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Abstract
This study was aimed to investigate the implementation of English subject Curriculum
used in Islamic secondary schools in Makassar city, South Sulawesi, Indonesia.
Currently, English subject curriculum includes elements of English and characters as
a new approach to replace the previous curriculum. The elements of English subject
should be developed together with regional and national characters (values of cultures
and beliefs). This study employed survey method and Delphi technique to collect the
data. The survey method was used to analyze the elements of English and characters
which were collected through eighty two curriculum developers and English teachers.
Delphi technique was used to verify the results of the inclusion of elements of English
and characters. It used meaningful communication with selected experts of English
teachers and curriculum developers working in Islamic secondary schools. The
experts answered a list of Delphi for two rounds and one another round was
interviewed for final clarification. The findings confirmed that most respondents still
had shortage experience to develop and implement this current English subject
curriculum. The experts claimed that the practitioners in schools need to be trained to
develop precise themes and topics and the ways to integrate the characters in the
lesson plan and to evaluate the student’s characters. Also, the practitioners in schools
should make together the strategies to include characters for teaching English as
recommended by the national education regulation. The conclusion concerned with
this study, practitioners should know many cultures and characteristics of people in
pluralism country as recommended by the curriculum.
Key words: characters, English subject curriculum, Islamic secondary school, Delphi
method
Introduction
The English language was first decided to be a foreign language subject in each
secondary school up to university since Indonesia derived its independence in 1945
(Hasbullah, Sidin, 2014; Musriadi, 2016; Suwarno, 2011). To improve the quality of
education, government endeavors to reform the curriculum for schoolings. The
educational department of Indonesia revises the English subject curriculum from time
to time due to its inadequacies (Hasbullah,Sidin, 2014; Suwarno, 2011). Yaumi
(2013a) argues that the revision of currently English subject curriculum in Indonesia
can also be seen as a reaction to the development of the language at the international
level.
The latest development is empowering the English teachers, curriculum developers,
and principals of schools to develop the curriculum autonomously (Hlebowitsh, 2005;
Kemendikbud, 2012; Musriadi, 2016; Myles, Trautman, Schelvan, 2004). Although
they have been empowered to develop the English subject curriculum, that
conceptualized curriculum, however, must comply with the regulations of national
education of Indonesia and its standards (Departemen Pendidikan Nasional, 2007;
Kemendikbud, 2012). This regulation of national education is used as foundations to
guide the development of courses in Indonesia. Official regulations of education
determine the development of curriculum must be based on the official philosophy of
Indonesia. The newest issue in education for schooling in Indonesia now is the
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implementation of curriculum 2013 – character, then, its other name is National
Curriculum. In which, the “curriculum 2013 – character” is defined as a set of plans
for all subjects which include aspects of characters in setting the objectives, content
and learning materials, methods, and evaluation of students’ (Kemendikbud, 2012;
Yaumi, 2013a, 2013b). This study aims to explore the implementation of the current
national curriculum of English subject, which include characters based on local and
national cultures in Islamic secondary schools in South Sulawesi province, Indonesia.
The curriculum developers and English teachers conceptualized the proposed
investigation. Dede (2005), Sukmadinata (1997), and Sanjaya (2012) asserted that the
government should optimize the role of teachers and curriculum developers to
practice subject curriculum in schools.
Literature review
English subject curriculum in Indonesia
Since 1945, which is the year of independence for Indonesia, the English subject
curriculum had undergone several changes. The latest change of English subject
curriculum is best understood as School-Based Curriculum or KTSP 2006 (Suwarno,
2011), and the newest one is the “curriculum 2013 – character named National
Curriculum which emphasizes to include character’s values (Kemendikbud, 2012;
Yaumi, 2013b). The character values which can be included in English subject
teaching program are national and local cultures, beliefs, tradition, attitude and
behavior, social life, science, and technology, etc. which should be in line with
school’s vision and mission and regulation of national education goal (Kemendikbud,
2012). Normally, those amendments were logical consequences of a political issue,
government system, social cultures, economic, science and technology changes in the
living of state community (Sudin, 2014). The main components of the English subject
curriculum are vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation, phrases, and four skills of
communication namely listening, speaking, reading, and writing skills (Lee Odell,
2001). For this purpose, Richards (2005) asserts that curriculum plays a fundamental
part in the teaching and learning of English subject as a foreign language, especially
in the four skills of English language. More importantly, the curriculum must be
relevant to the students’ lives. As such the “curriculum – 2013 character” should be
developed dynamically by the demands and changes that occur in society.
The English subject curriculum is a formal curriculum developed and implemented in
each educational unit of Graduates Competency Standards (Tim Peneliti Depdiknas,
2007). The Graduates Competency Standards in English subject curriculum which is
emphasized in each subject curriculum aims to improve intelligence, knowledge,
personality, noble character, and the skills to live independently and continuing or
further ongoing education. This Graduates Competency Standards pressures on the
development of teaching materials which must be developed and implemented by
practitioners in schools (Glatthorn, 2004; Klein, McLeod, 1990; Sudin, 2014; Susanto,
2007). The terms intelligence, knowledge, personality, noble character, and skills
have particular meaning in English subject curriculum
(Lee Odell, 2001).
Practitioners and composers of the curriculum at schools must look at those terms to
be used in English subject curriculum implementation. They should also adjust the
objectives of terms with the level of learners (Sanjaya, 2012; Sudin, 2014;
Sukmadinata, 1997; Tim Peneliti Depdiknas, 2007)
The curriculum of English subject claims that intelligence refers to students’ ability to
learn about, learn from, understand, and interact with one’s environment (Richards,
2005). Knowledge is defined as a fluid mix of framed experience, contextual
information, values, and expert insight that provides a framework for evaluating and
incorporating new experiences and information. Hence, knowledge means the
students are able to know the facts, information, and skills acquired through
experience or education; theoretical or practical understanding of a subject (Glatthorn,
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2004; Susanto, 2007; Suwarno, 2011). In implementing English subject curriculum,
the curriculum developers and English teachers have authority to decide educational
goals based on their own schools perspective (Glatthorn, 2004). In other words, those
practitioners have a responsibility in constructing and formulating proper goals,
choosing and constructing right lesson materials according to needs, interest, and
student’s development phases. In addition, English teacher may use various methods
and teaching media, and constructing learning programs and use different methods of
evaluation (Sanjaya, 2012). The curriculum of English subject should be made and
developed systematically and detail, which will help the teachers in its
implementation (Lonigan, Farver, Phillips, Clancy-Menchetti, 2011; O’Bannon &
Judge, 2004; Silva,Brice, 2004). However, the quality of the curricula depends on
people who are involved in its implementation.
There is a significant change in the current National Curriculum in including
characters than the previous curriculum for teaching English subject at school. In this
decade, the government offers a framework to practitioners in schools to develop the
curriculum based on values of national and local character (Kemendikbud, 2012); and
(Yaumi, 2013b). The government also introduces the concept of values and character
in education in that curriculum (Kemendikbud, 2012). By 2012, the government made
mandatory to teachers, and it is compulsory for schools to implement values and
character in education. The values and characters in education focus on morality,
social cultures, and nationality (Kemendikbud, 2012; Sanjaya, 2012). These changes
influence the implementation of the curriculum of English language subject in schools
now. Sudin (2014) encourages and emphasizes that this curriculum provide a large
opportunity to all teachers to develop autonomously their teaching materials, methods,
and evaluation, which are appropriate with the school environment and students’
needs.
Regarding with the revise of curriculum, practitioners should conceptualize and use
materials for teaching English subject based on the richness of surrounding cultures.
Intansari (2013), Richards (2001), Sugirin, et al. (2011, Suwarno (2011) assert that
English teacher can propose appropriate regional and national cultural materials for
teaching English subject to the curriculum developers and principals of schools. In
relation to it, Sugirin et al. (2011) affirms that the steps of planning of methods for
teaching strategy are: forming a learning strategy with multicultural materials,
analyzing students' characters, making job sheets for students, creating and preparing
required learning resources, and doing evaluation and or creating tools or something
for evaluation.
McNeil (2010) and Marsh (2014) argue that English teacher can frame and choose
some selected cultural materials for teaching English subject based on students’ level
of competence. Chang (2004), Amy et al. (2007), Cheung and Wong (2002) assert
that teachers can establish and develop materials of teaching relating to applicable
public stances such as people life, famous local tradition, ethnic group customs, the
ceremonial activity of certain people, and thinking ways. Since that, English teachers
around the world utilize different methods and various styles of skills to increase
students’ ability. Richards (2001) and Chang (2004) stated that school’s principal and
other curriculum developers cannot interfere with the English teacher in choosing the
teaching methods, strategies, and approaches. They should instead support the
teacher’s efforts (Musriadi, 2016); (Badan Standar Nasional Pendidikan, 2006).
In addition, practitioners as such curriculum developers, principals of schools, and
English teachers have also not been able to formulate an appropriate curriculum for
English subject. They are not able to translate it in accordance with educational
objectives to be achieved, such as how to develop teaching materials based on student
needs, school environment, local culture of English language teachers and students
(Marliah, 2007; Rohmah, 2009). Based on the evidence in the field, the concerns are
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coming from the differences of practitioners’ educational background, English
teachers’ experience, and school environment (Cheung, Wong, 2002; Salahuddin,
Khan,, Rahman, 2013; Sugirin et al., 2011; Vallance, 1986).
Thus, department of education and culture of Indonesia determines some
implementation principles of English subject curriculum. Practitioners at schools must
firstly look at the needs and interests of learners and the environment to be potential
for development. Second, they see the learners’ diverse and integrated knowledge.
Third, they are responsive to developments in science / technology and arts and
culture. Fourth, they pay attention its relevance of material development to the
students’ needs of lives. Fifth, practitioners at schools must think the comprehensive
and continuous of English subject curriculum development. Sixth, they promote the
importance of lifelong learning, and seventh, the practitioners ought to see the balance
between national and regional interests (Badan Standar Nasional Pendidikan, 2006).
Delphi method
Delphi method is a specifically technique to explore the expected future of novel and
evolutionary phenomena of most reliable opinion from experts. According to (Cuhls,
2003), Delphi method is used mainly to assess long-term issues. Custer et al. (1999);
Hsu and Sandford (2007), and Linstone and Turoff (2007) argue that Delphi method
is available to be used to situations of limited historical data of the hot issue. Adler
and Ziglio (1996), Bietau (2011), Keeney et al. (2006), Magnuson (2012); Skulmoski
(2007) stated that it is a formalized and traceable method to keep credibility with
policy-makers about foresight programs.
This Delphi method selects experts to be participants in the study (Cuhls, 2003). As
the procedure, it is aimed at identifying relevant statements or topics for future better
amelioration (Keeney et al., 2006; Magnuson, 2012). Common procedure used in
Delphi study is using a Delphi list to be assessed by experts for two or three or more
rounds, and the final round is used as clarification of their answers (Hsu, Sandford,
2007; Magnuson, 2012) This technique usually uses mean scores and percentage to
judge or to sort the unqualified elements. Most researchers using Delphi technique
decide to choose the results, which are above thirty percent as a recommendation.
Linstone and Turoff (2007) argue that using Delphi technique in conjunction with
other methodologies might prove interesting thing because the researcher acquires
satisfaction with the accurate data.
Purpose of the study
The main issues of English subject curriculum are the implementation which is
autonomously given to practitioners in schools. The problem of implementing it,
however, arises from a various different understanding of practitioners, English
teachers, and curriculum developers about the interpretation of the goals, cultural
knowledge, values of cultures, and characters to be determined in the curriculum.
Therefore, the purpose of this study is an attempt to explore and discuss the
implementation of English subject curriculum based on values of cultures and
characters in Islamic secondary schools in South Sulawesi province, Indonesia.
Methodology
This study used survey and interview methods to collect the data. Survey method used
160 items of questionnaire, 80 items of Delphi lists, and both instruments were Likert
scale. The questionnaire was distributed to 82 respondents, which consisted of 41
curriculum developers and 41 English teachers taken from Islamic secondary schools
in South Sulawesi province, Indonesia. Ten selected experts of curriculum developers
and ten selected English teachers were ranked and sorted out from the 82 respondents
were used to collect the data through Delphi method. Delphi lists were distributed
twice to the twenty selected experts. The first distribution of Delphi lists was to find
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out original response from experts, and the second one was to know the experts’
consistency and was used to identify the aspects and elements of “curriculum 2013 –
character” which should be included in English subject curriculum. Meanwhile,
interview was done to 4 selected experts for final clarification.
Findings
Findings were acquired from data collection using 160 items of a questionnaire about
English subject curriculum which were distributed to 82 respondents working in
Islamic secondary schools in South Sulawesi province Indonesia. Collected data were
analyzed using descriptive statistics to found sum, mean, and standard deviation. 80
items of Delphi lists were used to collect the data from twenty experts for two rounds.
Delphi method was used to know experts’ views about the implementation of English
subject curriculum, which based on curriculum 2013 – character. Data of interview
emphasized the findings from Delphi lists.
Curriculum developer’s analysis
The analysis of character’s aspects and curriculum components which should be
implemented in English subject curriculum. Character’s aspects are values, belief,
attitudes, and cultures; and curriculum components are goals, contents, methods, and
assessments. The result of data analysis estimates widespread of item scoring order.
Respondents responded it based on how well it represents their views about characters
and curriculum components for teaching English as a foreign language in Islamic
secondary schools in South Sulawesi Indonesia. Descriptive statistics of ascending
means and descending means were used to make mean, standard deviation, and sum
in sequence. Detail results about characters and curriculum components were taken
from curriculum developers shown in a table as follows.
Table 1: Sum, mean, and standard deviation of curriculum developers

N = 41
Sum
Mean
Std.Dev.

Values
84
2.048
0.84

N = 41
Sum
Mean
Std.Dev.

Goals
87
2.121
0.87

Characters
Beliefs
Attitudes
87
87
2.121
2.121
0.87
0.87
Curriculum Components
Contents
Methods
88
93
2.146
2.268
0.88
0.93

Cultures
90
2.195
0.90
Assessment
85
2.073
0.85

English teacher’s analysis
English teachers used the same questionnaire of Likert scale as curriculum developers
to find out the characters, which included values, beliefs, attitudes, and cultures, and
curriculum components were decided goals, contents, methods, and assessments. The
result of data analysis estimates widespread of item scoring order. English teachers
responded it based on how well it represents their views about characters and
curriculum components for teaching English as a foreign language in Islamic
secondary schools in South Sulawesi Indonesia. Descriptive statistics were used to
make mean, standard deviation, and sum in sequence. Detail results taken from the
English teachers were shown in a table as follows.
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Table 2: Sum, mean, and standard deviation of English teachers

N = 41
Sum
Mean
Std.Dev.

Values
88
2.146
0.88

N = 41
Sum
Mean
Std.Dev.

Goals
88
2.146
0.88

Characters
Beliefs
Attitudes
89
90
2.170
2.195
0.89
0.90
Curriculum Components
Contents
Methods
94
93
2.292
2.268
0.94
0.93

Cultures
90
2.195
0.90
Assessment
93
2.268
0.93

Top ten listed scoring of curriculum developers as well as top ten scoring of English
teachers were used to be respondents of Delphi technique. The twenty selected
respondents taken from these two groups were given Delphi lists to know the
implementation of curriculum 2013 – character. The results of Delphi method were
presented as follow.
Results of Delphi method
Ten items of Delphi lists were used to procure data analysis from the top ten selected
curriculum developers and top ten English teachers. Two rounds of Delphi lists were
treated to the curriculum developers as well as English teachers. The treatments were
done to know the respondents’ consistence in responding the integration of character
aspects into the themes and topics of English subject.
Curriculum developers. The data analysis shows that the curriculum developers
wished to integrate character’s aspects into elements of English subject. The highest
sum, mean, and standard deviation were expected to cultural aspects. The data in
round one showed that all respondents made high responses to values, beliefs,
attitudes, and cultures as shown in a table below.
Table 3: Sum, mean, and standard deviation of curriculum developers (round
one)
Integration of characters into elements of English subject
N = 10
Values
Beliefs
Attitudes
Sum
38
39
42
Mean
7.60
7.80
8.40
Std. Deviation
0.76
0.78
0.84

Cultures
45
9.00
0.90

There were different improvement of curriculum developers’ scores in responding the
integration of characters into English subject elements in round two. This positive
response to the aspects of characters gained positive pretention to implement English
subject curriculum 2013 – character.
Table 4: Sum, mean, and standard deviation of curriculum developers (round
two)

N = 10
Sum
Mean

Integration of Characters into Elements of English Subject
Values
Beliefs
Attitudes
Cultures
42
46
47
49
2.122
2.219
2.243
2.365
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Std. Deviation

0.84

0.92

0.94

0.98

English teachers. The data analysis shows that respondents of English teachers had
the same pretentions as curriculum developers to integrate the character’s aspects into
elements of English subject. The highest sum, mean, and standard deviation were
expected to cultural aspects. The data in round one showed that all respondents gave
high responses to values, beliefs, attitudes, and cultures as shown in a table below.
Table 5: Sum, mean, and standard deviation of English teachers (round one)
Integration of characters into elements of English subject
N = 10
Values
Beliefs
Attitudes
Cultures
Sum
41
42
43
45
Mean
8.20
8.40
8.60
9.00
Std. Deviation
0.82
0.84
0.86
0.90
The top ten English teachers made improved scores in responding the integration of
characters into English subject elements in round two. This positive response to the
aspects of characters gave beyond expectations to implement English subject
curriculum 2013 – character.
Table 6: Sum, mean, and standard deviation of English teachers (round two)
Integration of characters into elements of English subject
N = 10
Values
Beliefs
Attitudes
Sum
45
46
45
Mean
9.00
9.20
9.00
Std. Deviation
0.90
0.92
0.90

Cultures
48
9.60
0.96

Interview
Results of interview were adopted from four experts of curriculum developers and
four others from experts of English teachers. These eight interviewees were selected
from the whole of 82 respondents used in this study. Main topics of interviewing
question were focused on contents character aspects to be integrated in teaching
elements of English language.
Interview Question – Do you think the integration of character aspects into the
elements of English subject can be implemented? If Yes, why? Or No, why?
Four experts of curriculum developers and four English teachers resulted comments
which reflect the understandings of most.
Curriculum developers. One out of the four experts of curriculum developers
expressed about the integration of character aspects. Findings show the character
aspects which may be integrated namely values, beliefs, attitude, and cultures.
Interviewee 1 did not suggest it clearly about the strategy to implement the character
aspects in English subject curriculum as follow.
The first interviewee (11, F, 23) stated that:”… the values, beliefs, attitudes, and
cultures must be integrated in teaching and learning process to improve students’
knowledge … and … cross-cultures through English subject. Students need to know
other cultures … to increase their understanding to the differences. … Learning
English by character aspects will be more interesting at school…”
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While, interviewee 2 strongly endorsed to integrate selected aspects of characters.
This curriculum developer expected professional teachers take action in selecting
appropriate characters to be included in curriculum for teaching English subject as
presented as follow.
The second interviewee (No.05, F, 37) said: “… certain aspects of characters can be
integrated into English knowledge and English skills. However,… professional
teacher needs … to select appropriate contents of values, beliefs, attitudes, and …
cultures to be implemented in teaching English as a foreign language. Teachers
should be able to … understand the school environment…”
The response of interviewee 3 strongly agrees with the integration of character aspects
and must be employed by acknowledgeable and experienced teachers.
The third interviewee (No.17, M, 22) said: “… all aspects of characters can be
integrated … into elements of English subject ... but the teacher needs to be trained …
how to integrate…how to make and use the teaching programs, what teaching
methods should be used, etc.,...”
The interviewee 4 of expert of curriculum developers suggested to English teachers to
select and screen relevant aspects of characters to be implemented which based on
environmental condition.
The fourth interviewee (No. 20, F, 06) argued: “… English teachers may implement
some suitable and relevant aspects of character based on student’s need, school
environment, teacher’s ability, and supporting facility…”
Overall findings from the 4 experts of curriculum developers have similar views about
the area of knowledge coming from them. They strongly agree with the
implementation of integration the characters in elements of English subject. Selected
and relevant national and local cultural materials were recommended to English
teachers to include them in teaching program for TEFL. It was believed that all
teaching materials regarding with characters (cultures, beliefs, and values) were very
necessary for students.
English teachers
In this section of English teacher’s interview, researcher used one the same question
as for experts of curriculum developers concerning with the integration of character
aspects into the elements of English subject. The responses of the first interviewee of
expert of English teachers expressed as follow.
The first interviewee (02, F, 61) argued:”… we can integrate and implement the
values, beliefs, attitudes, and cultures in teaching and learning process. … We also
need guidance from government and advisors. Most English teachers enjoyed using
curriculum which integrates the characters… students feel interesting to study
English skills when cultures and other aspects of characters be used…”
The second interviewee (No.12, F, 49) said “… groups of teachers learnt how to
integrate certain aspects of characters into English knowledge and … English skills.
As teacher, we need to select appropriate contents of values, beliefs, attitudes, and
cultures to be implemented in teaching English subject at school. We shared about the
school environment and character of students…”
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The third interviewee (No.29, M, 78) said that “… teachers tried to integrate all
aspects of characters into elements of English subject … but some teachers still need
to be trained and guided by supervisors how to integrate … how to make and use the
teaching programs, what teaching methods which should be used, etc.,…”
The fourth interviewee (No. 14, M, 60) argued that “… English teachers can
implement certain appropriate aspects of character based on the student’s need,
school environment, teacher’s ability, and supporting facility…”
Discussion and conclusion
The use of current English subject curriculum which include characters in each
elements of English language becomes a hot issue in Indonesia. The results of this
study describe that the respondents strongly agree with the implementation of
“curriculum 2013 – character”, however, the curriculum developers and English
teachers need to learn the strategy to integrate aspects of character into elements of
English through the understanding of curriculum goals, contents, teaching methods,
and assessments.
It was found that selection of curriculum content and teaching activities for every
elements of English subject should be based on the learning objectives, cultural life,
and orientation which have positive values for student’s beliefs”. This section was
included in technology aspect of curriculum orientation inventory together with the
data of self-actualization aspect of curriculum orientation inventory, which discussed
about “increasing students’ sense of personal meaning and sense of direction in life is
major purpose of schooling”. The results, in general, showed that the standard
deviation of integration characters and the use of curriculum components were smaller
than the value of alpha 0.05 (see table 1 and table 2).
Delphi method findings showed that all experts agreed very much to integrate the
aspects of characters (values, beliefs, attitudes, and cultures) into elements of English
subject such as knowledge aspects: vocabulary, grammar, spelling, and English skills
such as writing, reading, speaking, and listening skills. The sum, mean scores, and
standards deviation gained from both experts of curriculum developers and English
teachers indicated positive responses and showed the increase of sum from round one
to round two at each aspects of characters and elements of English (see table 3, 4, 5,
and 6). However, the experts suggested to school, government, and advisor to guide
them how to integrate the whole aspects of characters into elements of English
subject, which should be suited with the school environment, and level of students.
Most experts said that teachers got difficult to do assessment of characters in detail
because they do not have enough time and facility to form the model of individual
assessment as recommended by curriculum 2013 – character. Teachers could assess
students’ characters individually if its number is not too large.
Findings through interview strongly supported the data obtained through
questionnaire and two rounds of Delphi lists use. All interviewees had the same
opinion about the implementation of English subject curriculum in Islamic secondary
schools in Indonesia, particularly in South Sulawesi province. The interviewees
thought that they strongly supported to implement curriculum 2013 – character.
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