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The goal of education is to foster all students’ intellectual, social, and per-
sonal potential to their highest level by providing them with an equitable
and equal education irrespective of their characteristics (e.g., ethnicity, so-
cial class, language use, religion, and other human differences). Different
students and communities should not be excluded in terms of curriculum.
At the micro-level classroom, student engagement is central. Teachers
should go beyond the prescribed curriculum by working with their stu-
dents and by including their voices. However, how can students be success-
ful academically and socially if the school curriculum is anchored in the
mainstream curriculum, primarily promoting the dominant groups? For
example, given that the books, curriculum, and standardised testing are
centralised in Indonesia, the content is, of course, generalised for all stu-
dents. Teachers and schools throughout the country should use the same
materials for all students. However, for the disadvantaged children com-
ing from poor, rural, and remote areas, such policies lead them to trouble.
They learn the books and materials that are similar to those that the afflu-
ent schools and students use in cities, but their values and perspectives are
excluded. Also, how can students who are racially, culturally, and linguisti-
cally marginalised and low-income families succeed if the curriculum is
organised exclusively to maintain the current social structure? The purpose
of this paper is to explore the need to move from an exclusive to inclusive
curriculum in Indonesia so that all students can succeed academically and
socially. The orienting questions for this study are: (1) What do we mean by
an exclusive and inclusive curriculum? (2) What are the components of an
inclusive curriculum? (3) What should be reformed to create an inclusive
curriculum? (4) What kind of leadership is required to guide the reform
from an exclusive to an inclusive curriculum?
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Kurikularna prenova v Indoneziji: prehod od
izklju¢ujocega k vkljucujo¢emu kurikulumu

AMIRUL MUKMININ, AKHMAD HABIBI, LANTIP DIAT PRASOJO, ABDULLAH IDI
IN AFRENI HAMIDAH

~ Cilj izobrazevanja je spodbujanje najvisje ravni vseh intelektualnih,
socialnih in osebnih potencialov u¢encev z zagotavljanjem pravi¢nega
in enakopravnega izobrazevanja za vse ucence ne glede na njihove
znacilnosti (npr. etnicna pripadnost, druzbeni razred, jezikovna raba,
religija in druge razlike). Kurikulum naj ne bi izklju¢eval razli¢nih
ucencev in skupnosti. Na mikroravni, v u¢ilnici, je vklju¢enost u¢encev
osrednjega pomena. Utitelji morajo presegati predpisani u¢ni nacrt z
delom z ucenci in vklju¢evanjem njihovih mnenj. Poraja se vprasanje,
kako so lahko ucenci akademsko in socialno uspe$ni, ¢e je Solski kuri-
kulum del glavnega kurikuluma, ki predvsem spodbuja prevladujoce
skupine. V ponazoritev navajamo dejstvo, da so knjige, kurikulum in
standardizirani testi v Indoneziji centralizirani, kar pomeni, da je vs-
ebina posplosena za vse ucence. Utitelji in $ole so dolzni uporabljati
enaka gradiva za vse uence v vsej drzavi. Tovrstna politika povzroca
tezave deprivilegiranim otrokom z revnih, s podezelskih in z oddaljenih
obmodcij. Ti si kupijo knjige in gradiva, podobna tistim, ki jih upora-
bljajo premozne $ole in ucenci v mestih, vendar so njihove vrednote in
pogledi pri tem izklju¢eni. Naslednje vprasanje je, kako so lahko uspes$ni
rasno, kulturno in jezikovno marginalizirani ucenci in druzine z niz-
kimi dohodki, ¢e je namen kurikuluma izklju¢no ohranjanje trenutne
druzbene strukture. Namen tega ¢lanka je raziskati potrebo po prehodu
od izkljuc¢ujocega k vklju¢ujocemu kurikulumu v Indoneziji, da bodo
lahko vsi u¢enci akademsko in socialno uspesni. Usmeritvena vprasanja
za to raziskavo so: 1) kako opredelimo izklju¢ujo¢ in vklju¢ujo¢ kuriku-
lum; 2) kateri so sestavini deli vklju¢ujocega kurikuluma; 3) kaj bi bilo
treba spremeniti, da bi izoblikovali vklju¢ujo¢ kurikulum; 4) kaksno
mora biti vodstvo, ki bi usmerjalo reformo z izklju¢ujocega v vklju¢ujo¢
kurikulum.

Klju¢ne besede: kurikularna reforma, izklju¢ujo¢ kurikulum,
vklju¢ujo¢ kurikulum, vklju¢ujoce vodstvo
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Introduction

Education is essential for every human being. Developing all children’s
social, intellectual, and personal potential to their uppermost level is the pri-
mary mission of education (Bennett, 2003; Nieto & Bode, 2008) through pro-
viding them with an equitable, equal, and high-quality education (Banks, 2002;
Nieto & Bode, 2008) regardless of students’ characteristics, including race,
ethnicity, social class, language use, gender, sexual orientation, religion, abil-
ity, and other human differences. To achieve its mission, at the school level,
Ryan (2003) contended that various students and communities should not be
excluded in terms of curriculum, patterns of communication or interactions,
decision making, and policy considerations. At this level, educational pro-
grammes, practices, and policies should address various students’ potential.
At the micro-level classroom, student engagement is central. Teachers should
go beyond the prescribed curriculum by working with their students and by
including their voices and experiences (Kamil, Mukminin, Jamin, Yusuf, & Id-
rus, 2013; McMahon, 2003). ‘Teachers need to deconstruct their curricular con-
tent and pedagogical approaches to uncover and move beyond assumptions of
neutrality’ (McMahon, 2003, p. 259). In addition, McMahon (2003) wrote that
student engagement could take place when students have ‘a teacher who pre-
sents material in an interesting way or who uses a variety of strategies to convey
information’ (p. 260). Teachers should have high expectations for all students.
They should facilitate students to develop their intellectual, social, and personal
promises by teaching with various methods and approaches and by not using
materials solely from the dominant sides (Mukminin, 2012, 2019; Mukminin &
Mcmahon, 2013). In addition, Olmedo (2003) stated that the schools that could
narrow the achievement gap were those that have well-trained and motivated
teachers, a culturally sensitive and challenging curriculum, and a school culture
promoting high academic achievement among all students. In other words, a
school’s mission is to support all students in the experience of high academic
and social success through being ‘empowered not only by studying their own
culture but also by being exposed, through a variety of pedagogical perspec-
tives, to different perspectives’ (Nieto & Bode, 2008, p. 338).

However, how can students be successful academically and socially if
the school curriculum is anchored in the traditional or mainstream curricu-
lum, which primarily promotes the dominant or elite groups ‘in scope includ-
ing bias in textbooks, trade books, and other instructional media’ (Bennett,
2003, p. 299)? For example, given that the books, curriculum, and standardised
testing are centralised in Indonesia, the content is, of course, generalised for all
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Indonesian students. Teachers and schools throughout the country should use
the same materials and books for all students (Kamil, Mukminin, Jamin, Yusuf,
& Idrus, 2013; Kamil & Mukminin, 2015; Kamil, Mukminin, Ahmad, & Kassim,
2018). However, for the disadvantaged children who come from the poor, rural,
and remote areas, these policies lead them to trouble. They learn the books and
materials that are similar to those that the affluent schools and students use in
cities, but their values and perspectives are excluded. Such policies have led to
repetition rates at the primary level that are four times higher among the poor-
est children than among their richest peers. The poorest children have dropout
rates between 2 and 3 per cent compared with rates below 1 per cent for chil-
dren from high-income families (World Bank, 2006). Such policies, from the
perspective of the cultural capital theory, although schools are an apolitical and
neutral forum, actually favour the dominant groups through their symbolic
representations of cultural domination (Sadovnik, 2007).

Another important question related to the curriculum is how can stu-
dents who are racially, culturally, and linguistically marginalised and low-in-
come families succeed if the curriculum is organised exclusively in order to
maintain the current social structure? The purpose of this paper is to explore
the need to move from an exclusive to inclusive curriculum in Indonesia so
that all students can succeed academically and socially. The orienting questions
for this study are: (1) What do we mean by an exclusive and inclusive curricu-
lum? (2) What are the components of an inclusive curriculum? (3) What should
be reformed to create an inclusive curriculum? (4) What kind of prospective
leadership is needed to guide the reform from an exclusive to an inclusive
curriculum?

Literature Review
The Educational System in Indonesia

The educational system in Indonesia, consisting of 250,000 schools with
more than 50 million students and 2.78 million teachers, is managed by two
ministries: the Ministry of National Education (MoNE), which is responsible
for 84 per cent of schools and the Ministry of Religious Affairs (MoRA), which
manages the remaining 16 per cent (Jalal, Samani, Chang, Stevenson, Bagatz,
& Negara, 2009; World Bank, 2007). The educational system in Indonesia im-
plements a 6-3-3-4 school-based education structure), comprising six years of
primary school, three years of junior high school, and three years of senior high
school, and four years for an undergraduate university degree. Since 1994, the
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Indonesian government has declared a system of nine-year basic education.
The policy for this requires all Indonesian children who are between 7 and 15
years old be provided with a basic education comprising primary and junior
secondary school education (Azkiyah & Mukminin, 2017). After finishing their
basic education, all children may continue their next level of education to sen-
ior secondary schooling consisting of two paths: general and technical/voca-
tional school education. Furthermore, they may continue to higher education,
which is an extension of secondary education and consists of academic and
professional education (Azkiyah & Mukminin, 2017; Jalal et al., 2009).

The educational system in Indonesia used to have a centralised and bu-
reaucratic mode, as introduced by the Dutch as the colonial power. However,
the downfall of Suharto’s regime in May 1998 had meaningfully changed the In-
donesian education policy from centralisation to decentralisation. The change
was due to the emergence of the Law No.22/1999 (later reviewed by the Law
32/2004) on ‘Local Government’ (provinces and districts), which was officially
implemented in January 2001. Both laws describe the relationship between
the central government and local governments in their powers and authori-
ties regarding education. Both laws have logical consequences requiring educa-
tional administration, management and leadership, goals, budgets, personnel,
structure, and curriculum be adapted to the soul and the spirit of autonomy.
The central government introduced the idea of educational decentralisation
through both laws; however, in fact, the curriculum remains centralised as de-
scribed in the following.

The History of the Indonesian National Curriculum Policies

The history of Indonesian curriculum has changed over the years. Since
independence in 1945, the nation’s educational curriculum has changed several
times, in the years of 1947, 1952, 1962, 1968, 1975, 1984, 1994, 2004, 2006, and
2013. All Indonesian curricula have been designed in accordance with Indone-
sian national principles (the so-called Pancasila) and the 1945 Constitution of
Indonesia (“MoNE”, 2012).

The 1968 curriculum policy and before - The first Indonesian curricu-
lum was the 1947 curriculum known as Rencana Pelajaran (Learning Plans).
Hien (1962) stated that the 1947 curriculum was outlined into three main cat-
egories: courses, learning hours, and learning materials. It was established to
reform Indonesian education from the influence of the Netherlands-based
educational system aiming to produce students with character (Dewantara,
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1977; Hien, 1962). In addition, the content of the curriculum focused on char-
acter education, state consciousness, and community awareness. There were
16 courses taught, including the Indonesian language, local languages, algebra,
natural science, life science, earth science, history, drawing, writing, art, hand-
work, female art, physical education, hygiene and health, and character educa-
tion (“MoNE”, 1996). Religious instruction was then introduced and added to
the 1947 curriculum in 1951 (“MoNE”, 1954).

The 1947 curriculum was revised in 1952 through the Indonesian act No.
4 (“MoNE”, 1954). This act was first established to determine Indonesian educa-
tional provisions on curriculum, teachers, schooling, school fees, supervision,
school holidays, and the relationship between school and students’ parents. The
articles of the act also included the Indonesian educational goals, and some
courses were listed, namely religious teaching, physical education, and the
national language (Indonesian). In brief, the stated purpose of the act was to
produce wise citizens who were democratic and accountable for the welfare of
society and the land. The curriculum was then named Rencana Pembelajaran
Terurai (Detailed Learning Plan) 1952.

In 1964, the new revision of the 1952 curriculum had been proposed for
the betterment of the Indonesia educational system through the Indonesian
Ministry of Education Decree No. 2/1962 (Gunawan, 1986; “MoNE”, 1996). The
curriculum, Rencana Pendidikan (Education Plan), focused on the develop-
ment of patriotism and nationalism, which was aimed at orienting national, in-
ternational, and religious values to improve students’ intelligence, emotion, and
physiques. Courses were classified within five groups: morality, intelligence,
emotion, skills, and physique. More emphasis in primary education was placed
on the development of general knowledge and practical, functional activities
(Gunawan, 1986).

The next curriculum reformation happened in 1968 with Kurikulum
(Curriculum) (Hien, 1962; “MoNE”, 1996). This reformation was in line with
the political reformation from President Soekarnos ‘Old Order’ to President
Soehartos ‘New Order’ In this curriculum policy, basic views and concepts re-
garding the Indonesian educational foundation, objectives, and contents were
reformulated (“MoNE”, 1996). The education foundation was Pancasila (the five
principles), and the objective of the curriculum was to develop Indonesian peo-
ple who applied the spirit of Pancasila. The objective of the education stated in
this curriculum was to solidify Indonesian students’ morality, mentality, and
faith, and to enhance the students’ intelligence and skills as well as to develop
their physical condition (“MoNE”, 1996). English was introduced as the first
foreign language course taught in the Indonesian educational system, along
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with other courses, such as history, geography, civic, algebra, and natural sci-
ence (“MoNE”, 1996).

The 1975, 1984, and 1994 curriculum policies - The Indonesian Minis-
try of Education established a new curriculum, the 1975 curriculum, to replace
the previous one, the 1968 curriculum. It was issued on January 15, 1975, by the
Decree of Education Minister No.0o8d/U/1975 and oo8e/U1975. The curricu-
lum was the first in Indonesia developed based on theory-based processes and
procedures of curriculum development (Bobbit, 1981). However, the develop-
ment of the 1975 curriculum continued to be influenced by political aspects be-
cause almost every curriculum in that era was affected by politics (Apple, 1979).
This curriculum was designed to develop the quality of the Indonesian national
education. This curriculum was an objective-oriented guide for teachers who
needed to understand students’ objective in learning; knowledge, science, or
skills to engage active learning in the instructional activities; it was named Cara
Belajar Siswa Aktif (Student Active Learning Method) (Gunawan, 1986; Hasan,
1984; “MoNE”, 1996). The integrated approach began to adapt, as did the struc-
turalism philosophy, which was set as the foundation of the curriculum. The
1975 curriculum was influenced by behavioural psychology that emphasised the
stimulus to response and training (“MoNE”, 1975). The significant change of the
curriculum content relied on the local language, which was shifted to become
an optional course. In addition, the vocational schools’ system, curriculum, and
management were covered by this break-through curriculum (Gunawan, 1986;
Hasan, 1984; “MoNE”1996).

Almost a decade later, a new curriculum was established to rectify
the 1975 curriculum. It was called Kurikulum 1984. There were no significant
changes in this curriculum due to the same political situation. However, one
additional compulsory course, part of a history course, was introduced; it was
named Pendidikan Sejarah Perjuangan Bangsa (Education History of the Na-
tional Struggle), which focused on Indonesia’s history of independence (Hasan,
1984; “MoNE”, 1996). Additionally, local language was reintroduced as a com-
pulsory course within this curriculum. The Cara Belajar Siswa Aktif (Student
Active Learning Method) was still applied in the 1984 curriculum as a continu-
ation of the 1975 curriculum to provide students’ with active learning and to
focus on students’ communicative competence (Gunawan, 1986; Hasan, 1984;
“MoNE”, 1996).

In 1994, the 1984 curriculum was revised based on the Indonesian Act
No. 2 /1989 about the Indonesian national educational system (Indonesian
Republic, Rol, 1989). There were no significant changes or revisions from the
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previous curriculum. However, a few changes were made to the history course
because it was not considered a comprehensive course for the 1984 curriculum
and was revised to be more comprehensive. Pendidikan Sejarah Perjuangan
Bangsa (Education History of the National Struggle) as an additional compul-
sory course introduced in 1975 was adapted and updated in the 1994 curriculum
(Hasan, 2007; “MoNE”, 1994, 1996). Science courses dominated in this curricu-
lum, compared to social science courses: this reflected the government’s prior-
ity to develop more science-based education in embracing 20™-century educa-
tion (Habibi, Mukminin, Sulistiyo, & Sofwan, 2017; Hasan, 2007).

The Competence-Based Curriculum (CBC) or the 2004 Curriculumy’
was applied as a response to the structural change of the Indonesian govern-
ment system from a centralised to a decentralised government, stated in Act
No. 22 and 25 of 1999 about ‘Otonomi Daerah (local autonomy)’ or regional
autonomy (Bjork, 2005; Kristiansen, 2006). Technically, the CBC was estab-
lished with three levels of competencies: (1) competence of graduates: students
should have certain levels of competence after they complete a certain level of
education; (2) general competencies: the competencies required for students to
accomplish certain subjects at particular educational levels; (3) basic compe-
tence: the competencies that should be possessed students when they follow a
particular subject at a particular time (Habibi et al., 2017; “MoNE”, 2003).

Unlike the previous changes of the Indonesian curriculum, which took
more or less 10 years to revise, the 2004 curriculum was replaced two after years
it was introduced by the new curriculum known as ‘School-Based Curriculun’
or the 2006 curriculum (Habibi et al., 2017; “MoNE”, 2005; Raihani, 2007). It
was developed by the operational and implemented in each educational unit
(school). There was no essential difference between the two curriculums. How-
ever, the 2006 curriculum complied various national education standards to
ensure the educational achievement for the students: (1) content standard, (2)
process standard, (3) graduate competence standard, (4) educational person-
nel standard, (5) facilities and infrastructure standard, (6) management stand-
ard, (7) financial standard, and (8) educational assessment standard (“MoNE”,
2005; Raihani, 2017). Two of the eight national education standards, the content
standards and the graduates’ competence standards were the primary referenc-
es for the education unit in developing the curriculum (“MoNE”, 2005)

The most recently implemented curriculum is the 2013 curriculum of
K-13 (Habibi, et al., 2017; “MoNE”, 2012; Raihani, 2017). In this curriculum,
there are four educational standards amended by Indonesian Government
Regulation No. 32/2013; 1) the standard of content, 2) the standard of gradu-
ate competency, 3) the standard of process, and 4) the standard of evaluation
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(“MoNE’, 2012). The Indonesian curriculum has been changed with an inte-
grative-thematic concept implemented in the junior and senior high schools’
levels (ibid.). The idea of the 2013 curriculum is a response to a number of crit-
ics on the gap between expectations and results. In this case, the students are
expected to focus more on the cognition process rather than moral character,
which could produce bad behaviour. In addition, the preparation of the cur-
riculum implementation was still limited, which caused some problems regard-
ing teachers’ competence, evaluation process, school facilities, and materials
(Febriya & Nuryono, 2014; Gershon, 2011; Habibi et al., 2017).

Discussion
Exclusive and Inclusive Curriculum

In this part, we will discuss the definitions of exclusion, inclusion, and
curriculum and then, the definitions of exclusive and inclusive curricula. Ryan’s
(2006) definition of exclusion refers to ‘refuse to admit, consider, include; keep
from entering or being; reject; bar; put out; force out; expel; or banish’ (p. 6).
Following this definition, when applied to social institutions like schools, it will
become more complex. At the school level, students might be excluded physi-
cally, academically, and socially. In terms of physical exclusion, students may
experience ‘suspension and expulsion’ (Ryan, 2006, p. 6). Academically, they
may be excluded from the learning process because they have no cultural capi-
tal such as ‘the ability to talk, act, and think in particular ways’ (Ryan, 2006, p.
7) and they may be excluded given that schools favour particular knowledge,
languages, values, perspectives, and voices of the dominant groups (Banks,
2002; Bennett, 2003; McMahon, 2003; Nieto & Bode, 2008; Ryan, 2006). In
addition, students are excluded socially in relation to limited access to various
activities, such as extracurricular activities or programmes in schools.

From the definition of exclusion, it can be stated that the definition of
inclusion applied to school is related to the situations in which students, regard-
less of their characteristics, are included physically, academically, and socially
(Ryan, 2006). In terms of academic matters, students’ values and perspectives
are taken into account. In this sense, students feel that they belong in the school.
Nieto and Bode (2008) stated, “‘When students feel connected to school, they
identify as learners, and they have a far greater chance of becoming successful
learners’ (p. 340).

In relation to curricula, various definitions exist. Broadly, a curriculum
can be defined as something related to the experiences, both overt and covert,
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that students have in school (Bennett, 2003; Oenstein & Hunkins, 1998). Oen-
stein and Hunkins (1998) specifically defined a curriculum ‘as a plan for action
or a written document that includes strategies for achieving desired goals and
ends’ (p. 10). Additionally, Nieto and Bode (2008) defined that curriculum was
related to ‘what should be learned and under what conditions it is to be learned’
(p- 127). Given that the curriculum is related to what is important for students to
know, it includes ‘the knowledge, attitudes, and traditions valued in society’ (p.
127). Following the definition of curriculum and of inclusion, for the purpose of
this paper, an inclusive curriculum is defined as one that focuses on the planned
experiences in school that are intended to develop and provide students with
understanding, values, perspectives, attitudes, knowledge, skills, and behaviours
needed to participate ‘within their ethnic cultures, within the mainstream cul-
tures, and within and across other ethnic cultures’ (Banks, 2002, p. 40).

Components of the Inclusive Curriculum

The current challenges for schools and teachers related to an inclusive
curriculum are not only to include various perspectives into the curriculum
but also to involve students’ voices and experiences as a source for learning
rather than controlling them in teaching and learning processes (Tetreault,
2003). Following the definition of an inclusive curriculum above, which is de-
fined as one that focuses on the planned experiences in school that are intended
to develop and provide students with understanding, values, perspectives, at-
titudes, knowledge, skills, and behaviours needed to participate ‘within their
ethnic cultures, within the mainstream cultures, and within and across other
ethnic cultures’ (Banks, 2002, p. 40), the question is what are the characteris-
tics of an inclusive curriculum? We will adopt Bennett’s (2003) ideas regarding
the characteristics of an inclusive curriculum, although she did not specifically
mention an inclusive curriculum, but a multicultural curriculum; she proposed
six major components of a multicultural curriculum, which can be adopted to
develop an inclusive curriculum. The six components are developing various
historical perspectives, developing cultural awareness, developing intercultural
competence, combating racism, sexism, and all forms of prejudice and discrim-
ination, increasing awareness of the state of the planet and global dynamics,
and building social action skills (Bennett, 2003).

By adopting the six components, an inclusive curriculum should first
enable students to develop their various historical perspectives, which refer to
‘the knowledge and understanding of the heritage and contributions of diverse
nations and ethnic groups, including one’s own’ (Bennett, 2003, p. 305). This
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component is intended to raise students’ awareness of the past and current
experiences among various nations and ethnic groups (Banks, 2002; Nieto &
Bode, 2008).

The second component is to develop students” cultural awareness. It is
related to the recognition and awareness of the variety of ideas and practices
found around the world and ‘some recognition of how one’s own thoughts and
behaviours might be perceived by members of differing nations and ethnic
groups’ (Bennett, 2003, p. 305).

The third component of an inclusive curriculum is to strengthen stu-
dents’ intercultural competence, which is related to the skills of students to in-
terpret intentional communications (languages), some unconscious signs, and
customs or traditions that are not similar to theirs (Bennett, 2003).

Another critical component is to combat racism, sexism, and all forms
of prejudice and discrimination by teaching students specific humanistic, mor-
al, and democratic values such as the negative sides of racism, stereotypes, and
prejudices (Banks, 2002; Bennett, 2003; Nieto & Bode, 2008). This component
is intended to provide students with antiracist behaviours and attitudes based
on the consciousness of historical and current evidence of individual, institu-
tional, and cultural racism or discrimination in one’s own country and else-
where in the world (Bennett, 2003; Nieto & Bode, 2008).

The fifth component is to increase students’ awareness of the state of the
planet and global dynamics by teaching and providing them with knowledge
about the current world conditions and developments (Bennett, 2003). This
will motivate students to become involved in global society regarding health,
poverty, war, and conflicts.

The last component of an inclusive curriculum is related to building stu-
dents’ social action skills, which consist of the knowledge, attitudes, perspec-
tives, and behaviours necessary to participate in resolving significant problems
not only in their own country but also in the rest of the world (Banks, 2002;
Bennett, 2003).

What should be reformed to create an inclusive curriculum?

If included in an inclusive curriculum, the six components will help
schools and teachers not only to make adjustments of curriculum and instruc-
tion to the uniqueness and various needs of students from various cultural, eth-
nic, and social-class groups but also to provide students with critical thinking,
giving students various perspectives or ways of viewing issues and problems or
seeing the globe (critical pedagogy). Through critical pedagogy, students are
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encouraged to ‘take risks, to be curious, and to questions [...]to seek their own
answers (Nieto & Bode, 2008, p. 56). McMahon (2003) stated, ‘Critical peda-
gogy can serve as a means of opening the door and inviting all students to fully
engage’ (p. 262). They are empowered and engaged in the learning process.

However, those components of an inclusive curriculum will not take
place, if the school variables such as assumptions, values, beliefs, structures,
programmes, and policies, which favour the elite groups, are not radically re-
formed or restructured. School variables that must be restructured are first, the
school staff’s attitudes, perceptions, and low expectations for language minority
students, low-income students, working-class students, and students of colour
(Banks, 2002; Bennett, 2003; McMahon, 2003; Nieto & Bode, 2008; Ryan, 2006).

The second variable is the formalised curriculum, instructional media,
and the hidden curriculum that favour the traditional and mainstream knowl-
edge and voices, such as bias in textbooks and other instructional media (Banks,
2002; Bennett, 2003; McMahon, 2003; Nieto & Bode, 2008; Ryan, 2006).

The third reform is related to the learning, teaching, and cultural styles
that are practised in the school, which tend to favour the dominant styles. This
reform is based on the assumption that every child has a different style or pref-
erence for learning. For example, ‘Some work well in groups; others prefer to
work alone; some need absolute quite in order to concentrate’ (Bennett, 2003, p.
185). Consequently, when differences in learning preference are not taken into
consideration by teachers, they can lead to school failure or an achievement gap
(Banks, 2002; Nieto & Bode, 2008).

The fourth school variable is the languages and dialects that are used
in school. Ryan (2003) stated that the styles of interaction and communica-
tion frequently excluded language minority students, low-income students,
and working-class students from school and classroom activities. For example,
although standard English must be taught to all students, schools and teach-
ers should use language minority students, low-income students, and working-
class students’ first languages and dialects to assist them in learning standard
English and in achieving high academic standard (Banks, 2002; Bennett, 2003;
McMahon, 2003; Nieto & Bode, 2008; Ryan, 2006). The miscommunication
between teachers and students may result in school failure, which may be una-
voidable if the reform is not taken (Banks, 2002; Nieto & Bode, 2008).

The last reform should deal with unfair assessment and testing proce-
dures. Nieto and Bode (2008) asserted, ‘Another practice that impedes equity
in schools is the uncritical use of standardized testing, particularly when em-
ployed to sort students rather than to improve instruction’ (p. 122). They fur-
ther stated that standardised test scores had been used to segregate and sort
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students, particularly students with cultures and languages that are not similar
to the mainstream. In addition, such policies may lead language minority stu-
dents, low-income students, and working-class students to be underrepresent-
ed in gifted and talented classes (Banks, 2002). Standardised testing may lead
schools to force teachers to ‘teach to test’ and make it impossible to develop an
inclusive curriculum that will address the diverse needs of various students. For
example, a study on the use of the national standardised test in Indonesia by
Mukminin, et al. (2013) found that the use of the test had brought about adverse
unintended consequences to the curriculum and instruction, teaching and
learning, teacher motivation, student motivation, less attention to non-tested
disciplines, and widespread cheating. To guide the reform from the exclusive
and inclusive curriculum, the kind of prospective leadership there should be
will be discussed in the following.

Inclusive Leadership: The ASPIRE Model

Various models of educational leadership have been proposed, such as
situational leadership focusing on leaders that should adapt to various situa-
tions (Northouse, 2007) and transformational leadership, related to a process
that changes and transforms people through idealised influence, inspirational
motivation, and individualised consideration (Burns, 1978; Northouse, 2007).
However, in terms of transformational leadership, Ryan (2003) stated, “Trans-
formational leadership could, at least in principle, be pursuing exclusive ends’
(p- 52). In addition, McMahon (2007) wrote, ‘transformational leadership fails
to question the morality of the organizational goals of education and the means
by which they are achieved’ (p. 685). These models of leadership rely only on
leaders to make changes. When applied to the school setting, these models
mostly depend on school staft or favour school principals as sole leaders.

What kind of educational leadership do we need to move from an ex-
clusive curriculum and to develop an inclusive curriculum? To reform schools
from the exclusive to inclusive curriculum, educational leadership may not
be successful if it relies on particular individuals or principals. In their arti-
cle, Framing equitable praxis: Systematic approaches to building socially just and
inclusionary educational communities, McMahon and Armstrong (2006) pro-
posed and presented a polyfocal approach to school leadership. They called it
‘the ASPIRE model’ It is ‘a comprehensive systematic model whereby individu-
als, schools, and systems can generate positive, sustainable change in their daily
interactions with minoritized students and their families with urban schools’
(p. 305). Interestingly, this framework does not privilege particular individuals
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as leaders in school. Rather, it considers leadership to exist at all levels in school.
‘Leaders include not only school staft but also students, their parents and guard-
ians, and members of the local community and leadership embedded in rela-
tions between and among actors’ (p. 306).

The ASPIRE model, consisting of assessment, synthesis, planning, im-
plementation, review, and evaluation (McMahon & Armstrong, 2006), has
great potential to be employed to reform an exclusive curriculum because it
involves all actors in the decision-making process in school. The involvement
of all individuals at every level will enable identifying and interrogate the root
causes that exclude language minority students, low-income students, and
working-class students academically and socially from school programmes and
activities reflected on the exclusive curriculum. In addition, the participation
of parents and community in developing what knowledge their children should
know will bridge the incongruence between home and school cultures such as
‘languages, values, behaviour styles, and perspectives’ (Banks, 2002, p. 51). The
parents and community involvement in student learning are essential and the
lack of their involvement will influence student achievement. Ladson-Billings
(2006) wrote, “‘We lack complex understandings of how individual, family,
community, school, and societal factors interact to create school failures for
some students’ (p. 106).

In addition, the strength of the model is that it employs ‘multiple lenses
to examine equity practices at the individual, institutional, and system levels’
(McMahon & Armstrong, 2006, p. 305). By examining the attitudes, behav-
iours, and practices at the individual, institutional, and system levels, the AS-
PIRE model will potentially enable all actors at all levels to work together to ex-
ecute ‘a fundamental examination of the goals, values, and purposes of schools
and a reconstruction of themy’ (Banks, 2002, p. 40). In short, the ASPIRE model
with its six overlapping phases will allow all leaders at all levels to address and
reform all school variables above such as the issues of low expectations, the
differences in learning, teaching, and cultural styles, the hidden curriculum,
biases in textbooks, and instructional media, and differences in languages and
dialects. The reforms on such school variables are required in order to develop

an inclusive curriculum.
Moving from an Exclusive to Inclusive Curriculum in Indonesia
Developing all students’ intellectual, social, and personal potentials to

their highest level (Nieto & Bode, 2008; Bennett, 2003) by providing them with
an equitable, equal, and high-quality education will not become a reality (Nieto
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& Bode, 2008; Banks, 2002) if the curriculum still privileges the elite or domi-
nant groups, while excluding the other groups, particularly students whose cul-
tures and languages are different from the mainstream (Nieto & Bode, 2008;
Ryan, 2003, 2006).

The exclusive curriculum tends to exclude students from the non-main-
stream groups physically, academically, and socially from various activities
(Ryan, 2003, 2006). Schools should be reformed from an exclusive to inclusive
curriculum, which is defined as the one that focuses on the planned experienc-
es in school that are intended to develop and provide students with understand-
ing, values, perspectives, attitudes, knowledge, skills, and behaviours needed to
participate ‘within their ethnic cultures, within the mainstream cultures, and
within and across other ethnic cultures’ (Banks, 2002, p. 40). An inclusive cur-
riculum should address at least the six issues: developing various historical per-
spectives, developing cultural awareness, developing intercultural competence,
combating racism, sexism, and all forms of prejudice and discrimination, in-
creasing awareness of the state of the planet and global dynamics, and building
social action skills.

Those six issues may not be achieved if the current school variables such
as assumptions, values, beliefs, structures, programmes, and policies, which fa-
vour the mainstream groups, are not thoroughly reformed or restructured. In
particular, reform is essential to address issues such as low expectations, the dif-
ferences in learning, teaching, and cultural styles, the hidden curriculum, biases
in textbooks, and instructional media, and differences languages and dialects.
However, to lead the reform, we cannot rely on traditional models of school
leadership, which tend to privilege particular individuals or leaders. Consist-
ing of assessment, synthesis, planning, implementation, review, and evaluation,
the ASPIRE model is one potential model of school leadership to reform the
current school variables (McMahon & Armstrong, 2006). This model requires
leaders to include actors, such as school staff, family, community, guardians,
and students. By using this model, the reform will enable all actors to inter-
rogate and interrupt the continuation and maintenance of the dominant values
and perspectives in school in order to develop an inclusive curriculum, which
serves various needs of students from various backgrounds and which facili-

tates them to succeed academically and socially.
Conclusion

In Indonesia, the curriculum and its components (e.g., books and learn-
ing materials) are centralised and generalised for all students across the country.
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However, for the underprivileged schools and children coming from the unfor-
tunate, rural, and remote districts, the curriculum and its components might
lead them to difficult situations as their characteristics, values and perspec-
tives are excluded from the curriculum (Muazza, Mukminin, Habibi, Hidayat,
& Abidin, 2018). In other words, the exclusive curriculum might not develop
and provide underprivileged schools and children with understanding, values,
perspectives, attitudes, knowledge, skills, and behaviours facilitating them to
participate ‘within their ethnic cultures, within the mainstream cultures, and
within and across other ethnic cultures’ (Banks, 2002, p. 40). This kind of cur-
riculum might exclude underprivileged students physically (suspension and
expulsion), academically (excluded from learning processes) and socially (their
characteristics are excluded). Therefore, the exclusive curriculum should be re-
formed to create an inclusive curriculum consisting of six components includ-
ing developing various historical perspectives, developing cultural awareness,
developing intercultural competence, combating racism, sexism, and all forms
of prejudice and discrimination, increasing awareness of the state of the planet
and global dynamics, and building social action skills. To guide the reform
from an exclusive and inclusive curriculum, one promising type of school lead-
ership is the ASPIRE model (assessment, synthesis, planning, implementation,
review, and evaluation). The ASPIRE model facilitates school leaders to include
all school actors (school staff, family, community, guardians, and students) to
develop an inclusive curriculum serving numerous demands of students from
diverse backgrounds so that they succeed academically and socially inside and
outside school.
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