriculum and personnel 

administration. However, many lack the necessary ICT skills and often do not have their 

own laptop, while schools either do not have any computers, or have only a very small 

number. Internet access is often unavailable. All of this, it is held, can distract teachers 

from their teaching and thus reduce the quality of education being offered.  

Participants further held that a low level of teacher professionalism is manifested 

in high teacher absenteeism. Teachers, they state, are often absent or arrive late at 

school. The most common reasons given for this are having a long and difficult home-

school commute to make, especially in the rainy season, attending social or cultural 

events such as wedding ceremonies, birth celebrations, circumcision practices, death-

related events, visiting relatives in a different district (I.AC. 4.3.1; I.BW.4.3. 2), having 

a second job (I.IG.4.14), and travelling to the city to carry out non-teaching 

responsibilities (I.GB.4.3.1; I.DB.4.2.3; I.BW.4.2.3.; I.AC..4.2.3). At the same time, 

principals hold that absenteeism is not so high when teachers live near to their school.  

7.2.1.4. Sub-theme four: the principalship 

As explained already in Chapter Six, Indonesia has implemented a policy of education 

decentralisation and school-based management (SBM). SBM has devolved authority for 

education management to the school level. As a consequence, the responsibilities of 

school leaders have been expanded. School principals are expected to be autonomous 

managers and professional leaders (Direktorat Pembinaan Sekolah Dasar, 2013; 

Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013). They are also expected to be professional 

teachers who teach for six hours a week.  

Those school principals who participated in the study being reported here 

claimed to have a very heavy workload as a result of having a broad range of 
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responsibilities in management while still having teaching duties. They also reported 

that they have insufficient support and facilities to enable them to do their work 

effectively. One of the participants gave the following example of this:   

Today, the principal‘s job is very hard. I have lots of work especially in ICT 

based financial and personnel administration. However, I don‘t have an 

administrative staff to assist while I am less capable in ICT. Also, my school 

only has one computer for all teachers and internet connection is unavailable. At 

the same time, I have to teach many hours due to a teacher shortage. Conflicts 

often happen between these two responsibilities (I.HB.3.1). 

 

School principals further highlighted that their day-to-day managerial and 

administrative work is concerned very much with activities associated with the 

implementation of the programs of the Sub-district Technical Implementation Unit 

(STIU). One of participants illustrated this in the following comment:  

Every year, I should prepare my students to participate in so many student 

competition events managed by the STIU, about 30 this year. I also should 

attend many STIU‘s education programs and meetings at principal working 

clusters (K3KS). At the same time, frequently I must respond to endless and 

often sudden data requests by the STIU or our school supervisor (I.AC.3.2 ).  

 

They went on to state that they cannot ignore such requests. In other words, it is a 

‗must‘ for them to participate in, support, and to facilitate all of the STIU‘s education 

programs because they come under the management of the STIU.  

School principals also emphasised what they see as their demanding supervisory 

tasks, and particularly responsibilities associated with teacher performance appraisal. As 

one of the participants stated:   

Supervision today is very demanding especially tasks associated with teacher 

performance appraisal. It requires me to conduct teaching observation with all 

my teachers individually at least two times a year. It is really a lot of work 

(I.HB.3.10). 

 

Another participant commented in similar vein as follows:  

 

Principals are required to conduct teacher performance appraisal. So, I have to 

assess teaching practices of my teachers. Then I type, print, and upload the 

results. It is really complicated, time consuming, costly, and significantly 

increasing my current heavy administrative work (I.AC. 3.3). 
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The situations highlighted here indicate that supervisory tasks, particularly teacher 

performance appraisal, involve engagement in a very wide range of different activities.  

 Regarding management responsibilities, participants claimed they have 

insufficient skills for the tasks expected of them. One of participants gave the following 

illustration of this issue:  

Today all school data should be online. Even, the results of teacher performance 

appraisal should be uploaded. I am less trained about ICT. So I find that 

principal‘s work is troublesome, very difficult (I. AC.3.2).   

They also stated that they are not well prepared for challenging leadership roles that 

arise in rural and remote areas, such as dealing with poorly motivated teachers, poorly 

educated parents or poorly motivated students, and conflicts between school personnel. 

On this, one of the participants gave an example of her difficulties in dealing with a 

conflict with the chair of the school committee: 

 I have conflict with my chair of the school committee. He thinks we do 

something wrong with the SOA‘s budget. We have given him a detailed 

explanation about it many times. I don‘t know what else I can do. He is a kind of 

stubborn person and less educated. It is difficult to make him understand (I. 

EW.3.3). 

 

A further example of this was provided by another participant. He said: 

 

All I need as a principal in a rural and isolated primary school like this is strong 

leadership. I felt this when I had conflict with my school committees and 

teachers. I did my best to deal with it but it was so complicated. I really got 

stressed (I.AC.3.1). 

 

Another participant went on to say that such situations illustrate the need for the specific 

leadership preparation and development. He put it this way:  

I found that leadership is the most difficult task. We can delegate our work but 

not our leadership actions. If I make a mistake, conflicts may happen and I may 

get less support. I see many principals feel the same but we don‘t know how to 

be an effective leader. We need leadership training (I.HB.3.1) 

 

They consider the current leadership preparation program for principals to be 

inadequate, with only a few of them reporting that they received training before being 
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appointed, and that training was not very helpful. One beginning school principal 

commented on this as follows: 

Before being appointed, I was trained for three months. However the training 

courses were too theoretical and complicated to be applied here, a small, rural, 

and remote school. The leadership session was very good though. However it 

was insufficient. I still need more leadership training (I.BW.1.1). 

 

They also claimed that they lack appropriate training to implement such technical 

initiatives as inclusive education and the use of ICT for administrative work and 

learning.  

  The principals further contended that school supervisors only visit them once 

every two months. The focus of supervision is mainly on administration and program 

implementation to ensure they are in line with the STIU‘s programs and expectations. 

As such, it is often merely collecting data that their school supervisor or the STIU 

needs. Rarely is the focus on quality improvement and responding to challenges and 

problems that their schools face in seeking - to enrich student learning and achievement.  

7.2.2. Participants’ concerns associated with management 

Two sub-themes were generated from the data regarding the participants‘ concerns 

associated with management. The first sub-theme relates to the difficulties in financial 

management. The second sub-theme is connected with issues regarding curriculum and 

instructional management. These sub-themes are now investigated.  

7.2.2.1. Sub-theme one:  difficulties in financial management  

School leaders in the study being reported here also highlighted concerns associated 

with management. In particular, they reported difficulties in relation to financial 

management as a result of the nature of the school operation assistance (SOA) grant 

allocated to their schools. It is based on the number of enrolled students, and, is 

considered to be inadequate. As already explained in Chapter Six, because the amount 
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of this grant has been gradually increased since 2009, it is expected that schools should 

no longer charge school fees (Ministry of National Education, 2011). Thus, there is 

often not enough money to finance student participation in competition programs 

managed by STIU. One school principal made a comment on this as follows:  

Our SOA‘s grant, 800,000 rupiahs for each student per year, is insufficient. We 

send students to join many competition programs, about 30 this year. The issue 

of joining these events is that they are held in the city creating huge expenses 

especially for transportation. So, we are always over budget. We often have to 

take a certain amount of money allocated for other educational costs to 

participate in these events (I.EW.1.5.2.).  

 

Another participant made a similar comment: 

 

Ideally every year we should allocate the SOA grant for maintenance and 

learning facilities. However, there is always, no money left. Every year we have 

to participate in so many student competitions organised by the STIU (I. GB. 

1.5.3).  

 

The circumstances illustrated here indicate that the high cost of participation in student 

competition programs results in an insufficient SOA grant to finance other educational 

costs, for instance, providing adequate learning facilities, teacher honorariums, and 

school maintenance. The problem is especially acute in relation to small and rural 

schools. They receive a smaller grant than their larger counterparts, yet still have to 

implement a wide range of mandated government programs and policies. Also, as 

already indicated, these schools usually employ non-qualified teachers and pay them out 

of their own resources.  

Owing to the cost of transporting materials, supplies to remote schools for the 

provision of education can also be more expensive than in urban schools. Nevertheless, 

financial contributions from parents are often not forthcoming. School leaders 

highlighted that this situation is closely related to poverty. On this, one school principal 

stated: 

We collect financial contributions from parents, just a little, 150,000 rupiah a 

year. Still not every parent can contribute. They are poor (I.EW.5.3.2).  



174 

 

 

School principals also highlighted parents‘ views on free primary school education as 

follows:  

Governments promote free basic education intensively. So, the community and 

parents think that primary education is totally free, funded by government. This 

is wrong. The SOA‘s grant aims to free students from education operational 

costs but not from other costs such as buying uniforms, student worksheets, and 

supplementary books (I.AC. 5.3.1). 

 

The comments indicated that the financial contribution from parents is needed to 

finance educational costs that are not covered by the SOA grant. Further, school leaders 

added that it is also needed to finance improvements to a school‘s infrastructure that are 

not covered by the SOA grant such as building landslide barriers, wells for sanitation, a 

school gate, and a school name board.  

The other issue presenting difficulties in financial management is associated 

with having a predetermined budget allocation. In this regard, the allocation of the 

SOA‘s grant has to be in accord with the SOA‘s manual rather than a school‘s need. 

One principal illustrated an associated problem as follows: 

We need to buy new tables to replace the broken ones but we can‘t. The SOA 

manual mandates that budget allocations should give priority to operational 

costs. If we don‘t follow it, we will be in trouble (I.AC.5.2).   

 

A similar comment was given by another participant in a larger school: 

 

We have sufficient books for our students as we receive a school grant from our 

district government (local SOA‘s grant) that some of it should be allocated to 

buy books. However, we still have to allocate the SOA‘s grant to buy books as 

the SOA manual mandates us to buy books every year. So we bought books that 

we didn‘t need (I.GB.5.1). 

 

Overall, the view is that the top-down approach to school budgeting means that schools 

find it difficult to achieve sufficient efficiency and effectiveness in managing their 

resources.  
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7.2.2.2. Sub-theme two: issues regarding curriculum and instructional 

management 

As indicated in Chapter Six, the central government has frequently changed the national 

curriculum since 2004. In 2006, it mandated the implementation of the School Level 

Curriculum (SLC) policy, according to which schools are given autonomy to formulate 

curriculum and manage its implementation (Adriono et al., 2011; Ministry of Education 

and Culture, 2013). However, the school principals who participated in the study being 

reported here stated that they still lack autonomy in relation to curriculum and 

instruction. On this, they held there is a high level of interference by district 

governments in the supply of textbooks. One participant gave an example on this issue 

as follows: 

It is difficult do develop effective teaching and learning. We have to use 

textbooks recommended by the STIU. The textbooks are developed based on the 

national curriculum and an assumption that students in early grades can read. 

Here, most students in early grades can‘t read as they do not have kindergarten. 

But we must use the books, because the test items of final examinations are 

developed based on the textbooks (I.HB. 2.1.5.). 

 

Another participant made a similar comment: 

 

The education goals for students in early grades are that students master reading, 

writing, and calculating. We could achieve these goals easier if we can teach our 

students in our own best way. However, we cannot. Our teaching should follow 

textbooks that the STIU recommends (I.BW.2.2.1). 

 

The circumstance highlighted here indicates that school leaders can have difficulty 

effectively managing instruction because the textbooks provided by the STIU are not 

necessarily those that are deemed to be required.   

School principals also highlighted issues associated with seeking to implement a 

new approach to pedagogy. As explained in Chapter Six, the SLC mandates the 

adoption of a student-centred learning approach, namely PAKEM, at primary school 

level. It is expected that this pedagogical reform will improve the quality of primary 
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school education, which is to be demonstrated by high achievement in relation to the 

standards of competency and graduates (Ministry of National Education, 2011). School 

leaders, however, raised various concerns associated with the initiative. One of them 

illustrated the issue as follows: 

PAKEM requires teachers to apply interactive teaching strategies. It won‘t work 

here. The IQ level of our students is just fair, let‘s say 6 out of 10. So, they need 

detailed explanations, many exercises, and repetitions to understand their 

lessons. Such needs are even more evident for students who do not have 

kindergarten education and students with special needs. If we apply such 

strategies, students will have more difficulties in mastering their lessons (I. 

BW.7.2.4).  

 

Another participant offered a similar view. He said: 

 

If we follow the curriculum to apply the student centred learning approach, our 

students will be slower in mastering their lessons (I.HB.7.2.2). 

 

In particular, the principals believe that this model is not suitable for the learning 

abilities of students in the circumstances in which they find themselves.  

Referring specifically to the 2013 curriculum, one of participants commented as 

follows:   

The 2013 curriculum mandates the adoption of a thematic learning model. This 

model gives us trouble. For instance, my teacher should finish one theme within 

one day and start teaching another theme in the following days. This is difficult. 

My teachers will be in a rush as students need a longer time to understand the 

lessons in a thematic approach. Moreover, teachers often teach in two different 

classrooms at the same time while the thematic learning model needs full teacher 

attendance. Also, we don‘t have sufficient instructional media to support this 

kind of learning (I.BW.7.2.4). 

 

Principals also experience difficulties with using and overseeing the use of the 

associated learning assessment model. This model is considered by them to be too 

complicated and too time consuming. As one participant commented: 

The 2013 curriculum requires us to do qualitative or descriptive assessment. 

This requires us to describe our students‘ progress and results, but not rank 

students. This is confusing, complicated and time consuming (I.EW. 7.2.). 
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Further, school leaders reported that the frequent changes that are made to the 

curriculum at the national level can disrupt the process of teaching and learning in a 

way that can diminish the quality of education.  

7.2.3. Participants’ concerns associated with infrastructure  

Two sub-themes were generated from the data regarding the participants‘ concerns 

associated with infrastructure. The first sub-theme relates to lack of education facilities. 

The second sub-theme is connected with issues regarding a poor school environment. 

These sub-themes are now delineated.  

7.2.3.1. Sub-theme one: lack of education facilities 

Good infrastructure and school facilities are essential to enable the process of teaching 

and learning to take place. On this, the central government has established the minimum 

standards required of education facilities. Also, under the decentralisation policy, the 

central government shares responsibilities with the local governments to gradually 

develop education facilities in primary schools to meet the national standards (Ministry 

of Education and Culture, 2013; Ministry of National Education, 2011). However, 

school principals participating in the study being reported here claimed they have poor 

education facilities in their schools. Many have fewer than six classrooms and many 

existing classrooms are sub-standard in terms of size and quality. This is a hindrance to 

providing a good quality of education, they say. One of the participants reported on this 

issue as follows: 

Our classrooms for students in grade one and grade two are too small. It was 

originally one classroom that was divided into two with plywood. It is not 

conducive to support an effective student learning as when one class is learning 

to sing, the other class gets disturbed (I. DB.6.1). 

 

Some also reported not having a school yard, sanitation, a room for a library, and a 

principal‘s and teachers‘ room because of a shortage of land (I.DB.6.3).  
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 School principals further emphasised that they lack appropriate teaching and 

learning equipment, including visual aids, especially for science. They also claim to be 

short of appropriate books for the library, sports equipment, an LCD projector, and 

instructional media to facilitate engagement in inclusive education and productive 

learning. Again, this problem is mainly attributable to a small school budget, 

compounded by inefficient distribution and supply of teaching and learning resources. 

7.2.3.2. Sub-theme two: a poor school environment   

Principals also experience, as they see it, a poor physical environment at the school. In 

particular, they often encounter water scarcity in the dry season and have to negotiate 

difficult tracks and roads, especially in the rainy season. Also, internet connections for 

doing ICT-based administration work are often unavailable, or are very unreliable 

(I.GB.25). Some principals whose schools are located in remote villages with very small 

communities also reported that they may lack electricity. This restricts students being 

able to study at night (I.FB. 10; I.GB.1). One of the participants gave an example of the 

general issue as follows:   

I have students who live behind the small hill over there. In the rainy season, the 

track from there to school is dangerous, narrow and very slippery as it is a soil 

base. Thus, in the rainy season, they are often absent. Parents do not let them go 

to school (I.BW.3). 

 

Another participant provided a similar illustration:  

 

We do not have sanitation and there is a lack of running water. It makes us 

difficult to teach students about cleanliness and religious practices for instance 

wudlu (Islamic ritual ablution before praying) that needs water. So, it really 

gives us constraints to developing strong character and the religiosity of our 

students (I.FB.4)  

 

The overall situation, it is held, creates constraints for school leaders in their pursuit of 

good quality teaching and learning.   
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7.3. The strategies that school leaders adopt to deal with their concerns 

7.3.1. Dealing with concerns associated with people   

7.3.1.1. Dealing with student dropout and repetition 

School principals reported several actions that they take to deal with student dropout. 

They conduct home visits to students who are potentially drop outs. These are students 

who are absent for more than a week or even months at a time. During their visits, 

school leaders and teachers try to persuade students to complete their primary school 

education and ask their parents or guardians to provide support and encouragement 

(I.AC.15; I.IB.17).  

School principals also reported that they conduct tutorial classes for students in 

grade 6 who may be at risk in their final school examinations. On this, some principals 

reported that they assign the classroom teacher for grade 6 to give special tutorials in 

science, Indonesian, and mathematics. In addition, some principals require teachers to 

teach additional hours, such as half an hour before school or after school, especially to 

students who may be considered at risk of repeating a grade. These are usually students 

who have difficulties with writing, reading and mathematics (I.CW.8).  

Along with these endeavours, school principals reported that they sometimes 

adopt a ‘special‘ policy of persuading students who have been absent for weeks and 

months to continue their schooling. They also refrain from moving students with special 

needs in the early grades who are not able to read, to the next grade, even though they 

are expected to (I.CW.21; I.IB.8). Also, they set relatively ‗low‘ standards of learning 

mastery and graduate competency level. One of the participants gave an example on this 

matter. He said:  
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The DEO expects us not to have student repetition. It is tough as we have 

students with special needs and students who do not have kindergarten. So, we 

set relatively low Minimum Mastery Criteria (MMC) achievable for all our 

students. We are also expected to have a 100% student completion rate. So, we 

set ‗achievable‘ graduate competency standards (GCS) in mathematics, 

Indonesian, and science is 3.25, 3, and 3 respectively (I. EW.4).  

 

This policy they adopt, participants stated, is effective in reducing student attrition and 

repetition.   

7.3.1.2. Dealing with low parental involvement in education  

School leaders reported that in order to deal with low parental involvement in education, 

they arrange parent–school meetings once or twice a year. The aim of the meeting is to 

build understanding among parents that education is important, and to encourage their 

engagement. During the meetings, they inform parents about such matters, as academic 

programs, the expected education roles of parents, and student issues. The meetings are 

considered to be very useful, especially in relation to primary schools serving 

communities where many parents and students live in scattered settlements and quite far 

from the school.  

Despite these efforts, school principals reported that parental involvement in 

education remains low. One of participants commented on this, saying:  

We manage a parent-school meeting, once a year for parents of students in grade 

1 to 5, and twice a year for parents of students in grade 6. During the meeting, 

we talk to parents about education and their children‘s behaviour. In a special 

meeting for parents of students in grade 6, we inform parents about the final 

school examination. We ask them to give more attention to their children, and to 

motivate them to study more at home. However it does not make any difference. 

Parents do not care about it and usually not all parents attend the meeting 

(I.AC.18).  

 

Principals also hold that the negative attitude of many parents toward education could 

take years to change.  
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7.3.1.3. Dealing with issues of teacher professionalism 

School principals reported having a common strategy to deal with teacher shortages. In 

particular, they are flexible in relation to staffing. When they need, for instance, a 

religion or a sports teacher, they employ them as substitute classroom teachers. Also, 

they may require classroom teachers to teach in two different classrooms at the same 

time. Furthermore, it is common for school principals themselves to take responsibility 

as classroom teachers. They realise that this practice may reduce the quality of 

education, but claim it is often necessary in order to keep classes running every day. 

To develop teacher competencies, school principals reported that they encourage 

teachers to actively participate in ‗teacher working clusters‘ (TWC). They consist of 

teachers from several primary schools and are organised by the STIU. Within a TWC, 

teachers can learn new teaching competencies from their school supervisor or from a 

colleague who has just come back from a training programme. They can also work with 

other teachers on ICT-based administrative work relating to their teaching. However, 

participants reported that a TWC is insufficient in itself to develop teacher 

professionalism (I.BW.11). The focus is very much, they say, on completing such 

routine work as developing test items and writing syllabi and lesson plans, rather than 

on how to respond to their contextual teaching challenges. Also, external experts are 

often not present. In addition, due to financial constraints, TWC activities frequently do 

not run for months or a year (I.DB.15; 1.4.2.FB.1; 1.4.2.DB.2; 1.4.2.BW.3). 

Furthermore, some school principals reported that the necessity to travel a long distance 

for attending a TWC requires teachers to finish earlier in a week than usual. 

School principals also reported that in cases of teachers having certain 

specialised skills in ICT, having an award as a high achievement teacher at subdistrict 

level, or having been awarded a masters degree, they often encourage informal peer 
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collaboration. They ask these teachers to work with their colleagues in their areas of 

expertise and to share their new knowledge or skills (I.AC.35). Along with this, 

teachers, it is held, often share teaching problems and strategies during break time, and 

consider possible solutions (I.AC.35; I.FB.8; I.GB.26).  

Role modelling is considered to be very important for dealing with teacher 

absenteeism. School principals reported that they model for their teachers the discipline 

deemed to be required of a professional. For instance, they often arrive at school earlier 

than their teachers (I.WB3.7). Some also draw on religious values to remind teachers 

about their responsibilities (I.IB.13). Despite such efforts, however, school leaders 

acknowledge that in some cases it is hard to alleviate teacher absenteeism. One of 

school principals commented on this as follows:  

  It is not easy to deal with teacher absenteeism. We have honorary teachers. We 

give them very low pay. They need more money for their family.  So, I can 

understand if they need one or two days off within a week to do a side job 

(I.CW.3) 

 

It is also not easy to prevent teachers from attending wedding ceremonies or funerals 

during teaching hours. This is because attending such events is part of the local 

traditions and expectations.  

7.3.1.4. Dealing with issues on the principalship 

School principals reported that they share responsibilities with teachers in dealing with 

their heavy administrative work load. This includes sharing responsibilities regarding 

the administration of school finance, often by assigning a teacher as a treasurer. They 

also share responsibilities for administering on-line data entry and document uploading 

by assigning a teacher as a school operator. However, some school principals reported 

that they do all of the school administrative work by themselves. This is often because 

their teachers lack ICT skills. Furthermore, they often feel uncomfortable asking 
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teachers who are already fully occupied with their own teaching and administrative 

work, to help them. Accordingly, they do not delegate principals‘ responsibilities to 

teachers (I.AC.45).  

School principals contended that they regularly work together with other 

principals through principal working clusters, namely K3KS in Indonesian short term, to 

prepare a wide range of ICT-based data and reports. One of the participants gave voice 

to this as follows: 

Principals have a K3KS forum through which principals from 9 primary schools  

meet. There, we help each other to complete a wide range of data requests or 

school reports. It is useful as we don‘t need to work from scratch. We can get a 

copy of formatted files so that we can just enter our data or type some 

information on the files (I.AC.3).  

 

School principals also reported that such networking is often very helpful in helping 

them to improve their ICT skills.  

7.3.2. Dealing with concerns associated with management  

7.3.2.1. Dealing with difficulties in financial management  

School principals reported on certain strategies they use to deal with their financial 

challenges. As principals, when the school budget is unavailable, they use their own 

money first or take on debt. They also borrow money from other teachers to pay for 

materials and pay back the money when the SOA grant is transferred to the school 

account (I.DB.5). Additionally, they also encourage teachers to reduce the school 

financial burden in various ways. For instance, they often persuade teachers to do 

unpaid extra work, such as providing tutorial classes after working hours or developing 

test items for final examinations (I. IB.15). To achieve this, they stress such community 

values as caring, solidarity and familial spirit (kekeluargaan). These values relate to 

teachers caring for each other and trying to get them to work together to deal with 

financial difficulties and other challenges facing the school (I.BW.16). 
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School principals further reported that they occationally manage to generate 

financial contributions from parents. The contributions are needed to provide additional 

funding for school operations due to an insufficient SOA grant and to finance 

educational costs not being covered by the SOA grant, for instance, buying student 

uniforms and student worksheets or building landslide barriers. There are two main 

strategies that they use for this. First, they collect money directly from parents. 

Secondly, they take a certain amount from allocated government scholarships and grants 

and reallocate it to poor parents to support their children‘s education. They argue that, 

considering the level of poverty that exists, such a reallocation is morally justified 

(I.BW.36).   

In order to obtain financial contributions voluntarily, school principals reported 

that they work closely with their school committees. At parent-school meetings, usually 

held once or twice a year, they ask the chairperson of their school committee to lead the 

discussion about the school‘s need to collect money from parents. Further, they inform 

the chairperson on the allocations of the collected money and the SOA‘s budget in 

general (I.FB.13). This strategy is useful in dispelling amongst parents any notion of a 

potential conflict of interest in relation to school finance (I.IB.16). 

School principals also suggested that they are tactical in dealing with the 

predetermined budget allocations. For instance, as they are usually over budget with 

regard to paying transportation fees for students engaging in competitions in the city, 

they need to use money intended to be allocated for other educational costs such as 

maintenance costs and teacher honorariums. They have found that they can make 

appropriate ‗adjustments‘ legally through interpreting the SOA manual in a flexible 

way.  
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7.3.2.2. Dealing with issues on the management of instruction and curriculum  

School principals reported that they focus instruction by their teachers on achieving pre-

set education targets. The targets, as mandated by the DEO, are aimed at reducing 

student repetition and dropout and achieving a 100 percent graduation rate (I.IB.9). 

Accordingly, the emphasis for students in the early grades is on teaching writing, and 

reading and calculating skills. Principals believe that when students master these three 

basic skills, they will be able to learn other subjects successfully and not have to repeat 

a class (I.DB.13). The emphasis for students in the higher grades is on mathematics, 

Indonesian, and science to prepare them for the final school examinations (I.CW.14). 

School principals purported that they encourage teachers to make some 

adjustments to the curriculum. In particular, they advise that for certain students it is 

still appropriate to use drilling and memorisation when teaching them. Further, they 

encourage teachers to apply an interactive learning method (PAKEM model) only when 

they are properly trained and learning resources are available to provide support. Also, 

they allow teachers to supplement the use of the textbooks recommended by the STIU 

with others they consider suitable.  

7.3.3. Dealing with concerns associated with infrastructure 

School principals reported that they rely on government funding to construct and 

rehabilitate classrooms. They apply to the local government for facility-development 

funding. They do not ask parents to make a financial contribution because the costs 

involved are beyond their financial capabilities. They do, however, involve the 

community in construction and rehabilitation management. They entrust the chairperson 

of the school committee, who is usually a local leader, with the tasks of organising 

parents, school committee members and the community to work on government-funded 

classroom constructions and rehabilitations. They also entrust him or her with the 
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money to pay for materials. This is usually crucial as the government funding is 

frequently insufficent because of the high cost of delivering building materials to 

schools. On the other hand, some principals do not involve the chairperson, school 

committee, and local people at all, deeming that they lack commitment and that this 

could result in more harm than good being done. 

 School principals contended that parents and community members often 

collaborate with the school committee and the village leaders to build new and safe 

tracks from home to school (I.BW.4), to provide running water for sanitation (I.FB.6), 

to build landslide barriers, and to develop spaces for playgrounds. One of the principals 

stated how he goes about this as follows:  

We need a safer track for some students living far from here. For this, I talk to 

community leaders to find a solution. They have agreed that they would build 

the track. They will use ―village cash‖ to fund it. People here will work together 

to build the track (I.BW.4). 

 

All of this demands that school principals have good relations with local leaders.  

To address inadequate learning and teaching facilities, school leaders sometimes 

resort to resources from the environment. They suggest to teachers that, whenever 

possible, they should use small stones for shot putting in sport (I.BW.3.12) and should 

explore nature when teaching science (I.BW.3.12). Yet, they hold, this is not enough. 

Environment-based learning resources, using local resources, they state, cannot replace 

using such learning facilities as laptops, LCD projectors, visual aids for science, and 

special instructional media for students with special needs (I.CW.6).  

7.3.4. The practices of school leadership 

School principals continously mentioned that they have a heavy workload associated 

with administration, management, and supervision, while still having teaching 

responsibilities. To deal with this situation, some share or distribute leadership. They 
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say that in doing so, they empower teachers. They often assign a teacher to be a mentor 

for his or her colleague. They also share some leadership and managerial 

responsibilities with teachers by giving them responsibility for financial administration 

and administering personnel data online. Others, however, do all of the work themselves 

as they perceive that their teachers lack the necessary skills.  

It has already been pointed out that school principals invite community 

participation through the school committee, which they establish as mandated by the 

SBM national policy. However, they limit the committee‘s considerations to issues 

about education facilities and finance. Normally, they do not involve members in 

curriculum and pedagogy matters. Also, they rarely hold parent-teacher meetings more 

than once or twice a year.  

Finally, principals hold that, because of the high administrative and managerial 

work load, their instructional leadership is often weakened. They rarely supervise 

instruction in the classroom. They also find it difficult to hire substitute teachers who 

are qualified, to obtain suitable resources to improve the quality of teaching and 

learning and to buffer teachers from a high work load associated with ICT-based 

administrative tasks.  

7.4. Conclusion 

This chapter has addressed the third aim of the study reported in this thesis by providing 

a detailed exposition of the reported concerns faced by primary school leaders in rural 

and isolated areas in Indonesia and of the strategies they adopt to deal with them. Three 

broad themes regarding these concerns were identified, namely, concerns associated 

with people, with management, and with infrastructure. An overview of what has been 

reported so far, along with a discussion and conclusion are now provided in the 

concluding chapter.   
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

OVERVIEW, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSION 

 

8.1. Introduction 

Indonesia is a postcolonial nation. Initially, it was colonised by the Dutch for a long 

period and then by Japan for a very short period, after which it proclaimed 

independence. Immediately following this proclamation, the government established a 

highly centralised education system. The central government‘s Ministry of Education, 

Instruction, and Culture controlled all of the levels of education. Standardisation, 

bureaucracy and uniformity characterised education policy and practices during this era 

(Bjork, 2000; Djojonegoro, 1997).  

In 1999, there was a shift from a centralised to a decentralised approach  to 

education. Authority for education management was devolved from the central 

government level to the local government level, with authority for the establishment of 

national policies and standards being retained at the central government level. This was 

in the quest to assure the quality of education nationally (Ministry of Education and 

Culture, 2013).  

Indonesia is a developing country as indicated by its low level of gross national 

income (GNI) (World Bank, 2015). Since proclaiming independence, the country has 

received significant financial assistance from developed countries and international 

agencies, including for the development of the national education system. On this, it is 

instructive to know how, assisted by international agencies, the government of 

Indonesia reconstructed a national education system, which was highly centralised, to 

becoming decentralised. In this regard, some studies have been undertaken focusing 

broadly on the impact of decentralisation in education on student access, education 
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quality, education spending, equity in primary and secondary school education 

(Kristiansen & Pratikno, 2006; Samosir, 2008), and the quality of education service 

delivery (Simatupang, 2009). Studies on decentralisation in education at the school 

level, especially through school-based management (SBM) have focused on community 

participation, school management structures, autonomy, accountability and transparancy 

(Sumintono, 2006; World Bank, 2011, 2012), participatory decision making process in 

the schools (Bandur, 2012a), and the nature of the authority of the local school 

communities (Bjork, 2006). While these studies have focused on education more 

broadly, very few have investigated school leadership specifically in challenging 

contexts geographically and demographically in Indonesia, where SBM is required. 

Indeed, the matter of leadership of primary schools in general has been neglected 

overall as a focus of academic attention in Indonesia.    

The study reported in this thesis was carried out to help address this deficit. This 

final chapter now opens with an overview of the significance of the study and its 

research design and methodology. It goes on to present, in the form of a set of 

assertions, a discussion of the key results regarding each of the three research questions 

pursued in the study. The transferability of the study‘s findings is then considered. 

Finally, consideration is given to the implications of the research for theory, for future 

research, and for policy and practice. 

8.2. Overview of the study 

The study reported in this thesis had three fundamental aims. The first aim was to 

develop an understanding of the historical background to primary school leadership in 

Indonesia from 1945 to 1998, when centralisation in education was a government 

policy. The second aim was to develop an understanding of the developments that took 

place in relation to primary school leadership since 1999, during which period 
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decentralisation in education has been policy. The third aim was to develop an 

understanding of the current concerns faced by primary school leaders in challenging 

circumstances geographically and demographically, especially against a backdrop of 

SBM and of the strategies adopted by them to deal with those concerns.  

8.2.1. Significance of the study 

Investigating leadership at the primary school level in postcolonial Indonesia (a 

developing country) in challenging circumstances geographically and demographically, 

with SBM being pursued as official government policy, was considered significant for 

four major reasons. The first reason is that the school leadership literature has been 

dominated by studies on the cultural, economic, and political systems of developed 

countries, especially those located in Europe and North America, and is largely devoid 

of insights from the developing world (Floyd & Fuller, 2014; Simkins et al., 2010), 

formerly ruled by Europeans (Oplatka, 2004) and particularly from the Asian regions 

(Hallinger & Bryant, 2013b). Thus, in the study that has been reported here, the way 

school leadership has been informed and shaped by Indonesia‘s politics and its low 

level of socio-economic development has been elucidated. The second reason why the 

study is of significance is that, despite the well-documented positive correlation that has 

been established between school leadership and students‘ learning achievement, there is 

little research on leadership and management in schools in remote and underdeveloped 

areas has been undertaken particularly from the perspective of the day-to-day lived and 

working experiences of the principals (Plessis, 2014). The third reason why the study is 

of significance is that the relationship between context and leadership continues to be 

under-theorised. Indeed, until recently there has been little acknowledgement of the 

importance of considering context and its influence on leadership practices (Vroom & 

Jago, 2007). Finally, as discussed later in this chapter, the study‘s results indicate the 
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need to address the professional development and learning needs of primary school 

leaders working in challenging circumstances geographically and demographically 

under the SBM policy, where they have broad responsibility for achieving education 

goals while facing challenging internal and external contextual factors, and dealing with 

a wide range of mandated education reforms, in some cases as a consequence of 

globalisation.  

8.2.2. Research design and methodology 

Guided by the interpretive view (Blaikie & Priest, 2017; Schwartz-Shea & Yanow, 

2012) that human experiences and actions hold meanings for individuals and need to be 

interpreted within social and historical contexts, the study reported in this thesis set out 

to investigate school leadership in context, from the educational leaders‘ perspective, 

and particularly in relation to the third research question. The participants in the section 

of the study dealing with that question were principals in government-run primary 

schools in the setting mentioned already.  

The main data gathering methods included semi-structured, in-depth interviews, 

and document interrogation. Historical documents alone were analysed to address the 

first research aim. The second aim of the study was addressed primarily through an 

analysis of contemporary policy documents. The third aim was addressed by means of 

semi-structured in-depth interviews with primary school principals and informal 

observations.  

The data were analysed using grounded theory methods of data analysis, 

specifically the use of open coding (Cresswell, 2013) and analytic induction (Punch, 

2014). The open coding process allowed for the researcher to generate conceptual 

categories by identifying concepts and comparing them constantly (Cresswell, 2013). 

Concurrently, the analytic induction involved seeking relationships between generated 
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categories and the generation of provisional themes, including by pursuing and 

accounting for negative evidence in the data (Punch, 2014). All of this activity led to the 

development of themes and associated categories in relation to each of the three central 

research questions. 

8.2.3. Summary of the results of the study 

Chapters Five, Six and Seven addressed the first, second and third aims of the study 

respectively. Chapter Five provided an understanding of the historical background to 

education in general, and to primary school leadership specifically, from 1945 to 1998, 

when the centralisation of education was official policy. It should enable the reader to 

understand the events that took place following the introduction of the centralisation 

framework in Indonesia and to historically locate the key elements of contemporary 

education reality during the decentralisation era. Chapter Six provided an understanding 

of the developments that have taken place in relation to primary school education in 

general, and school leadership especially, from 1999 up until 2017. In doing so, it 

provided an understanding of what the Indonesian government has done to develop 

education nationally and, in particular, to shape primary school leadership during the 

decentralisaiton era. Finally, Chapter Seven provided an understanding of the challenges 

that are of current concern to primary school leaders in challenging circumstances 

geographically and demographically in Indonesia, and the strategies school leaders 

adopted to deal with those challenges. Attention is now turned to drawing together and 

discussing the main results outlined in each of the chapters. This discussion is presented 

in the form of a set of key assertions arising from the results in relation to each research 

question. 
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8.2.3.1. The First Research Aim 

Chapter Five addressed the first aim of the study, namely, to develop an understanding 

of the historical background to primary school leadership in Indonesia from 1945 to 

1998. It charted the history of Indonesia, of education generally, and of primary school 

leadership, with reference specifically to the two periods of rule: the ‗old order era‘, 

from 1945 to 1966, and the ‗new order era, from 1967 to 1998.  

Assertion One  

Between 1945 and 1998, the government of Indonesia gradually developed a highly 

centralised governance system, originally established by the Dutch. The system 

was mainly driven by internal political and economic conditions.    

Chapter Five revealed that the political situation of Indonesia from 1945 to 1966 was 

fragile. Despite the proclamation of independence on 17 August, 1945, a war of 

independence against the Dutch was still being waged until 1950 (Falch & Fischer, 

2012). Also, after gaining full independence, many conflicts, rebellions, and separatist 

movements occurred and threatened national unity. In order to tackle the chaotic 

situation, the government adopted a ‗guided democracy‘ approach that centralised 

power in the hands of the president. However, this did not stop turmoil occuring within 

the country. The most severe rebellion took place in 1965, led by the Indonesian 

Communist Party (Adriono et al., 2011; Djojonegoro, 1997). Also, the economic 

situation of Indonesia was weak. The country inherited heavy debts from the Dutch 

colonial state. In addition, agriculture and mineral exports were still controlled mostly 

by the Dutch or by the Chinese. The State also lacked an efficient tax-levying capacity, 

resulting in constant fiscal instability (Kimura, 2013).  
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 From 1967 to 1998, however, the political situation was stabilised. In 1965, 

Mayor General Soeharto successfully tackled the most severe rebellion, known as the 

Movement of 30 September/Indonesia Communist Party. Soon after this, Soeharto 

replaced Soekarno as the President of the Republic of Indonesia (Djojonegoro, 1997). 

He accelerated the centralisation of governance in order to maintain political stability. 

This was considered necessary to ensure the establishment of a base of economic 

development and to build national unity (Kimura, 2013; Tilaar, 2004). Soeharto 

centralised authority in the military, the bureaucracy, the economy, and even in culture 

(Kimura, 2013). As a result, Indonesia became a highly centralised and bureaucratic 

country for a long period, as did the national education system.  

  Centralisation in governance that located authority for making decisions at the 

central government level created a culture of dependency amongst civil servants. In 

primary school education, state teachers and school principals came to lack creativity 

and initiative. They always expected to receive guidance to implement any education 

changes from above. In addition, for many principals their day-to-day work was mainly 

administrative. So, overall, they lacked the leadership capacity to initiate. These 

circumstances are consistent with other studies that investigated how highly centralised 

education systems have an impact on school leadership (Lee & Hallinger, 2012; 

Oplatka, 2004). In particular, this arrangement created weak leadership among school 

principals as indicated by lack of initiative and limited autonomy. They considered 

themselves primarily as executors of regulations and decrees issued from above (Çınkır, 

2010; Oplatka, 2004). This historical inheritance still has an influence today.  
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Assertion Two 

Developments in national education from 1945 to 1998 were directed to meet 

national needs and were supported by overseas financial assistance and resources. 

Chapter Five revealed that national education developments from 1945 to 1998, were 

directed to meet national needs. From 1945 to 1966, the ‗old order‘ government 

established the national education system and developed a national curriculum. It had as 

a primary function to build patriotism and nationalism as a response to the weak 

political situation at this time (Adriono et al., 2011). Thus, priority was given to 

education expansion through the development of formal and out-of-school education 

programs. Little attention, however, was given to improving education quality 

(Djojonegoro, 1997).  

From 1967 to 1998, during the ‗new order‘ era, the political situation became 

stable. National developments, accordingly, could be planned and implemented 

systematically through the five-year REPELITA programs (Adriono et al., 2011). The 

emphasis was on economic development, targeting a balanced economic structure of 

industry and agriculture (Republik Indonesia, 1973). For this, it was necessary to plan to 

create skilful Indonesians who would also be nationalistic. Thus, unlike in the previous 

era, the emphasis was on the expansion of education opportunities and the improvement 

of education quality and relevance (Djojonegoro, 1997; Rifa'i, 2011) 

The national education developments during this period received financial 

assistance from overseas, mainly from developed countries and from such multilateral 

agencies as the IMF, the World Bank, IGGI, The Asian Development Bank, UNDP, 

UNICEF and UNESCO (Djojonegoro, 1997). It took the form of loans and grants, to 

finance higher education developments, to provide scholarships for Indonesians in order 

to study abroad, and to improve policy analysis and the general research capability of 
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the staff in the national Department of Education and Culture (Djojonegoro, 1997). 

Given the Western orientation of the reforms, it is hardly surprising that teachers, 

education administrators and policy makers often drew upon Western-centred ideas and 

thinking in developing education policies and practices. These Western approaches, 

however, were often not suitable for Indonesian contexts (Departemen Pendidikan dan 

Kebudayaan, 1965). Also, due to the lack of availability of learning resources, teachers 

often imported textbooks from Western countries to be used in teaching (Departemen 

Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 1965). 

School leadership was also neglected, including in relation to school principals. 

Senior teachers were assigned as principals merely based on the recommendations of 

provincial governments and without prior training in leadership and management 

(Djojonegoro, 1997). Their main responsibilties were providing education as mandated 

by the MoEC to build patriotism and nationalism. Any kind of improvisation or 

development in education was not expected (Tilaar, 2004). Thus, their work 

performance was assessed and rewarded mainly on the basis of their behaviour in 

respecting authority such as showing obedience, loyalty, and cooperation (Bjork, 2006). 

Other studies in many other countries where the education system was highly 

centralised before being decentralised (Çınkır, 2010; Oplatka, 2004) indicate that such 

behaviours seem too hard to change despite the implementation of SBM policy. Overall, 

it appears that this legacy also had an influence in Indonesia. 

8.2.3.2. The Second Research Aim 

Chapter Six addressed the second aim of the study, namely, to develop an understanding 

of the developments that have taken place in relation to primary school leadership in 

Indonesia from 1999 until 2017. The rationale behind the pursuit of this aim arose out of 

the recognition that it is instructive to know what the Indonesian government did to 
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develop education and, in particular, to shape primary school leadership according to 

the education decentralisation framework, and how this may still be having an impact 

on the present. 

Assertion One 

Since 1999, there has been a move from centralisation to decentralisation in 

education. This is intended to promote education equality and quality through 

standardisation.  

Chapter Six revealed that, in 1999, there was a move from centralisation to 

decentralisation in education. It was driven by the financial crisis in 1997, and also was 

a response to The World Bank‘s recommendation to decentralise the authority of 

education management to local governments and schools. It devolved authority for 

education management from the central government level to local government levels 

and to schools (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013). In order to ensure that the 

quality of education nationally under the decentralisation framework would be 

maintained and even improved, the central government retained authority for the 

establishment of national education policies and standards. Since then, a wide range of 

national standards have been published. Among those relevant to primary education are 

the standards for educational management at the district level, the minimum service 

standards relating to basic education and primary school education, and the national 

education standards (NES) relating to graduate competence, content, teaching and 

learning, education assessment, education personnel, desired education facilities, 

management, and financial operations.  

Despite its implementation over more than 15 years, the results of education 

decentralisation continue to be debated. In Chapter Six, it was revealed that the policy 
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can create barriers for equal teacher distribution especially when district governments 

lack capacity in teacher management (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013; 

Ministry of National Education, 2011). This can lead to poor education quality in 

regions that do not have a sufficient number and quality of teachers. It also can lead to 

inefficiency in regions that have a teacher surplus. Further, there is a tendency in certain 

districts to post teachers to urban areas (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 

2013e) and to place the best teachers in the best schools. This may also lead to inequity 

in the provision of education opportunities (OECD/Asian Development Bank, 2015). 

Also, Chapter Six revealed that there can be an increase in the gap in education between 

the poor and the affluent regions, as indicated by substantial differences in participation 

rates at all education levels among the provinces (Kementerian Pendidikan dan 

Kebudayaan, 2013e).  

Education decentralisation has resulted in the devolution of authority to the 

school level through SBM since 2001. This has involved devolution regarding resource 

management. The argument is that this is an effective means to improve education 

quality and to achieve universal basic education (Kementerian Pendidikan dan 

Kebudayaan, 2013a, 2013b) as proposed by the World Bank. However other studies 

(Bjork, 2003, 2006) have reported reluctance amongst school principals and teachers to 

use autonomy in intruction and curriculum development because traditionally they have 

been guided ‗from above‘. A more recent study supports the results reported in this 

thesis that school leaders can still lack autonomy due to the intervention of district 

governments in all areas of school programs, including in relation to the choice of 

textbooks and the curriculum (Bandur, 2009; World Bank, 2012). Further, Chapter 

Seven revealed that school leaders in remote areas may have difficulty in obtaining 

financial support from the community and parents. Accordingly, they often lack the 
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resources to meet the NES. Given such a situation, SBM, may be leading to an increase 

in the discrepancies in student achievement, in student dropout rates (Toi, 2010), and in 

student enrolment rates in primary and secondary schools (Samosir, 2008). In addition, 

a recent study indicates a low level of principal competencies (The Education Sector 

Analytical and Capacity Development Partnership, 2013). This can be a major barrier to 

efficient school management under the SBM framework, a matter supported by various 

other studies (Bjork, 2000; 2003; Chapman, 2002; Çınkır, 2010; Nakaya & Suwa, 2001; 

Sofo et al., 2012; Sumintono, 2006).  

Assertion Two 

From 1999 to 2017, a wide range of national education developments had taken 

place under the decentralisation framework. These were directed to support 

industrialisation, driven by globalisation, and had an impact on leaders working at 

the primary school level, including in challenging circumstances 

Chapter Six revealed that since 1999, the developments in education nationally have 

been directed to produce a smart and competitive population to support extensive 

industrialisation, driven by globalisation (Adriono et al., 2011; Kementerian Pendidikan 

National, 2005). Accordingly, the expansion of education opportunities continues to 

receive priority. As part of this, the government became committed to implementing a 

policy of nine years of compulsory basic education since 1994, which was also related 

to the government‘s commitment toward the International Declaration on Human Rights 

and the EFA to produce skilled workers. Also, attention was given to improving 

education quality and relevance, and making it competitive internationally  (Ministry of 

Education and Culture, 2013; Ministry of National Education, 2011).  
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The improvement of education quality and relevance nationally is intended to be 

achieved through standardisation and the adoption of ‗education thinking‘ from 

developed countries. The NES, accordingly, was established. It mandated the adoption 

of student-learning approaches, as originally developed in Western countries. Also, 

international standards developed in Western countries, including indicators used by 

OECD member countries and by the centres of training, industry, and international 

certification, were adopted. Furthermore, English came to be used as a medium of 

instruction in ‗exclusive‘ education programs in bilingual classes, and in a wide range of 

student preparation programs for participation in international student competitions. ICT 

for e-learning and e-administration also have been substantially developed. The 

initiatives received support and financial assistance from overseas, mainly from 

developed countries and from such multilateral agencies as the World Bank, UNESCO, 

AUSAID, and USAID. 

The wide range of national education reforms have a significant impact on 

leaders working at the primary school level, including in challenging circumstances 

geographically and demographically in Indonesia. They are expected to be 

transformational leaders to lead the implementation of the reforms (Ministry of National 

Education, 2006). This could be difficult when school leaders and teachers find that the 

mandated education reforms are not always suitable for all students (Bush, 2011); when 

governments still highly control and direct education system (Hartley, 2004); and when 

they lack funding and supports from governments as indicated by this study. The 

difficulties are even more as school leaders in Indonesia, in general, lack of managerial 

and leadership skills (The Education Sector Analytical and Capacity Development 

Partnership, 2013) to deal with the challenges. Such difficult conditions to deal with 
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mandated education reforms are common for school leaders in remote and rural areas in 

other developing countries (Msila, 2010; 2011)  

Assertion Three 

Under the education decentralisation policy, the approach to primary school 

leadership has changed significantly. The responsibilities of school leaders, 

particularly of school principals have been broadened. Concomitantly, 

preparation, development, and performance appraisal for principals’ programs 

have been implemented.  

Chapter Six revealed that education decentralisation which includes the SBM policy, 

has had a significant impact on primary school leadership in Indonesia at the official 

level. It has broadened the responsibilities of school leaders, and especially, of school 

principals, in school management. Together with the school committee, they are 

expected to be engaging in long-term planning, engaging in transparent financial 

management, and providing effective support to, and monitoring teachers (Ministry of 

Education and Culture, 2013), and engaging in ICT-based school information system 

management (Kementerian Pendidikan Nasional, 2011a). Also, they are expected to be 

transformational leaders in curriculum and pedagogy (Kementerian Pendidikan dan 

Kebudayaan, 2013b; Kementerian Pendidikan Nasional, 2011a). Concomitantly, there 

have also been changes to the ways in which principals are prepared, developed, and 

supported. The central government introduced a new  Principal Preparation Program 

(PPP), a Continuing Professional Development (CPD) for Principal Program, and a 

Performance Appraisal (PA) for Principal Program. Program implementation is 

managed by the district governments. The aim is to produce and develop capable and 

professional school leaders (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013).  
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The new responsibilities in management and leadership have created demanding 

work for school leaders, and particularly for the school principals encountering 

challenging circumstances geographically and demographically in Indonesia. They 

usually do not have administrative staff or deputy principals to assist them in their work. 

Internet access is also often too poor to help them to work on ICT based administration 

work (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013). Due to the teacher shortage, which is 

common in remote primary schools (Ministry of National Education, 2011), they often 

have to teach many hours per week. As a result and as indicated in other studies (Clarke 

& Wildy, 2004; Harris, 2010) it seems that school principals in challenging 

circumstances in Indonesia usually work harder than their counterparts in comparatively 

advantaged schools.      

8.2.3.3. The Third Research Aim 

Chapter Seven presented the results related to the third aim of the study, namely, to 

develop an understanding of the current concerns that school leaders face in challenging 

circumstances demographically and geographically under the SBM policy, and of the 

strategies they adopt to deal with those concerns. The challenges identified by the 

school leaders were categorised in terms of three broad themes, these being, ‗people‘, 

‗management‘, and ‗infrastructure‘. These, along with the strategies adopted to deal 

with them, will now be considered in turn. 

Assertion One 

Some major challenges currently facing school leaders in challenging 

circumstances geographically and demographically under SBM in Indonesia are 

associated with people  
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Chapter Seven revealed that school leaders face challenges associated with students, and 

especially with students dropping out of school and those repeating a class or grade. The 

influences contributing to these circumstances include parent migration due to poverty 

and marriage, something which is also common in rural, remote, and low SES regions 

in other developing countries (Otunga, Serem, & Kindiki, 2008; Plessis, 2014). The 

other influence is the lack of availability of inclusive education. As discussed in Chapter 

Six, the implementation of inclusive education in Indonesia, especially in remote 

schools, is difficult because of the lack of support from local government and of 

resources needed (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013). This can partly explain the 

high rate of student dropout and grade repetition (Ministry of National Education and 

Culture, 2012) that is a feature of students from disadvantaged backgrounds in 

Indonesia (OECD/Asian Development Bank, 2015).  

Chapter Seven also revealed that parents‘ involvement in education remains low. 

They often do not fulfil their basic responsibilities, feel reluctant to allocate money for 

education, and do not attend parent-school meetings. Influences contributing to this 

parental apathy include low levels of parental education and illiteracy, involvement in 

farming activities, and a mindset that attaches a very low value to education. This 

situation also presents challenges for school leaders in rural and remote areas in other 

developing countries (Lingam et al., 2014; Plessis, 2014; World Bank, 2008a). In 

particular, it creates barriers for school leaders trying to improve the quality of student 

outcomes (Lingam et al., 2014). 

Chapter Seven also revealed that school leaders face challenges associated with 

teachers. They often experience teacher shortage and a low level of teacher 

professionalism. Teachers frequently lack competencies in relation to the expectations 

of the  education ‗reforms‘, including in relation to inclusive education, and to the 2013 
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curriculum mandating the adoption of authentic assessment. Also, unqualified honorary 

teachers usually lack basic teaching skills and are poorly motivated due to the low pay 

available from the school. Furthermore, as confirmed by a recent study, Analytical and 

Capacity Development Partnership (ACDP) (2014), teachers‘ absenteeism in remote 

schools is often higher than in urban areas. This result resonates with other studies 

conducted in rural and remote areas in both developed countries (Tuck, 2009; Wilson & 

Brundrett, 2005) and developing countries (Lingam et al., 2014; Nawab, 2011; Plessis, 

2014), that in their observation, challenging contextual factors can create constraints for 

school leaders trying to provide a good quality of education (Plessis, 2014). 

Principals in such circumstances are also faced with the reality that while the 

implementation of SBM has broadened the responsibilities of school principals in 

management, they also have to teach many hours per week because of a shortage of 

teachers. Consequently, they often have a very heavy work load in teaching and 

management, including in ICT-based administration and in day-to-day managerial 

responsibilities associated with STIU‘s programs.  

As a result of the principal‘s work being very labor intensive, tensions can often 

arise for principals because of their management and teaching responsibilities. This role 

conflict is sometimes driven by their demanding supervision tasks. A similar situation is 

faced by principals in rural and remote areas in developed and developing countries 

(Clarke & Wildy, 2004; Halsey, Drummond, & Breda, 2010; Lingam et al., 2014; 

Plessis, 2014; Tuck, 2009). The situation in developing countries (Msila, 2010; Sayce & 

Lavery, 2013) like Indonesia, however, is made worse by the fact that principals are not 

well prepared and developed for their position (OECD/Asian Development Bank, 2015; 

The Education Sector Analytical and Capacity Development Partnership, 2013).  
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Assertion Two 

Despite the implementation of SBM, primary school leaders still lack autonomy in 

management. This has created constraints on the exercise of effective primary 

school leadership in Indonesia 

Chapter Seven revealed that there is a high level of interference by the central 

government in matters to do with school finance. Under SBM, schools are no longer 

expected to charge tuition fees anymore. Instead, the central government provides the 

SOA‘s grant to schools to finance operational costs. However, as indicated in other 

studies undertaken in Indonesia (OECD/Asian Development Bank, 2015) and in other 

developing countries (Lingam et al., 2014; Taylor & Mulhall, 2001), such grants are 

often insufficient to finance school operations in isolated schools due to expensive costs 

associated with transportation, electricity, water and incentives for honorary teachers 

(OECD/Asian Development Bank, 2015). Moreover, the SOA‘s budget allocation in 

Indonesia is predetermined by the central government. This can create difficulties for 

school leaders trying to manage a budget and resources efficiently and effectively 

(Ministry of National Education and Culture, 2012).  

Furthermore, Chapter Seven also revealed that, in line with the results of 

previous studies (Bandur, 2009; World Bank, 2012), local governments interfere greatly 

in management issues associated with curriculum and instruction. On regular occasions, 

it recommends a wide range of books and textbooks that are not always helpful for 

teachers. They can also find ways to discourage principals in promoting student centred 

learning approaches and authentic learning assessment.  
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Assertion Three  

Certain challenges associated with infrastructure that school leaders face can be 

attributed to insufficient government funding and supplies, as well as to 

disadvantaged school locations. 

It was revealed in Chapter Six that central and district governments have shared 

responsibilities to gradually develop education infrastructure (Ministry of Education and 

Culture, 2013). However, in Chapter Seven, it was also revealed that education facilities 

in rural and remote areas may remain sub-standard, as is also common in many 

developing countries. This problem can be attributed to inadequate funding, something 

that is also common in schools in rural and isolated areas elsewhere (Lingam et al., 

2014; Taylor & Mulhall, 2001). Also, the distribution and supply of teaching and 

learning resources is often inefficient. 

Assertion Four 

A range of leadership strategies has been adopted by school leaders to deal with 

the challenges encountered. These are contextually bound. As a consequence, no 

single leadership model is universally applied. 

While school leaders face the complex problems already mentioned, they also adopt a 

range of strategies to deal with the challenges they encounter. These include 

undertaking home visits, organising tutorial classes for students in grade 6, and teaching 

additional learning hours for students who may be at risk of repeating a grade. They also 

adopt a ‗special‘ policy, including that of having a high tolerance of student 

absenteeism, and they sometimes lower the standards required for obtaining learning 

mastery and graduate competency so that students with different learning abilities may 

achieve. Parent-school meetings are adopted to deal with low parental involvement in 
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education. Flexible staffing, encouragement of teachers to actively participate in 

‗teacher working clusters‘, informal peer collaboration, and role modelling, are all 

adopted in the quest to deal with teacher shortages. Also, sharing responsibilities and 

networking are often undertaken by principals.  

 In addition, school leaders adopt a range of strategies to tackle management 

issues associated with finance, curriculum and pedagogy. They sometimes use their own 

money or take on debt. They work together with school committees to generate 

voluntary financial contribution from parents, and they encourage teachers to reduce the 

school financial burden in various ways, including persuading them to do unpaid extra 

work. As a motivation to participate in this voluntarily work, they stress such 

community values as caring, solidarity and familial spirit (kekeluargaan).  

In order to deal with management issues associated with curriculum and 

instruction, school leaders often focus the instruction of their teachers on achieving pre-

set education targets, reducing student dropout, and achieving a 100 percent graduation 

rate. This means that they work hard to encourage their teachers to implement the 

mandated curriculum and interactive learning strategies (PAKEM) flexibly, to 

supplement the use of less suitable textbooks recommended by the STIU whenever 

possible, and to try to enhance student learning in order to achieve the pre-set national 

educational targets. 

 School leaders also adopt a wide range of strategies to deal with inadequate 

infrastructure. While they rely on government funding to construct and rehabilitate 

classrooms, they also may involve the community in construction and rehabilitation 

management. This is often crucial as government funding is frequently insufficent, due 

partly to the high cost of delivering building materials to schools. To address inadequate 
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learning facilities, school leaders also tend to harness their teachers to generate learning 

resources from the local environment. 

Shared or distributed leadership is sometimes exercised by principals to deal 

with their heavy work load. Some, however, do all of the work themselves as they 

perceive that their teachers lack the necessary skills. This observation reflects the results 

yielded by other studies. Here, one is reminded of the argument that while shared or 

distributed leadership is needed in challenging circumstances to deal with complex 

problems (Gurr, Drysdale, Clarke, & Wildy, 2014; Harris, 2010; Msila, 2010; Muijs et 

al., 2004) and where a SBM policy demands that one fulfills various roles with broad 

responsibilities and high levels of accountability (Briggs & Wohlstetter, 2003; de 

Guzman, 2006; Muijs, 2012; Parker & Raihani, 2011), it may not always be exercised in 

every challenging circumstances (Nawab, 2011; Pan & Chen, 2011).  

Community participation in school management in the schools studied is also 

often invited. However, community involvement may be limited to the areas of 

education facilities and finance. Furthermore, the degree of involvement can vary. In 

line with other studies (Parker & Raihani, 2011), involvement depends on the capability 

and commitment of the school commitees and communities. Also, it is evident that 

instructional leadership practices of the school principals have been weakening. As 

discussed elsewhere (Cranston, 2001; Lingam et al., 2014; Plessis, 2014), this can be 

attributed partly to the demanding tasks associated with management and administration 

under SBM. Overall, then, the results of the study being reported here provide support 

to views that school leadership is contextually bound. Consequently, no single 

leadership model is universally applied (Clarke & Wildy, 2004; Gu & Johansson, 2013; 

Khalifa, 2012). 
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8.3. The Matter of Transferability 

It will be recalled that the three main aims of the study were to develop an 

understanding of the historical background to primary school leadership, of the 

developments that have taken place in relation to primary school leadership, and of the 

current concerns primary school leaders face and the strategies they adopt to deal with 

those concerns. The research project upon which this thesis is based was designed to 

focus on generating insights and understanding, especially from the perspective of the 

school leaders, on these questions, thus contributing to the knowledge base and practice 

of leadership at the primary school level in Indonesia. 

Taking cognisance of the ―uniqueness of human events‖ and the ―particularistic‖ 

nature of qualitative research, the outcomes of the present study are limited in terms of 

being transferable (Yin, 2011, p. 98). This refers to the ―the degree to which the 

findings of a qualitative study can be applied or generalised to other contexts or groups‖ 

(Ary et al., 2010, p. 501). 

Specifically regarding the third research question, the study participants were 

primary school leaders working in only nine schools located in challenging 

circumstances geographically and demographically in three districts among the 514 

districts in Indonesia. Nevertheless, it may be argued that the results have some 

relevance for other government-run primary schools in rural and isolated areas with low 

social economic status throughout the country. This is for three reasons. First, the 

education policies and practices that are prescribed by the Ministry of Education and 

Culture are required to be implemented by all government-run primary schools in all 

districts in the country. Secondly, the socio-economic situation of the majority of 

population in rural and isolated areas is similar across Indonesia. Thus, it is very likely 

that they operate under comparable conditions to those of the rural and isolated schools 
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featured in the study. Thirdly, the study focused on school principals who are under the 

aegis of district supervision and monitoring which is largely standardised throughout the 

country. 

The outcomes of the study should also be of interest to other primary school 

leaders and providers of primary education internationally, even though some of them 

may not be operating according to exactly the same conditions as those schools in 

Indonesia. This is what O‘Donoghue (2007) refers to as being an aspect of the 

tranferability of a qualitative study when he states that there can be transferability of 

results that are deemed relevant to others‘ situations. Regarding this, Schwartz-Shea and 

Yanow (2012) have suggested that a researcher needs to provide a thick description of 

the process and of the contexts of the study, to enable the reader to determine if the 

outcomes of the study are transferrable to other contexts. Ary et al., (2010) refer to this 

as the generalisability of the findings for readers. Finally, the understandings arising 

from the study reported in this thesis can be used as a valuable framework for 

researchers wishing to engage in related studies in Indonesia and in other postcolonial 

developing nations. 

8.4. Implications of the research for the literature, for further research, and for 

policy and practice 

The outcomes of the study reported in this thesis may have implications in the 

substantive area of school leadership for primary schools in Indonesia. The results 

related to research questions One and Two provide a framework that can be used to 

contextualise and understand current issues facing primary school leaders in the 

country. Such understanding, it is held, is critical for addressing adequately current 

school leadership problems. Attention is now turned to examining the implications of 
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the results of question Three of the present study for the literature, for further research, 

and for policy and practice. 

8.4.1. Implications of the study for the literature 

There seems to be a strong belief among scholars that the literature on educational 

leadership has been dominated by experiences and practices from developed and 

Western countries. Most educational leadership theories and models were originally 

developed in Western countries and largely ignored school leadership in developing 

countries (Dimmock & Walker, 2000; Simkins et al., 2010). The literature also indicates 

that the body of research on educational leadership in Asian countries is very slim 

(Hallinger & Bryant, 2013b). It follows, therefore, that there is a need for more research 

investigating school leaders‘ experiences in different national contexts (Floyd & Fuller, 

2014) and especially in developing countries, including those formerly ruled by 

Europeans (Oplatka, 2004). 

Thus, more empirical research on educational leadership in developing and 

postcolonial countries like Indonesia, where the education system was highly 

centralised before being decentralised, needs to be undertaken. The study reported in 

this thesis has contributed to this task by indicating how politics and culture can inform 

leadership practice in Indonesian primary schools. In particular, it has illustrated ways 

in which the implementation of education decentralisation under a SBM policy driven 

by economic and political considerations has significantly shaped the practice of school 

leadership in the country.  

As discussed in Chapter Three, the very few studies conducted on school 

leadership in Indonesia have tended to focus more on school leadership models, 

practices, and characteristics (Hariri et al., 2014; Herningsih et al., 2013; Raihani, 

2008), than on the concerns of school leaders and the strategies they adopt to deal with 
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their concerns. Further, in none of the studies was attention given to school leadership in 

challenging circumstances geographically and demographically. In contrast, the study 

reported here has revealed both challenges and the strategies that some school leaders 

use to deal with the concerns they face at the micro-level of the school, in a context of 

rural, isolated, and low SES settings. In doing so, it contributes to filling a void in the 

existing literature on school leadership and management in developing countries for 

such specific contexts.  

Furthermore, while Chapter Three revealed that decentralisation in education, or 

SBM, has been an official policy regarding schooling in Indonesia since 1999, few 

studies on school leadership in the country have been undertaken in relation to this 

policy (Sofo et al., 2012). In an effort to fill this gap, Sofo et al., (2012) did investigate 

problems that impeded SBM and learning improvement, and the suitability of the use of 

instructional leadership as part of SBM. There are also other studies on decentralisation 

in education focusing broadly on its impact on access, quality, and equity of primary 

and secondary school education in Indonesia (Kristiansen & Pratikno, 2006; Samosir, 

2008) and the quality of education ‗service delivery‘ (Simatupang, 2009). The study 

reported here complements this work.  

It may be contended that some of the study‘s results contrast with those of 

studies which have tended to overstate the relationship between the implementation of 

education decentralisation and the improvement of education quality (Jimenez & 

Yasuyuki, 1999), dropout, repetition, and failure rate (Channa & Faguet, 2016). In this 

connection, notwithstanding more than 15 years of the implementation of education 

decentralisation and SBM in Indonesia, school leaders in rural, isolated, and low SES 

areas still face challenges associated with maintaining school attendance of students, 

involving parents and community in education, employing qualified teachers, managing 
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school finance efficiently and curriculum effectively, and also providing the learning 

resources needed. From this perspective, the present study prompts one to consider that 

perhaps education decentralisation and SBM, while providing government with a new 

way to control the education system, may not necessarily solve such perennial education 

issues (Abadzi, 2013; Channa, 2016; Cuéllar-Marchelli, 2003; Shoraku, 2008).   

8.4.2. Implications of the study for further research 

The literature reviewed in Chapter Three of this thesis revealed that the area of 

educational leadership in a context of developing countries, including those ruled 

formerly by Europeans, has been neglected as a subject of academic attention. It is even 

more barren terrain in a context of challenging circumstances geographically and 

demographically where SBM is policy. In particular, Plessis (2014) has noticed that 

little research has been undertaken from the perspective of the day-to-day lived and 

working experiences of the principals in regard to leadership and management in 

schools in remote and underdeveloped areas. It is hoped that this study will serve to 

promote such research. It might be important, for example, to conduct longitudinal 

studies on the perspectives of school leaders on how they deal with the contextual 

complexity in which schools in developing countries, and specifically in challenging 

circumstances demographically and geographically where SBM is a policy, are located. 

In doing so, it would be instructive to ascertain the extent to which there is variation in 

the strategies and leadership styles adopted by school leaders to deal with the problems 

encountered.    

 Another implication of the present study for further research relates to the need to 

conduct interviews with primary school teachers. Such interviews could be based on 

what school leaders in this study have reported about their teachers. In an assortment of 
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comments, school leaders reported that their teachers, especially unqualified honorary 

teachers, lack professionalism. This would be a fruitful area for further investigation.  

Lastly, future research could investigate further expressions of societal culture and 

school leadership in Indonesia. It could also investigate the extent to which the social 

culture contributes to effective school leadership in other Asian contexts. There was 

evidence in the present study that there can be a culture in which older teachers carry 

more status in society than their younger super-ordinates, which influenced leadership 

practices of school leaders. In addition, it was evident that school leaders need to 

support community traditions to build good relationships with local communities. 

School leaders, it seems also need to strengthen such community values as caring, 

solidarity and familial spirit in helping them to obtain supports from teachers to deal 

with financial difficulties and other challenges facing the school. There is further a need 

to investigate the relationship between such matters and school leadership. Such 

research could help fill the deficit of educational leadership studies in non-Western 

cultures (Walker & Yu-kwong, 2010). 

8.4.3. Implications of the study for policy and practice  

8.4.3.1. Implications of the study for addressing student attrition and repetition and for 

improving parental involvement  

Despite the fact that the national government has provided a wide range of scholarship 

and financial assistance to assist poor families in supporting their children‘s education 

and has also provided the SOA grant that has freed students from having to pay tuition 

fees since 2005, students from poor families are still dropping out of school. This 

situation is related to complex contextual factors, including poverty, marriage, parents‘ 

mindset, and also unsuitable education for students with special needs. These problems 

need to be addressed if Indonesia wants to successfully achieve universal primary 
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school education. The government can reduce attrition by ensuring that every low-

income family receives additional financial assistance to meet the direct costs of 

schooling. It would also be desirable for ways of educating and sensitizing parents about 

the purpose and importance of education to be explored and introduced.  

8.4.3.2. Implications of the study for addressing teacher shortage and lack of 

professionalism 

 

Under the education decentralisation policy, teacher management is devolved to the 

district governments, while the central government retains authority to determine the 

number of civil servant teachers that can be employed (Ministry of National Education, 

2011). As a result, while the devolution policy is intended to improve efficiency and 

effectiveness in teacher management, primary schools in rural, remote and low SES 

areas continue to experience teacher shortages. Accordingly, there is a need to establish 

a coordination mechanism for teacher recruitment and distribution between the central 

government and district governments. Also, as district governments lack skills in 

teacher management (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013), there is a need for 

capacity building in teacher management at the district level to help in ensuring that 

primary school teachers are effectively and equally distributed within districts.  

Certainly, professional development of teachers has received attention. The 

central government occasionally provides funding to ‗teacher working clusters‘ (TWC) 

where teachers from several primary schools are encouraged to work and learn together 

(Ministry of National Education, 2011). Also, since 2012, the central government has 

introduced a continuing professional development (CPD) program for teachers. Put 

simply, it mandates that teachers are required to develop an annual CPD plan consisting 

of a wide range of self-development activities and implement it, especially in relation to 

teacher competencies in which they perform poorly (Ministry of Education and Culture, 
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2013). However, teachers in rural, remote, and low SES areas experience difficulties 

associated with this. Often, the TWCs in isolated areas do not run regularly due to 

funding being unavailable and a lack of external experts. Also, the location of TWCs is 

frequently too far away for those in some schools to attend. These issues should be 

addressed by governments to improve teacher CPD programs. Moreover, resource 

contraints and the isolation of their school can create barriers for teachers to participate 

in professional development held far from their school. Furthermore, it would be 

desirable for the allocated quota of teachers to participate in government organised 

training to be extended.     

8.4.3.3. Implications of the study for leadership preparation and development 

Since 2010, the central government has run a Principal Preparation Program (PPP) to 

guide district governments in preparing qualified school principals (Ministry of 

Education and Culture, 2013). This program has a standardised process for the 

recruitment, selection, and certification of principals. Part of the process is a 300 hour 

‗training to develop candidates‘ competencies to become principals (Kementerian 

Pendidikan Nasional, 2011b, 2011c). However, to date, not all principals have attended 

PPP programs. Many others only receive briefings on policy documents issued by 

district offices, or attend short management courses before being appointed 

(OECD/Asian Development Bank, 2015). Further, some have a perception that the 

courses are too theorical, too complicated, and not applicable to challenging schools 

geographically and demographically. It is important that this situation should be 

ameliorated as expeditiously as possible. 

Continuing professional development of principals has, of course, received some 

attention. Among the relevant programs is the Continuing Professional Development 

(CPD) program introduced nationwide in 2013. Put simply, it requires school principals 
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to develop and implement an annual CPD plan consisting of self-study and learning 

activities on five principal competency standards through principals‘ working clusters 

(PWC) (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2013). However, the study reported here 

revealed that it does not always address a sufficient range of skills that school leaders 

need in order to be able to implement a broad repertoire of current education policies 

and reforms including the 2013 curriculum, ICT for e-administration and e-learning, 

inclusive education, and leadership. This is a matter that would benefit from attention 

by system administrators.  

 There is value in drawing upon other studies indicating that school principals who 

successfully turned around schools exhibit contextually sensitive combinations of four 

core leadership practices: building vision and setting direction; understanding and 

developing people; redesigning the organisation; and managing the instructional 

program. In other words, leadership practices of succesful principals need to be 

responsive, rather than be dictated by the nature of the contexts within which they are 

exercised (Leithwood et al., 2008; Ylimaki et al., 2012). Focusing on building the 

capability of contextually sensitive leadership practices could help school leaders to 

respond creatively to contextually difficult circumstances rather than deciding to ‗give 

up‘.  

 Professional learning for leadership development of school principals could 

possibly be improved by means of reinforcing peer learning approaches that have been 

sometimes been adopted. This learning could involve the use of such methods as 

narrative accounts and story telling on leadership issues that are drawn from school 

leaders‘ lived experiences to enhance the personal learning of practising and aspiring 

leaders (Clarke, 2015). Along with this, mentoring programs could be developed. 

Capable mentors can provide emotional and professional support for school principals 
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who are isolated due to their disadvantaged school location, and, accordingly, often find 

it difficult to access professional help for dealing with real, actual, contextual leadership 

challenges (Msila, 2010). It is desirable that mentoring programs involve exemplary 

leaders, or retired succesful school leaders who worked in challenging contexts, along 

with experts from higher education institutions to provide various perspectives on how 

to deal with the challenges relating to their school situation (Msila, 2010; Ylimaki et al., 

2008). 

8.4.3.4. Implications of the study for improving efficiency in school management  

Since 2001, it has been mandated by the central government that SBM be implemented 

to improve efficiency in management. The essence of SBM is devolving authority for 

resource management to the school level (Kementerian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 

2013a). The study reported here revealed that under SBM, resource management is still 

less efficient than previous practices as school leaders still lack autonomy in the 

management of school budgets and in curriculum and instruction. It would be helpful, 

therefore, if authentic autonomy be granted to school leaders to empower them in 

managing their schools‘ resources while taking local conditions into consideration.  

8.4.3.5. Implications of the study for improving school infrastructure  

This study has revealed that school leaders in challenging circumstances, geographically 

and demographically, face issues associated with inadequate education facilities and a 

poor school environment. To some extent, they can harness contributions from parents 

and the local community to deal with these issues. However, the community and 

parents‘ contribution is often limited because of poverty. This is a problem that requires 

to be resolved if the quality of primary education is to be improved.   



219 

 

8.5. Conclusion 

It is hoped that the results of the study reported in this thesis will inform those interested 

in the improvement of the quality and equity of primary education in challenging 

circumstances geographically and demographically, including those following SBM in 

Indonesia. More specifically, there is a hope that the study‘s results may inform 

leadership preparation, development and support for primary school leaders in such 

circumstances. Overall, the results could serve as a useful reference for use by 

practitioners, the district, the Indonesia Education Board, the Ministry of Education, and 

others outside Indonesia, to reflect on their experiences and consider ways of improving 

policy and practice. 

In order for these education stakeholders to enhance leadership at the primary 

school level in Indonesia, it is held that they need to be particularly aware of the 

following current school leadership challenges:  

1. The poverty of households, the illiteracy of parents, and the presence of students 

with learning difficulties; 

2. The lack of suitable learning resources for students;  

3. The perceived lack of effective continuing professional development programs 

for primary school teachers and principals; 

4. The perceived lack of autonomy in school management under the SBM policy;  

5. The prevalence of inadequate school facilities and poor school environments. 

It must also be highlighted, however, that overstating these challenges might hinder 

academic debate and could paint an overly negative picture of primary education and 

school leadership in Indonesia. What keeps primary schools running despite the 

challenges described, are the strategies school leaders adopt to deal with the problems 

encountered.  
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 The Indonesian government has also successfully promoted a number of strategies 

to deal with some of the challenges to do with basic education. On this, while it is true 

that school leaders encounter complex problems, significant progress has been made as 

a result of the introduction of low-cost textbooks, a wide range of new programs to 

improve the professionalism of teachers and school principals, and the introduction of 

the nine year compulsory basic education program. There is, at the same time, however, 

much room for improving primary school education generally in Indonesia, and school 

leadership in challenging circumstances geographically and demographically within the 

country.  

Finally, one cannot stress enough that because of the challenging circumstances 

geographically and demographically within which many schools operate in Indonesia, 

that the preparation and development of capable, responsible and resilient school leaders 

are crucial for exercising contextually sensitive school leadership practices. This 

requirement also calls for further research into the realities of school leadership as 

understood and practised in such contexts to help inform leadership development and 

support programs underway in these settings.  
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Appendix A: Study participants’ details 

No School 

Principals 

Gender Age Prior 

Training on 

Principalship 

(PPP) 

Year in 

principal 

position 

Year in 

teaching 

Education 

Background  

1 AC Male 51 yes 5
th

 year 25
rd

   Bachelor in Primary 

Education/Equalisation 

Program/Open 

University 

2 IB Female 46 no 1
st
  year 23

rd
 Bachelor in Primary 

Education/Equalisation 

Program/Open 

University 

3 GB Female 51 no 7
th

  year 26
th
 Bachelor in Primary 

Education/Equalisation 

Program/Open 

University 

4 DB Male 49 no 2
nd

  year 27
th

  Bachelor in Primary 

Education/Regular 

Program 

5 FB Male 55 no 1
st
  year 31

st
  Bachelor in Religious 

Education/Regular 

Program 

6 HB Male 40 yes 1
st
 year 24

th
  Bachelor in Primary 

Education/Equalisation 

Program/Open 

University 

7 BW Male 53 yes 3
rd

 year 32
nd

  Bachelor in Civic 

Education/ 

Equalisation 

Program/Open 

University 

8 EW Male 50  no 3
rd

 year 27
th

  Bachelor in Civic 

Education/Equalisation 

Program/Open 

University 

9 CW Male 52 no 7
th

 year 26
th

  Bachelor in Primary 

Education/Regular 

Program 
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G r a d u a t e  S c h o o l  o f  E d u c a t i o n  

  

35 Stirling Highway 

Crawley, 6009 

Western Australia 6009 

simon.clarke @uwa.edu.au 

 

 

RESEARCH PROJECT TITLE: Primary School Leadership in Indonesia: A Study of 

the Historical Background, Recent Developments, and Current Concerns of Primary School 

Leaders in a Postcolonial and Developing country  

 

Participant Consent Form  

 

 

I                  (name of participant)                    have read the information provided and any 

questions I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction.  I agree to participate in this 

activity, realizing that I may withdraw at any time without reason and without prejudice. I 

consent to having the audio interviews recorded. 

 

I understand that all information provided is treated as strictly confidential and will not be 

released by the investigator. The only exception to this principle of confidentiality is if a 

court subpoenas documentation. I have been advised as to what data are being collected, 

what the purpose is, and what will be done with the data upon completion of the research. 

 

I agree that the research data gathered for the study may be published provided my name or 

other identifying information is not used. 

 

Approval to conduct this research has been provided by the University of Western 

Australia, in accordance with its ethics review and approval procedures. Any person 

considering participation in this research project, or agreeing to participate, may raise 

any questions or issues with the researchers at any time. 

 

In addition, any person not satisfied with the response of researchers may raise ethics 

issues or concerns, and may make any complaints about this research project by 

contacting the Human Research Ethics Office at the University of Western Australia on 

(08) 6488 3703 or by emailing to hreo-research@uwa.edu.au 

 

All research participants are entitles to retain a copy of any Participant Information 

Form and/or Participant Consent Form relating to this research project. 

 

 

 

 

Your Signature: (signature of participant) ______   Date  

mailto:hreo-research@uwa.edu.au
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 1 

 

G r a d u a t e S c h o o l  o f  E d u c a t i o n  

  

35 Stirling Highway 

Crawley, 6009 

Western Australia 

simon.clarke@uwa.edu.au 

 

RESEARCH PROJECT TITLE: Primary School Leadership in Indonesia: A Study of the 

Historical Background, Recent Developments, and Current Concerns of Primary School Leaders 

in a Postcolonial and Developing Country 

 

Participant Information Letter 

 

Dear (name of participant)  

 

You are invited to take part in a Doctor of Education (Ed.D) degree research study named above.  

The research is led by Professor Simon Clarkeof the Graduate School of Education, University of 

Western Australia, assisted by the study research student, Dwi Esti Andriani. 

 

What the study is about:  

The proposed study seeks to generate theory on leadership at the primary school level in 

Indonesia. It has three main aims: 

 

1. To generate theory on the historical background to primary school leadership in Indonesia 

from 1945 to 1998. 

 

2. To generate theory on the developments which have taken place in relation to primary school 

leadership in Indonesiafrom 1999 to the present. 

 

3. To generate theory on the issues which are of current concern to primary school leaders and 

to investigate strategies adopted by them in order to deal with those issues. 

 

The proposed study will make the following contributions to knowledge in the field of 

educational leadership in Indonesia in the following ways:   

 

1. It can provide a broad historical background to primary school leadership in 

Indonesia; 

2. It can develop an understanding of the nature of the context within which school 

leaders work in Indonesia and the strategies they use for dealing with the complexities 

of their work; 

3. It can inform school leadership preparation, development and support in Indonesia;  

4. It can provide a valuable framework for researchers wishing to engage in related 

studies on other levels within the education system of Indonesia and suggest 

developments for the future. 
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Taking part is voluntary:  Taking part in this study is completely voluntary.  If you decide not 

to take part or to skip some of the questions, or to withdraw any unprocessed data you have 

supplied, you are free to do so without prejudice.  You are also free to withdraw at any time up 

until the stage at which data collection has been completed. 

 

What we will ask you to do:  The research will involve your participation in a semi-structured 

interview with the researcher.  The interviews will be conducted at a location of your choice.   

 

Risks and benefits:  As all interview sessions will be conducted at a location of your choice, you 

will not be subjected to any foreseeable risk. The outcomes of the study, however, will provide 

insights which can be used to guide and refine educational leadership practices in Indonesia. 

 

Your answers will be confidential:  The records of this study will be kept strictly private.  In 

any report we make public wewill not includeany information that will make it possible to 

identify you.  Pseudonyms will be used throughout the report. Research records will be kept in a 

locked file, and only the researchers will have access to the records.  (If you wish to have the 

recordings of your interview destroyed, we will do so after they have been transcribed).  Once 

this research has been completed, a copy of the findings will be sent to you.  It is also possible 

that the results will be published for academic purposes.  The data will be kept securely for a 

period of seven years before being destroyed. 

 

Your participation in this study does not prejudice any right to compensation, which you 

may have under statute or common law. 

Approval to conduct this research has been provided by the University of Western Australia, in 

accordance with its ethics review and approval procedures. Any person considering 

participation in this research project, or agreeing to participate, may raise any questions or 

issues with the researchers at any time. 

In addition, any person not satisfied with the response of researchers may raise ethics issues or 

concerns, and may make any complaints about this research project by contacting the Human 

Research Ethics Office at the University of Western Australia on (08) 6488 3703 or by 

emailing to hreo-research@uwa.edu.au 

All research participants are entitled to retain a copy of any Participant Information Form 

and/or Participant Consent Form relating to this research project. 

If you have questions:  If you have any concerns, you can contact Professor Simon 

Clarke,Graduate School of Education, The University of Western Australia, Nedlands, WA 6009 

(Tel: +61 8 6488 3822 Email: Tom.ODonoghue@uwa.edu.au).  All participants will be provided 

with a copy of this letter/information sheet and consent form for their personal records. 

 

Yours sincerely 

Professor Simon Clarke 

mailto:hreo-research@uwa.edu.au
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CRICOS Provider Code: 00126G

 

Our Ref: RA/4/1/7496 06 May 2015

 

Professor Simon Clarke
Graduate School of Education
MBDP: M428

Dear Professor Clarke

HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS APPROVAL - THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA

Primary School Leadership in Indonesia: A Study of the Historical Background, Recent Developments, and Current Concerns
of Primary School Leaders in a Postcolonial and Developing Country

Student(s):  Dwi Andriani

Ethics approval for the above project has been granted in accordance with the requirements of the National Statement on
Ethical Conduct in Human Research (National Statement) and the policies and procedures of The University of Western
Australia. Please note that the period of ethics approval for this project is five (5) years from the date of this notification.
However, ethics approval is conditional upon the submission of satisfactory progress reports by the designated renewal date.
Therefore initial approval has been granted from 06 May 2015 to 01 May 2016.

You are reminded of the following requirements:

The application and all supporting documentation form the basis of the ethics approval and you must not depart
from the research protocol that has been approved.

1.

The Human Ethics office must be approached for approval in advance for any requested amendments to the
approved research protocol.

2.

The Chief Investigator is required to report immediately to the Human Ethics office any adverse or unexpected
event or any other event that may impact on the ethics approval for the project.

3.

The Chief Investigator must submit a final report upon project completion, even if a research project is
discontinued before the anticipated date of completion.

4.

Any conditions of ethics approval that have been imposed are listed below:

Special Conditions

None specified

The University of Western Australia is bound by the National Statement to monitor the progress of all approved projects until
completion to ensure continued compliance with ethical principles.

The Human Ethics office will forward a request for a Progress Report approximately 30 days before the due date.

If you have any queries please contact the Human Ethics office at humanethics@uwa.edu.au.

Please ensure that you quote the file reference – RA/4/1/7496  – and the associated project title in all future correspondence.

Yours sincerely

 



Dr Caixia Li
Manager, Human Ethics
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