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Abstract. This study is aimed at analyzing curriculum intent and implementation in 
English for young learners (EYL) classroom, conducted in a private junior high school in 

Indonesia. The participant in this study is an English teacher who teaches all grades. Non-

participant classroom observations, document analysis and interview were carried out as 

the instruments. The collected data were then analyzed inductively. As a result, there is 
mismatch between the planned curriculum, using student-centered curriculum, and the 

delivered curriculum, teacher-centered curriculum. Therefore, this finding suggests that 

the government undertake the appraisal and the evaluation to English teaching practice 

secondary school level, followed up by supporting the teachers‘ forum with activities; such 

as, in-house training, lesson study, peer teaching.  
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1   Introduction 

Teaching English for Young Learners (EYL) in Indonesia is provided in two types of 

education settings, i.e., formal education and non-formal education. Concerning formal 

education, the Indonesian education bureaucracy establishes 2013 curriculum as the latest 

secondary level curriculum. The language policy of 2013 curriculum arranges the allocated time 

of English teaching in Secondary School Level into 4 hours a week [1]. This allocated time is 

still better than the English teaching in Primary School Level which is removed from the 

curriculum. 

Preceeding the 2013 curriculum, Indonesian curriculum has experienced alteration at least 

five times since 1945, after Indonesian’s independency [2], [3]. Those five previous curricula 

have 2 differences with the 2013 curriculum. First, the approaches applied in English language 

teaching varied from Grammar Translation Method, Audiolingual Method, Communicative 

Approach, and Genre-Based Approach respectively; meanwhile, 2013 curriculum gives 

emphasis to moral education, practical and functional skills, and learner-centeredness [2], [4], 

[5]. Second, unlike the five curricula, the 2013 curriculum uses summative assesment and is 

also projected to use formative evaluation [6], [7]. This indicates that the students take the exams 

in the end or after the implementation and along with the teachers, the students also obtain 

information in the form of feedback as formative evaluation proposes [8]. 

Despite the differences, the 2013 curriculum also has similarity with School-Based 

Curriculum in term of two forms of objectives such as core competence and basic competence 
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[4]. However, in the launching of 2013 curriculum, pros and cons regarding the preparation of 

teachers to implementation occured. This issue was supported by the findings of several 

empirical studies which revealed that the implementation of 2013 curriculum did not only 

signify not really maximal result but also did not completely run well in Secondary School Level 

[9], [10]. 

Based on the issues above the present study attempted to explore EYL curriculum issues 

concerning the education policy and classroom practices. The study addresses two research 

questions as follows : 

1. How is the 2013 curriculum intent and implementation in the Secondary School level 

compatible with the list of curriculum indicators? 

2. What is the implication of education policy in 2013 curriculum towards the classroom 

practices? 

2   Method 

This study was conducted in one private secondary school in Indonesia. The participant in 

this study was one English teacher who taught all grades in that school. The sample to be 

observed in this study were three classes derived from each grade respectively. The total 

students to be the sample consisted of 18 students from grade VII, 28 students from grade VIII 

and 17 students from grade IX. 

 Regarding the profile of the teacher to be the participant of this study, the researchers found 

that the teacher was the only English teacher in that school. The teacher was a graduate of  

English major with bachelor degree. Meanwhile, the school as the setting of this study was an 

Islamic School which owned Primary School preceeding the Secondary School. The Primary 

School was also an Islamic School. 

As for the method of data collection, the study applied multiple instruments [11] [12]. The 

instruments applied in this study were non-participant classroom observations, document 

analysis, and interview. The classroom observation were conducted in a week. Subsequently, 

the interview toward the teacher was conducted the week after.  

To analyze the data, the researchers analyzed the data inductively. The researchers also 

adopted the list of curriculum indicators in the research model [13] to assess the curriculum 

intent and implementation. The list of curriculum indicators is depicted in the following figure. 

 

No. Indicator 

1a There is a clear and coherent rationale for the curriculum design 

1b Rationale and aims of the curriculum design were shared across the school and 

appeared to be not fully understood by all 

1d Curiculum coverage allows all pupils to access the content and make progress through 

the curriculum. 

2b Curriculum principles include the requirements of centrally prescribed aims 

2c Reading is prioritized to allow pupils to access the full curriculum offer 

3a Subject leaders at all levels have clear roles and responsibilities to carry out their role 
in curriculum design and delivery 

3b Subject leaders have the knowledge, expertise and practical skill to design and 
implement a curriculum 

5a Curriculum resources selected, including textbooks, serve the school’s curricular 
intentions and the course of study and enable effective curriculum implementation 



 

 

 

 

5b The way the curriculum is planned meets pupil’s learning needs 

6a The curriculum has sufficient depth and coverage of knowledge in the subjects 

7a Assessment is designed truthfully to shape future learning. Assesment is not excessive 

7b Assessments are reliable. Teachers ensure systems to check reliability of assessments 

in subjects are fully understood by staff. 

7c There is no mismatch between planned curriculum and delivered curriculum 

8 The curriculum is successfully implemented to ensure pupils’ progression in 

knowledge successfully ‘learn the curriculum’ 

Figure 1. List of Curriculum Indicators in the Research Model 

 
Adopted from [13] 

3 Results and Discussion 

After conducting classroom observation, collecting data for document analysis and 

interview, this study revealed that there were two curriculum indicators not compatible with the 

list of curriculum indicators [13]. They are as follows: 

1. Rationale and aims of the curriculum design were shared across the school and 

appeared to be not fully understood by all. 

2. There is mismatch between planned curriculum and delivered curriculum. 

 

The results of classroom observation and interview also revealed that the teachers did not 

implement student-centered learning as necessitated in both School-Based Curriculum and 2013 

Curriculum. Then, materials taught solely depended on the textbook, not others. In addition, 

some approaches and methods as mentioned in the curriculum; Genre-Based Approach, Project-

Based Learning, Problem-Based Learning, were not employed in the classrooms. The further 

description of the classroom observation results is presented in the following table: 

 
Table 1.  The Results of Classroom Observation. 

 

 Curriculum Used 

as the Guideline. 

Curriculum 

Implemented 

Teaching 

Method/Approach 

Teaching 

Materials 

Grade 1 Student-Centered 

Curriculum (2013 

Curriculum) 

Teacher-Centered 

Curriculum 

GTM Descriptive, 

Procedure 

Text 

Grade 2 Student-Based 

Curriculum (SBC) 

Teacher-Centered 

Curriculum 

GTM Narrative, 

Recount 

Text 

Grade 3 Student-Based 

Curriculum (SBC) 

Teacher-Centered 

Curriculum 

GTM Narrative, 

Recount 

Text 



 

 

 

 

4 Conclusions 

The conclusions to this study are represented in four inferences. First, discrepancy between 

curriculum design and it’s implementation in the classrooms are tangibly seen. Second, teachers 

need to enlarge their knowledge and upgrade their skills in implementing curriculum in 

classroom setting. Third, in-house training and workshops are alternatives to undertake by 

teachers. Finally, schools need to control the relevance between curriculum goals and teaching 

practice. 

5 Implication 

The mismatch between the planned curriculum and the delivered curriculum conveys that 

the education bureaucracy requires to socialize more the 2013 curriculum to the teachers. The 

government also requires to regularly review and quality assure the subject to ensure that it is 

implemented sufficiently well. All in all, it is suggested that the government ensures that 

ongoing professional development/training is available for teachers to ensure that curriculum 

requirements can be met. 
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