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Abstrak
Artikel ini mengkritik pembuatan kebijakan pengembangan kurikulum untuk 
perguruan tinggi di Indonesia yang resmi dikeluarkan oleh pemerintah pada ta-
hun 2020. Dengan menggunakan kerangka analisis kebijakan kritis, peneliti mem-
fokuskan mengkaji buku panduan pengembangan kurikulum untuk Pendidikan 
tinggi dan dokumen terkait yang secara signifikan memengaruhi arah pendidikan 
tinggi di Indonesia. Analisis kami mengungkap adanya tegangan antara kepent-
ingan nasional dan internasional dalam pembuatan kebijakan kurikulum. Tegan-
gan ini, dan juga tumpang tindih dari kedua kepentingan tersebut, telah mem-
buahkan beberapa masalah, terutama penurunan iklim akademis dan demokratis 
di kampus akibat adanya perendahan akademik dan intervensi, kurikulum yang 
sarat materi, lebih menekankan keterampilan ketimbang pengetahuan, dan kon-
trol ketat terhadap kurikulum. Selain itu, desain kurikulum yang kaku dan sarat 
materi juga menimbulkan menyulitkan implementasinya. Dengan demikian da-
pat disimpulkan bahwa bahwa kebijakan kurikulum untuk perguruan tinggi dari 
pemerintah ini terbatas potensinya dalam memberdayakan lulusan agar dapat 
berkontribusi bagi kepentingan nasional dan internasional.  

Abstract
This article critically examines the Indonesian higher education curriculum policy-
making officially issued by the government in 2020. Employing the framework of cri-
tical policy analysis, we scrutinize the manual of curriculum policymaking and its 
associated influential documents that have significantly shaped Indonesian higher 
education. Our analysis reveals a tension between national and international inte-
rests in curriculum policymaking. This tension, and the resulting overlap of these 
interests, has given rise to several issues, notably the deterioration of the academic 
and democratic climate on campuses due to academic humiliation and interventi-
on, overload curriculum design, a curriculum that prioritizes skills over knowled-
ge, and strict control over curriculum. Furthermore, the inflexible and overloaded 
curriculum design has resulted in challenges during implementation. This suggests 
that the policy exhibits a limited potential to empower graduates to effectively serve 
both national and international interests. 
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INTRODUCTION

Internationalization of higher education 
is something indispensable. It almost become 
the common desire and movement accepted 
and encouraged by higher education all over the 
world, especially since the rise and recognition 
of world class university ranks such as THE, QS, 
Webometrics, and Shanghai Jia Tong university 
(Altbach & Knight, 2007; Robson & Wihlborg, 
2019; Subkhan, 2016). Once such organizations 
release their survey result on university’s world 
rankings based on certain criteria, such higher 
education institution will post their university’s 
rank on their website, especially when their ranks 
were increased as a means to impress and attract 
public interest. This means that world class uni-
versity rank has been perceived as an important 
factor to thrive the quality of the higher educa-
tions (Lane, 2015; Sakhiyya, 2018). Of course, 
world university’s rank is not the only form of 
internationalization of higher education, other 
forms of this phenomenon can be found in cur-
riculum internationalization, international acc-
reditation, international students and lecturers’ 
mobility, scientific publications, etc (de Wit, 
2017; Helms & Rumbley, 2017; Leask, 2015; Sawir, 
2013).

For decades the Indonesian government 
encourages all universities to become world class 
universities, especially by supporting them to be 
recognized by international accreditation agen-
cies and world class ranks such as in Time Higher 
Education, Webometrics, Quacqerly Symmond 
(QS) (Subkhan, 2016). In this regard, the Indo-
nesian government’s support can be seen, for 
example, in the allocation of funds of approxi-
mately 7 trillion for semi-private universities to 
elevate their ranks (Dana Abadi Rp 7 Triliun un-
tuk PTN Badan Hukum, 2022; Mendukung World 
Class University USU, 2020). 

One of the main issues in the internatio-
nalization of higher education is the internatio-
nalization of the curriculum, particularly becau-
se having an international curriculum is a crucial 
aspect considered in world class university sur-
vey, for example by THE and QS. Additionally, 
having an international curriculum also useful 
for the university’s promotion and public image 
as if it will automatically improve the graduates’ 
skills and professionalism. 

Unfortunately, due to Indonesia’s centra-
listic notion of the national education system, 
even after the implementation of the educati-
on decentralization policy in the early 2000s, it 

seems to have resulted in a contradiction bet-
ween two intentions, characters, and frameworks 
of curriculum policymaking. On one hand, the 
Indonesian government has established an offi-
cial national standard for higher education cur-
riculum policymaking; on the other hand, the 
government also encourages Indonesian higher 
education to adhere to international curriculum 
standards, such as those set by international 
accreditation organizations like the Agency for 
Quality Assurance through Accreditation of Stu-
dy Programs (AQAS) (see aqas.eu). As individu-
als involved in several curriculum development 
activities within the university, we have experi-
enced the challenges of negotiating between the 
national standard of curriculum policymaking 
and the international standard/framework of 
curriculum policymaking. Therefore, a study fo-
cusing on this topic is important, especially to 
reveal the complexities of curriculum develop-
ment in higher education.

However, most of the prior studies on 
higher education curriculum internationaliza-
tion in the Indonesian context primarily focus 
on general strategies and policies of internatio-
nalization. Examples include studies on self-
governance (Fuadi et al., 2021), international 
collaboration (Tian, 2022). Only a few scholars 
specifically address curricular issues on higher 
education internationalization in Indonesia, 
such as Abduh et al. (2018), Assegaf et al. (2022), 
and Nursalam (2020). No studies have focused 
on the complexities of university’s level of curri-
culum making, especially amid the intention to 
be recognized as world a class university and to 
meet the Indonesian national standard of cur-
riculum policy as well. Therefore, a study that 
focuses on revealing the differences between the 
Indonesian higher education national curricu-
lum policy and its international counterpart is 
crucial. In this regard, this paper aims to fill the 
gap in previous research on this topic by revea-
ling the problems of the Indonesian higher edu-
cation curriculum, its context of productions, 
and possible consequences. In the conclusion of 
this paper, we also give some recommendations 
and possible future discourse and directions for 
research and curriculum policymaking. 

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

Curriculum internationalization stands 
as a prominent trend in higher education in-
ternationalization (Altbach & Knight, 2007). A 
comprehensive definition of curriculum inter-



E. Subkhan et al./Indonesian Journal of Curriculum and Educational Technology Studies 
10(2) (2022): 119-136 

121

nationalization has been articulated by Leask 
(2009, 2015, p. 9), who describes it as the integ-
ration of intercultural and/or global dimensions 
into the content, learning outcomes, assessment 
tasks, teaching methods, and support services of 
a study program. Despite debates regarding the 
dominance of nation-states in political decisions 
and the inclusion of whose knowledge in inter-
national curricula, the primary goal of curricu-
lum internationalization is to cultivate global 
citizenship or graduates with global perspecti-
ves (de Wit & Leask, 2015; Leask, 2015). Leask 
(2014) emphasizes that internationalizing the 
curriculum should prioritize students’ learning 
experiences beyond mere knowledge acquisi-
tion. She advocates for engaging students in in-
ternationally informed research, exposing them 
to cultural and linguistic diversity, and purpose-
fully fostering their international and intercul-
tural perspectives to develop them into global 
professionals and citizens  (see also Johansen & 
Tkachenko, 2019). 

Since the internationalization of the cur-
riculum in higher education has become a pre-
vailing trend worldwide, numerous scholars 
have conducted studies on this topic, addressing 
several crucial issues. A primary concern is the 
Westernization of knowledge, particularly be-
cause curriculum internationalization is percei-
ved as a consequence of globalization, where the 
power dynamics between the global south and 
global north are unequal. In a globalized world 
dominated by Western countries in almost eve-
ry aspect of human life, the Westernization of 
education is seen as reasonable (Leask, 2015). 
Consequently, the spirit of decolonialization has 
emerged, manifested in initiatives like integra-
ting local knowledge into international curricula 
(Le Grange, 2016; Mheta et al., 2018) and recent-
ring the context to which the university belongs 
(Heleta, 2016). In this context, du Preez (2018) 
proposes that the internationalization of the 
curriculum is not inherently opposed to decolo-
nialization.

Other significant issues include job-rela-
ted considerations, such as students’ aspirations 
for more international experiences in the imple-
mentation of international curricula as prepara-
tion for their future careers (Cheng et al., 2018). 
Additionally, the presence of neoliberal agendas 
in higher education curriculum internationali-
zation is noteworthy (Gyamera, 2015; Gyamera 
& Burke, 2018). Given these considerations, the 
internationalization of the curriculum in higher 
education should take into account the interna-

tional market demand to ensure that students 
acquire the necessary skills to meet market 
needs. Consequently, the internationalization 
of the curriculum shifts the primary purpose of 
higher education from a commitment to a broa-
der notion of public goods to an overemphasis 
on employability as the central concern in cur-
riculum development. As a result, international 
standards for employees and workers become 
the primary basis for international curriculum 
development, highlighting the importance of 
considering international curriculum frame-
works (see Burke et al., 2015; Gyamera & Burke, 
2018; Subkhan, 2016).

Furthermore, autonomous universities 
are required to design international programs, 
recruit foreign lecturers, and allocate more 
budget to support these programs. In doing so, 
the government plays a vital role in encouraging 
higher education, especially state higher educa-
tion, to become more autonomous. Unfortuna-
tely, in the Indonesian context of higher educa-
tion, this ideal government role has resulted in 
ambiguity due to the centralization of govern-
ment decision-making and policy on one hand, 
and the simultaneous encouragement for greater 
autonomy for state higher education on the ot-
her hand. Moreover, to some extent, the move-
ment toward autonomous universities for state 
higher education in Indonesia has also led to a 
crucial problem related to the tendency for poli-
cy to become a vehicle for the neoliberalization 
of higher education (Subkhan, 2016, 2022). In 
this case, the government has produced a cent-
ralistic notion of a national curriculum policy as 
a manual guide for Indonesian higher educati-
on to create curricula (Junaidi et al., 2020) while 
concurrently advocating for higher education 
autonomy (Subkhan, 2022).

METHOD

In order to elucidate the problems wit-
hin the Indonesian higher education curricu-
lum policy, we employ critical policy analysis in 
education. This approach has been developed 
by scholars to scrutinize educational policies 
by considering the indispensable relationship 
of text and context, policy and power, and its 
consequences in practices. Acknowledging that 
policy is a text and the political, cultural, and 
societal circumstances constitute the context of 
policy production and reception, critical policy 
analysis examines the text by focusing on the is-
sues within it and identifies the context that sha-
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ped the text. In this regard, Ratas’ (2014) three 
stages of critical policy methodology serve as a 
useful guide for the research. These three stages 
commence with political economy analysis as a 
means to identify global forces and local respon-
ses in policymaking, followed by analysing the 
policy itself in relation to its context, and ulti-
mately conducting empirical research to exami-
ne the implementation of the policy.

However, recontextualizing Ratas’s three 
proposed stages of critical policy analysis is 
necessary, especially to adapt to the specific 
context and circumstances of the research and 
the researcher’s position. In contrast to Ratas’s 
methodology, which places text analysis in the 
second stage, we position text analysis as the 
initial step of critical policy analysis, followed 
by context analysis and empirical research, res-
pectively. Based on our experience, commencing 
with text analysis was beneficial as it allowed us 
to better identify the context of production and 
understand how we engage with the text in the 
process of curriculum making.

During the first two steps of analysis, our 
focus was on the official guidance of the Indo-
nesian higher education national curriculum 
policy and its related policies. We meticulously 
read the texts to uncover problems within them 
and their potential consequences in practice. Si-
multaneously, we identified the context of text 
production, particularly by examining the glo-
bal forces and local or national considerations in 
curriculum policymaking. Finally, we conducted 
empirical research, as proposed by Rata (2014) 
as the final stage of her critical policy analysis, 
by reflecting on our involvement experiences in 
curriculum making at the higher education le-
vel. The results of our reflection enhance the cri-
tical analysis of the text by relating it to the em-
pirical experiences in which we were involved.

Furthermore, we incorporate critical dis-
course analysis (CDA) and autoethnography to 
fortify our critical analysis of the policy and its 
context. CDA is employed to scrutinize the text 
and context critically, drawing mainly on the 
works of Janks (1997), Taylor (1997), van Dijk 
(1993, 1995), and Bacchi (2000). In general, these 
scholars provide proposals and guidance on how 
to conduct a critical analysis of the policy and 
its context. Additionally, we utilize autoethno-
graphy (see Adam et al., 2015; Clandinin, 2006) 
as a guide to conduct empirical research based 
on our own experiences.

RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

This section has been divided into three 
main sub-sections as a means to make clear for 
the audience to comprehend our findings and 
its significance. The first part of this section will 
address the results of our analysis used critical 
discourse analysis upon the Indonesian higher 
education curriculum documents followed by 
elucidating its context of production and ended 
by the third part, that is our critical reflection 
upon our curriculum making experiences. A 
brief illustration of our findings can be found in 
table 1.

The following discussion will elucidate 
the results of our analysis, with a distinct focus 
on illuminating the findings in each sub-section. 
In the first stage of the analysis, the emphasis was 
on revealing both the overt and hidden messa-
ges of the policy. Meanwhile, during the second 
stage of the analysis, there was an intention to 
elucidate the connection between national and 
international discourses within the text. Lastly, 
critical reflection on practices based on our ex-
periences in the making of the study program’s 
curriculum at the final stage of analysis will en-
rich the previous findings.

A. Text analysis: revealing the overt and hid-
den messages  

In analysing the text, we categorize the 
findings into seven main themes in accordance 
with the primary elements of the curriculum de-
velopment process (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018). 
The first category is related to the foundation of 
curriculum development; the second and third 
categories pertain to purposes and approaches; 
the fourth to sixth categories are associated with 
content, method, media, and assessment; and 
the seventh category focuses on curriculum poli-
cy. Further explanations can be found as follows.

First, there are shallow, weak, and unclear 
curriculum foundations. According to Ornstein 
and Hunkins (2018), curriculum development 
should have strong philosophical, historical, 
psychological, and social foundations. Unfortu-
nately, in the official manual, the philosophical, 
psychological, and historical foundations of the 
curriculum policy are not clear. Instead of defi-
ning the philosophical foundation of the curri-
culum policy or proposing philosophical consi-
derations for the campuses and study programs, 
the manual only states that philosophy is impor-
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tant in the process of curriculum making and 
becomes the guidance to understand the impor-
tance of knowledge in enhancing the quality of 
life (Junaidi et al., 2020, p. 4). Similarly, for the 
psychological and historical foundation of the 
curriculum, the manual does not clearly state its 
underpinned theories.

Furthermore, the manual only proposes 
that the curriculum should recognize and honor 
history to facilitate students’ learning without il-
lustrating what historical reflections have been 
made and should be recognized in the process 
of curriculum making (Junaidi et al., 2020, p. 5). 
However, it seems that the proposed sociologi-
cal foundation of curriculum development was 
quite clear, especially by proposing a vision that 
the curriculum should preserve values and tra-
ditions from generation to generation amid the 
forces of globalization. The manual refers to the 
work of Caligiuri (2012) to argue that students 
need to have what she called cultural agility. 
Unfortunately, in this part, the manual claims 
that Caligiuri’s proposal is in line with Ki Hadjar 
Dewantara’s Trikon teaching (Junaidi et al., 2020, 

pp. 4–5), but without adequate argumentations.
Second, producing skilled workers with 

a strong national identity. It is quite clear that 
the manual of the Indonesian higher education 
curriculum policymaking proposes study pro-
grams to produce graduates with a strong natio-
nal identity and high-level skills. In this regard, 
the strong emphasis on nationalism is evident in 
the official policy that mandates certain courses 
in all higher education institutions in Indone-
sia. Based on Law No. 12 of 2012 on higher edu-
cation (Article 35), the manual proposes four 
mandatory courses: religious studies, Pancasila 
(Indonesia’s official state ideology), civic educa-
tion, and Indonesian language. According to the 
manual and the law, the purpose of religious stu-
dies is to instil in students’ faith in God and good 
manners, while the other courses aim to produce 
students who love and take pride in being In-
donesian citizens and prioritize their loyalty to 
their nation (Junaidi et al., 2020, p. 8; Pemerin-
tah Republik Indonesia, 2012). 

Meanwhile, the intention to produce 
skilled workers can be seen in the official ma-

Table 1 The main findings of the research 

Text analysis Findings 

1 The foundations of the curriculum 
development 

•	 Shallow, weak, and unclear foundations 
•	 	Strong dependent on Law as the legal protection 

2 Aims of the curriculum •	 Skilled workers & with strong national identity
3 Education approach •	 Outcome-based Education (OBE)
4 Proposed content knowledge, skills, 

and values 
•	 Four domain of expected learning outcomes 
•	 National identity and 21st century skills 

5 Proposed learning method, media, 
and assessment 

•	 Student-centred learning, MBKM policy 
•	 Blended & hybrid learning as alternatives

6 Proposed evaluation model and 
quality assurance system 

•	 Provus’ curriculum evaluation model 
•	 PPEPP curriculum cycle as the quality assurance system 

7 Curriculum making policy •	 Inconsistency between educational policies

Context analysis

International context National context 

1 Market driven education 1 Maintaining national identity 
2 Industrial revolution 4.0 2 Boosting economic growth/development 
3 Internationalization of higher 

education 
3 Strong position of Law as the legal protection 

of educational policies 
4 Global education reform (GERM) 4 Lack of scientific work behind the policymaking 

5 The dominant discourse of Bloom’s theory 

Critical reflection on practices

1 Academic humiliation & intervention 
2 Overload curriculum design 
3 Strict control over curriculum 
4 Difficulties in implementing the curriculum
5 More skills, less knowledge 
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nual when it references the Indonesian Natio-
nal Qualification Framework (INQF) and the 
ASEAN Qualification Framework as the primary 
considerations for arranging the curriculum le-
vels in the curriculum-making process (Junaidi 
et al., 2020, pp. 2–3 & 9). Given that INQF de-
picts the qualification level of the workers, this 
means that the official manual of the Indonesi-
an higher education curriculum policymaking 
encourages study programs to produce highly 
skilled workers that match the workers’ level of 
competencies. In doing so, by referring to INQF, 
the learning outcomes should contain attitudes 
and values, working skills, knowledge acquisi-
tion, and work authority and responsibility (Ju-
naidi et al., 2020, pp. 2–3; Kementerian Pendidi-
kan dan Kebudayaan, 2013).

Third, Outcome-based Education (OBE) 
is employed as the main approach along with 
a competency-based curriculum to develop, 
implement, and evaluate the curriculum in the 
official manual (Junaidi et al., 2020, p. 21). The 
central idea of OBE is that all processes of cur-
riculum making and its implementation should 
be based on the desired learning outcomes. To 
ensure that the learning processes stay on the 
right track to achieve standardized learning 
outcomes, assessments and remedial services 
are deemed crucial (see more in Spady, 1994). 
Additionally, OBE encourages the description 
of students’ learning outcomes as specific, ob-
servable, demonstrable, measurable, achieva-
ble, and time-bound, especially in formulating 
Courses Learning Outcomes (CLO) and Lesson 
Learning Outcomes (LLO) (Junaidi et al., 2020, 
pp. 39–40). Theoretically, the incorporation of 
OBE into the official manual of the Indonesian 
higher education curriculum policy strengthens 
the current basis of the curriculum document, 
namely the competency-based curriculum (see 
for example Direktorat Jenderal Pembelajaran 
dan Kemahasiswaan, 2018).

Fourth, accommodating 21st-century 
skills in the curriculum is considered in the of-
ficial manual, recognizing the importance of 
preparing higher education graduates for 21st-
century challenges and the disruptive impact of 
the fourth industrial revolution on civilization. 
The manual encourages universities to produce 
graduates with new literacies, including data 
literacy, technology literacy, human literacy, as 
well as critical thinking, creative thinking, col-
laboration, communication, and computational 
logic (Junaidi et al., 2020, pp. 2 & 7). To address 
these desired competencies, the official manual 

refers to the Ministry of Education Regulation 
No. 3 of 2020 on the national standard of higher 
education, formulating four domains of student 
learning outcomes: attitude, knowledge, general 
skills, and specific skills.

Top-down and definitive items have been 
formulated by the government for the attitude 
and general skills domain, leaving the other two 
domains for the authority of study programs to 
define. In this context, the attitude domain focu-
ses on equipping students with a sense of natio-
nalism, religious belief, and good behavior, while 
21st-century skills should be integrated into the 
general skills domain. For instance, one item in 
the general skills domain states that graduates 
should ”be able to implement logical, critical, 
systematic, and innovative thinking in developing 
or implementing science and technology, consi-
dering and employing humanities values accor-
ding to the specific field of expertise” (Junaidi et 
al., 2020, p. 32). Additionally, to ensure that the-
se learning outcomes are delivered and learned 
by students properly, the official manual propo-
ses using the scientific work of Gagne, Bloom, 
Anderson, Krathwohl, Masia, and Dave as the 
main reference to create lesson plans (Junaidi et 
al., 2020, p. 37).

Fifth, proposing student-centered lear-
ning and the MBKM policy. To achieve the de-
sired learning outcomes based on the outcome-
based education approach, the official manual 
recommends employing student-centered lear-
ning, blended learning, authentic assessment, 
and incorporating the MBKM policy. In a spe-
cific chapter, the manual explains and propo-
ses certain basic principles of student-centered 
learning—how to encourage students to actively 
construct their own knowledge through mea-
ningful experiences, design appropriate lear-
ning environments, and best support students’ 
preferences for learning (Junaidi et al., 2020, 
pp. 63–64). Furthermore, the manual advocates 
for blended learning, grounded in personalized 
learning theory and the integration of the inter-
net into education. It provides explanations of 
various blended learning models and their po-
tential implementations (Junaidi et al., 2020, pp. 
67–69).

Furthermore, the official manual also in-
corporated the MBKM policy, which provided 
students with the opportunity to study outsi-
de of their study program for three semesters, 
including off-campus activities. In this case, 
MBKM stood for Merdeka Belajar-Kampus Mer-
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deka (MBKM), which might be best translated 
into English as autonomous learning-autono-
mous campus (Junaidi et al., 2020, p. 19). The 
MBKM policy offered students the chance to 
spend three semesters off-campus, aiming to 
enhance their capacity to become skilled wor-
kers. During students’ off-campus studies, they 
engaged in preferred programs such as student 
exchange, internships, teaching assistantships, 
research, humanitarian projects, entrepreneur-
ship, independent study, and community servi-
ces/real-work study (KKN program) (Junaidi et 
al., 2020, pp. 73–76; Kementerian Pendidikan 
dan Kebudayaan, 2020a).

Given that assessment was one of the most 
crucial parts of the outcome-based curriculum, 
the official manual proposed several assessment 
principles and explained how to create rubrics. 
Unfortunately, when the manual explained eit-
her the three types of rubrics (holistic, analytic, 
and perception scale rubrics) or about portfolio 
assessment and assessment procedures, no clear 
reference could be found (Junaidi et al., 2020, 
pp. 50–57). Likewise, the weakness in scientific 
reference also appeared when the official manual 
formulated a new term instead of using more fa-
miliar academic terms. In this case, the official 
manual used the term “bentuk pembelajaran” to 
define and classify lectures, tutorials, seminars, 
practicums, internships, student exchanges, 
and etc (Junaidi et al., 2020, pp. 45–46). “Bentuk 
pembelajaran” or form of learning is something 
rarely used in the academic discourse of educa-
tion. 

Sixth, proposing an evaluation model 
and quality assurance system. In order to con-
tinuously improve the quality of the curriculum 
the official manual introduced a curriculum 
cycle as the basis for curriculum improvement. 
The proposed curriculum cycle is called PPEPP 
which stands for (1) penetapan kurikulum (de-
fining the curriculum), (2) pelaksanaan kuriku-
lum (curriculum implementation), (3) evaluasi 
kurikulum (curriculum evaluation), (4) pengen-
dalian kurikulum (curriculum control), and (5) 
peningkatan kurikulum (curriculum improve-
ment). Unfortunately, there was no clear scien-
tific reference for PPEPP. The official manual 
also encouraged the study programs to evaluate 
and define their curriculum at least once every 
four or five years. Moreover, every semester stu-
dy programs should also evaluate the quality of 
the curriculum by identifying student learning 
outcomes achievement and the appropriateness 
of learning materials, methods, media, and as-

sessment. More specifically, the official manual 
proposed the Discrepancy Evaluation Model de-
veloped by Malcolm Provus (Junaidi et al., 2020, 
p. 83). 

Seventh, inconsistency in policies. A 
well-designed curriculum policymaking pro-
cess should provide a clear curriculum policy as 
a manual guide on how to conduct the curricu-
lum. However, inconsistency in policy appears 
in the official manual. On the one hand, the 
curriculum policy offers several preferences for 
study programs to choose the most appropriate 
learning approaches and methods, such as using 
the ADDIE and Dick & Carey models of instruc-
tional design (Junaidi et al., 2020, pp. 33–34). 
On the other hand, the official manual requi-
res them to employ student-centered learning 
(SCL), blended learning, and Provus’ model of 
curriculum evaluation. This means that the for-
mer policy gives lecturers autonomy to choose 
the most appropriate learning approaches and 
methods, while the latter constrains lecturers by 
defining certain preferred approaches and met-
hods. Additionally, the enactment of the Minis-
ter of Education and Culture Decree No. 3 of 2021 
on key performance indicators for state-owned 
universities (well-known as IKU PTN) strengt-
hens this deep and unnecessary intervention of 
the government by pushing lecturers to use case 
method and project-based learning practices 
(Direktorat Jenderal Pendidikan Tinggi, 2021). 

B. Context analysis: connecting the discour-
se and text 

In this section, we focus on two different 
contexts of text production to reveal the influen-
tial factors’ connection with the text. Referring 
to the work of Priestley et al. (2015), supra, and 
macro layers of curriculum making are indis-
pensable factors that influence and guide the 
process of curriculum policy making in a certain 
direction. In this regard, we use the national and 
international contexts to depict the most influ-
ential factors in curriculum policy making.

1. National context

At the national context, we are examining 
the dominant educational discourse and histo-
rical trajectories that influence text production.

First, maintaining national identity is a 
key aspect of the official manual for curriculum 
development. The framework strongly suggests 
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programs. To realize this economic vision, War-
diman Djoyonegoro, the Minister of Education 
and Culture at the time, officially promoted the 
”link-and-match” paradigm as the basis for the 
development and implementation of the natio-
nal education system (Khurniawan & Haryani, 
2015). Despite ongoing debates and the evolution 
of ”link-and-match,” economic mainstreaming is 
evident in almost every education policy enacted 
by the Indonesian Ministry of Education. Cur-
riculum policy and vocational schools have re-
ceived the most attention from the government 
(Subkhan, forthcoming). Higher education is no 
exception, especially when the official manual of 
MBKM mentions ”link-and-match” as the fun-
damental paradigm for the relationship between 
higher education and market demand (Direkto-
rat Jenderal Pendidikan Tinggi, 2020, p. 2). This 
implies that the government encourages Indone-
sian higher education to produce highly skilled 
workers to boost economic growth and reduce 
unemployment, necessitating well-developed 
curricula to align with this direction.

Third, a strong legal foundation for edu-
cational policies. Historically, the Indonesian 
government has consistently upheld its national 
education system through the formulation and 
enactment of laws, providing legal protection 
for educational policies. Recognizing that law 
holds legitimate and political power to ensure 
curriculum implementation and achievement, 
the government has, since the early stages of the 
Indonesian curriculum reform, produced legal 
products as a means of legal protection for curri-
culum policies (Hidayat et al., 2017; Junaidi et al., 
2020, p. 5). Furthermore, since the official ma-
nual includes law as one of the main foundations 
of curriculum development, several legal pro-
ducts serve as the principal references of the ma-
nual. These include the National Constitution 
of 1945, Law No. 12 of 2012 on higher education, 
the Regulation of the Minister of Education and 
Culture No. 3 of 2020 on the national standard of 
higher education, and Presidential Instruction 
No. 8 of 2012 on the Indonesian national qualifi-
cation framework (Junaidi et al., 2020, pp. 5–6).

As a result, many academic terms used 
in the official manual, such as curriculum, gra-
duate learning outcomes, and form of learning, 
refer to the Ministry of Education and Culture 
Regulation Number 3 of 2020 on the national 
standard of higher education (see Junaidi et al., 
2020, pp. 8–11). Similarly, several terms related to 
learning processes and assessment, such as in-
teractive, active, holistic, integrative, scientific, 

that Indonesian national curriculum policyma-
king should serve the national interests. The 
manual begins by acknowledging that Indonesia 
is confronting globalization forces, particularly 
from Western countries that advocate for prag-
matism and materialism in response to econo-
mic demands. It emphasizes that without ap-
propriate measures to address these challenges, 
the national spirit, social justice, and humanity 
that benefit Indonesians may erode. Therefore, 
the manual encourages readers to revisit the 
valuable teachings of Ki Hadjar Dewantara, a 
renowned Indonesian education thinker. It un-
derscores the importance of Ki Hadjar’s teach-
ings of Trikon, namely kontinyu, konvergen, 
and konsentris, and summarizes them into one 
basic understanding of combining foreign and 
domestic ideas. The manual stresses the signi-
ficance of preserving local values in the midst of 
globalization (Junaidi et al., 2020, pp. 1–3).

As a nation with a long history of struggle 
for freedom from colonialism, Indonesia places 
strong emphasis on instilling nationalism in the 
young generation. Additionally, in the early yea-
rs of Indonesian independence, the government 
prioritized nationalism as the main purpose of 
education, even at the expense of economic de-
velopment (Subkhan, 2018). Presently, through 
the enactment of Law No. 12 of 2012 on higher 
education, the Indonesian government upholds 
this conservative notion by mandating univer-
sities to offer four compulsory courses: religio-
us studies, Pancasila (Indonesia’s official state 
ideology), civic education, and the Indonesian 
language. Given Indonesia’s diverse composition 
of ethnicities, races, religious beliefs, regions, 
cultures, and political preferences, along with 
social stratification based on economic status, 
instilling nationalism through the national edu-
cation system is considered the most suitable 
and politically correct approach. Accommoda-
ting national interests, in this context, is viewed 
as a means to preserve Indonesia’s diversity and 
prevent conflict and chaos, as undertaken by 
previous administrations (Latif, 2011, 2020; So-
edijarto, 2009).

Second, stimulating economic growth. 
Since the New Order era under the administra-
tion of President Suharto, the economic sector 
has been perceived as the most crucial factor in 
promoting economic growth, modernization, 
and industrialization. Embracing the mantra 
of developmentalism, education has been di-
rected toward producing professional graduates 
who can contribute to national development 
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contextual, thematic, effective, collaborative, 
student-centered learning, authentic, objective, 
accountable, and transparency, also refer to the 
same regulation (Junaidi et al., 2020, pp. 47–49). 
Rather than using more familiar academic terms 
such as learning approach, method, or model, 
the manual refers to the Regulation of the Minis-
ter of Education and Culture No. 3 of 2020 on the 
national standard of higher education that uses 
the term “bentuk pembelajaran” to define and 
classify lectures, tutorials, seminars, practicums, 
internships, student exchanges, etc. (Junaidi et 
al., 2020, pp. 45–46). ”Bentuk pembelajaran” or 
form of learning is something rarely used in the 
academic discourse of education. This finding 
leads us to another observation that the manual 
seemingly attempts to define its own concepts 
related to specific terms in education or curricu-
lum making.

Fourth, the lack of scientific work behind 
policymaking. The poor quality of policies, which 
often leads to public debates and controversies, 
has been accused of not meeting the good stan-
dards of policymaking. In the Indonesian con-
text of policy enactment, several previous edu-
cational policies can be mentioned as igniting 
controversies, such as the privatization of public 
education through the enactment of Law Num-
ber 9 of 2009 on education legal entities and the 
national examination. Both policies have been 
abolished by the authorities, mainly because of 
their inconsistency with the spirit of the Indone-
sian constitution and the five pillars of Pancasila, 
leading to detrimental effects on education. This 
case has led to many criticisms toward the poli-
cymaking process, especially regarding the lack 
of scientific work behind the policymaking pro-
cess (Analysis: Indonesian Policymaking, 2019; 
Blomkamp et al., 2017). Unfortunately, the weak 
foundation of the curriculum and the inclusion 
of numerous terms referencing non-academic 
sources are evident in the manual for Indonesian 
higher education curriculum policymaking. The 
robust role of the law in the policymaking pro-
cess, serving as the legal safeguard for educatio-
nal policies, raises concerns about the Indone-
sian higher education curriculum policymaking 
process. 

Fifth, the dominant discourse of Bloom’s 
theory. According to our experiences as lectu-
rers in the field of education, Bloom’s theory of 
learning domains has gained popularity for de-
cades. Widely accepted by scholars, including 
in Indonesia’s higher education, Bloom’s theo-
ry classifies three learning domains: cognitive, 

affective, and psychomotor domains. In cer-
tain study programs where the authors belong, 
Bloom’s theory became the main theoretical 
basis for syllabus and lesson plan development. 
The main idea of Bloom’s theory is that lear-
ning could and should be divided into several 
domains as a means to easily classify and define 
”learning outcomes.” This idea was based on and 
in line with the modernist, positivist, linear, and 
objective notions of curriculum development, 
as proposed by Tyler and his colleagues. In this 
regard, the proposed four domains of learning 
outcomes from the government for Indonesian 
higher education curriculum making resemble 
Bloom’s three learning domains. Both classifi-
cations contain ”knowledge” as one of the man-
datory domains. Moreover, the terms ”affective” 
and ”psychomotor” from Bloom’s theory have 
been replaced by the terms ”attitude” and ”skills” 
in the official manual of Indonesian higher edu-
cation curriculum policy and its supported regu-
lations.

2. International context

The international context of Indonesian 
higher education curriculum policymaking can 
be traced through the dominant discourse of 
global education as follows. 

First, market-driven education is a global 
phenomenon that prioritizes the global market 
or economic interests as the main consideration 
in developing and maintaining education. This 
means that the global market influences educa-
tion and utilizes it as a tool to boost economic 
growth. As a result, the curriculum structure, its 
content, and other educational processes and 
services should be designed to produce high-
skilled workers to meet market demand. The 
basic principles of market-driven education 
align with neoliberal agendas, and in the higher 
education context, they seem to have resulted in 
many problems (see for more deep comprehen-
sive discussion in Connell, 2013; Market-Driven 
Education, 2012; Rakhmani, 2019; Sakhiyya, 
2018; Tomlinson, 2015; Veldman, 2018). In this 
regard, market-driven education encourages 
education policies that close the gap between 
education and the economic sector, including 
higher education policy. The MBKM policy wit-
hin the Indonesian higher education curriculum 
policymaking overtly shows the intervention of 
market-driven education (Kementerian Pendidi-
kan dan Kebudayaan, 2020a).

Second, the narrative of the Fourth In-
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dustrial Revolution (4.0). The massive advan-
cement of digital technology and its integration 
into education has brought the grand narrative 
of the Fourth Industrial Revolution (4.0) as well 
as Society 5.0 to the forefront of government 
concerns, including for the higher education 
sector. The Fourth Industrial Revolution (4.0) is 
perceived as the latest advancement in indust-
rialization based on digital technology, holding 
enormous promises and potentials to enhance 
the quality of higher education, mainly by digi-
talizing learning practices and their supporting 
systems (Lim, 2019). 

Specific terms such as the Internet of 
Things (IoT), digital literacy, human literacy, di-
gital ethics, blended learning, and hybrid lear-
ning have been officially introduced and widely 
used through government policies. In this case, 
the official manual of the Indonesian higher 
education curriculum policymaking has already 
employed these terms and referred to the Fourth 
Industrial Revolution (4.0) and its associated is-
sues, such as the disruptive era, knowledge so-
ciety, and 21st-century skills (Junaidi et al., 2020). 
This means that the official Indonesian higher 
education curriculum policymaking recognizes 
the important role of the Fourth Industrial Re-
volution (4.0) for the sake of Indonesia’s natio-
nal building and development in the future.

Third, the internationalization of higher 
education. Internationalization of education is 
one among several trends in higher education, 
including in Indonesia, as the government en-
courages all universities to enhance their ranking 
at the international or world-class university le-
vels. To be recognized as a world-class university, 
the ”international standard” of higher education 
is crucial, exemplified by international certifi-
cates and accreditation. The official manual for 
the Indonesian higher education curriculum 
policymaking addresses international accredi-
tation and its epistemological basis in the form 
of Outcome-Based Education (OBE) (Junaidi et 
al., 2020).

Moreover, achieving world-class univer-
sity status is deemed important for higher edu-
cation due to its prestigious position and poten-
tial for additional benefits. In many countries, 
including Indonesia, a university’s world-class 
rank is one of the considerations for prospective 
students when choosing where to continue their 
education. Likewise, corporations and high-qua-
lity, world-class universities view a university’s 
world rank as a key factor in deciding whether to 

initiate collaborative projects or not (Lane, 2015). 
Despite the potential disadvantages of the inter-
nationalization of education in higher educati-
on, the official manual of the Indonesian higher 
education curriculum policymaking supports 
the internationalization of Indonesian higher 
education (Junaidi et al., 2020, pp. 13–14).

Fourth, the global education reform 
movement. According to the main message of 
the official manual of the Indonesian higher 
education curriculum policy, it seems that the 
global education reform movement influenced 
the ”hidden” idea behind the policy. The global 
education reform, or as Sahlberg calls it, GERM 
(Sahlberg, 2016), features education policies that 
emphasize standardization, a narrow curricu-
lum focusing on core subjects/knowledge, high-
stakes accountability, and the implementation 
of corporate management practices. Fuller and 
Stevenson (2019) refer to it as a turn toward a 
new orthodoxy in education policy.

Related to the previous discussion about 
the ideology behind the policy, GERM is under-
pinned by the neoliberal vision that encourages 
the privatization of public education by withdra-
wing government subsidies for public education 
and placing public education into the free mar-
ket. Other scholars use terms such as New Ma-
nagerialism, corporatization of education, and 
privatization of education instead of GERM (Fal-
lon & Poole, 2014; Lynch et al., 2012). In this case, 
the presence of the MBKM policy and Outcome-
Based Education (OBE) in the official manual 
of the Indonesian higher education curriculum 
policymaking, as policies that address the curri-
culum to provide students with more practical 
experiences that are closely aligned with market 
demand, shows the influence of GERM.

C. Critical reflection on practices 

In this section, we present our critical ref-
lections on our experiences regarding the pro-
cess of curriculum making in our universities 
and the study programs we have been involved 
in. The discussions presented are based on the 
emerging themes we identified during our pro-
cess of analysis. In each theme, we discuss the 
problems and add our critical reflections to en-
rich and strengthen the analysis.

Building on the earlier findings about the 
textual and contextual issues surrounding In-
donesian national higher education curriculum 
policymaking, there are at least five major prob-
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lems related to the government-led implementa-
tion of the national higher education curriculum 
policymaking guidance: (1) academic humiliati-
on and intervention, (2) overload curriculum 
design, (3) strict control over the curriculum, (4) 
difficulties in implementing the curriculum, and 
(5) more skills, less knowledge. A more detailed 
discussion follows.

1. Academic humiliation and intervention

The top-down curriculum policymaking 
has reduced the lecturer’s authority, resulting 
in the degradation of the academic climate wit-
hin the university. Since the official manual of 
the Indonesian higher education curriculum-
making policy refers to and incorporates several 
legal products, primarily the Regulation of the 
Minister of Education and Culture No. 3 of 2020 
on the national standard of higher education, 
MBKM policy, and key performance indicators 
for state-owned university (IKU PTN), it seems 
that the main focus of the top management of 
the university, faculty, and study program is so-
lely on how to meet the standards required by 
these policies.

In our experience, there has been no dis-
cussion about the possibility of rejecting the 
policy, seeking alternatives, or creating more 
scientifically and professionally accepted poli-
cies regarding the problems faced with higher 
education curriculum policymaking. Lecturers 
occasionally express their disappointments and 
critiques about the policy, but it seems that they 
have never been officially listened to or accom-
modated by the top management of our univer-
sity, faculty, and study program.

As an example, to meet and increase the 
key performance indicators for state-owned uni-
versities, the top management of the university, 
supported by the quality assurance body of the 
university, pushed all the lecturers to create les-
son plans by integrating ”case study” and ”pro-
ject-based” learning as the main approaches for 
all courses. In this regard, IKU PTN or the key 
performance indicators encourage the university 
to employ these learning approaches. While the-
re is no official obligation from the government 
that all courses should use these approaches, the 
top management of the university partially pus-
hed this policy as a means to increase the IKU 
PTN score. The higher the key performance in-
dicators of the university, the more rewards will 
be received from the government since IKU PTN 

has been established as a competitive system 
among state-owned universities to receive more 
financial support. Moreover, the government’s 
encouragement for us to employ OBE, student-
centered learning, Provus’ curriculum evalu-
ation model, and the PPEPP curriculum cycle 
through the enactment of the Indonesian higher 
education curriculum policymaking shows an 
act of academic humiliation and intervention.

Instead of encouraging our university to 
become the center of excellence by broadening 
our academic freedom, the government, through 
this policy, led the university—mainly our home 
base—to become more concerned with somet-
hing superficial in the form of meeting the key 
performance indicators (IKU PTN) and fulfilling 
all policy requirements. In our critical reflection, 
this policy will never be the most appropriate 
vehicle to boost the academic quality of our uni-
versity.

2. Overload curriculum design

Since the government has many interests, 
especially in producing highly skilled workers 
to cope with the challenges of the industrial 
revolution 4.0 narratives and in fostering good 
members of society with a strong sense of na-
tionalism, the current curriculum policymaking 
enacted by the government has led the study 
programs to develop a curriculum with excessi-
ve content. In accordance with the Regulation of 
the Minister of Education and Culture No. 3 of 
2020 on the national standard of higher educa-
tion, as one of the main references of the official 
manual, Article 17 clearly states that undergra-
duate study programs should consist of at least 
144 credits. 

Hence, lecturers are burdened with over-
loaded tasks in the form of creating many les-
son plans, learning materials, and assessment 
instruments, not to mention their pedagogical 
tasks (e.g., supporting students, giving feed-
back, grading). The long teaching hours of the 
lecturers potentially lead to detrimental effects 
not only on lecturers’ pedagogical competence 
but also on their other responsibilities, such as 
in research and community service programs. 
The author of this article has mostly experienced 
these overloaded tasks and their impact on our 
other professional responsibilities.

In our experience, to meet the interna-
tional accreditation standard as encouraged by 
the government, including through the official 
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manual of the Indonesian higher education cur-
riculum policymaking, particularly with AQAS 
as one of the leading international accreditation 
agencies from Europe, the overloaded curricu-
lum design in our curriculum structure is always 
questioned by assessors. This is especially true 
concerning the overload of tasks to be done by 
students, which should be assessed by lecturers. 
For instance, considering the definitive student 
expected learning outcomes in the form of at-
titude, knowledge, general skills, and specific 
skills, the assessors wonder how we could pro-
fessionally measure all these outcomes. 

In this regard, too many items and criteria 
should be observed and measured, ranging from 
students’ behavior, their knowledge acquisition, 
to their competencies. Meanwhile, OBE—as the 
main reference of AQAS—proposes more con-
cise, simple, and measurable forms of expected 
learning outcomes (ELO). In response to AQAS 
requirements, we created new ELO to meet the 
AQAS standard, which is different and avoids go-
vernment official regulation. In other words, we 
have two versions of curriculum documents: one 
document to meet government policy and the 
other document to meet AQAS requirements.

Furthermore, the overloaded curriculum 
also puts students at a significant disadvantage, 
especially as they are compelled to cover a vast 
number of courses. This translates to long study 
hours, and many tasks that should be completed 
within a time-bound schedule, as promoted by 
the OBE. Generally, the more courses and tasks 
students have, the higher the possibility of aca-
demic challenges and failures. In Indonesia, for 
undergraduate study programs, the requirement 
of 144 credits is typically divided into numerous 
courses or subjects. Each semester usually en-
compasses at least 20 to 24 credits, implying that 
each student will study a minimum of 10 to 12 
courses per semester. 

In this context, an important question 
from the AQAS assessor regarding the overloa-
ded curriculum structure in our undergraduate 
study program was also related to the alignment 
of content across courses. In response to this is-
sue, we encountered difficulty in structuring the 
courses for each semester, resulting in occasio-
nal instances where courses were not well alig-
ned with others in terms of their sequence.

3. Strict control over curriculum

According to the official manual, it ap-
pears that the government seeks to ensure that 

curriculum development and implementation 
in higher education align with the main direc-
tions of national higher education policy, par-
ticularly in producing high-skilled workers and 
responsible members of society. This conserva-
tive approach aligns with the culture of positi-
vism and learning theory, notably Bloom’s the-
ory, resulting in stricter curriculum control. The 
regulation is stringent, defining ten official at-
titude points and various points of general skills 
by referencing the Ministry of Education and 
Culture’s regulation on the national standard of 
higher education (Junaidi et al., 2020, p. 23; Ke-
menterian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2020b). 

Moreover, the national standard of higher 
education regulation formulates similar general 
skills points for different types of tertiary edu-
cation programs (academic, vocational, and 
professional), but the points vary based on the 
education levels (diploma, undergraduate, post-
graduate, and doctoral programs). As the regu-
lation officially formulates and enacts the points 
and their descriptions, there is no room for diffe-
rent interpretation and recontextualization. For-
tunately, the regulation allows study programs a 
limited opportunity to autonomously formula-
te student expected learning outcomes (ELO), 
specifically the points of knowledge and specific 
skills, considering the unique features and desi-
red professional skills of the study program (Ke-
menterian Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan, 2020b).

Furthermore, the notion of standardiza-
tion of outcomes in OBE also tightens control 
because, in order to meet the expected learning 
outcomes, lecturers should strictly control lear-
ning processes and their assessment (Junaidi et 
al., 2020; Spady, 1994).

According to our experience in develo-
ping our study program’s curriculum document 
and its subsequent documents, especially les-
son plans and assessment instruments, in the 
process of formulating expected learning out-
comes, especially in the attitude and general 
skills domains, we are required to translate them 
into course learning outcomes for every course. 
This means that each course is responsible for 
supporting students’ attitude and general skills. 
Hence, lecturers have an additional task to not 
only teach students specific content knowledge 
and assess their achievement but also indirectly 
teach and assess students’ attitude and general 
skills. Officially, in each lesson plan document, 
there are written course learning outcomes 
(CLO) and their division in the form of lesson 
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learning outcomes (LLO) for each phase or stage 
of learning. Each LLO should be supported by 
specific content knowledge and be assessed by 
certain appropriate assessment techniques.

As the official manual of the Indonesian 
higher education curriculum policymaking in-
corporates OBE, even though it does not follow 
its original version as proposed by AQAS, the 
basic principles of OBE still become the main 
framework of curriculum making in study pro-
grams. In this regard, OBE requires lecturers to 
design and implement appropriate assessment 
strategies to ensure that students stay on track 
to achieve the desired course learning outcomes 
and lesson learning outcomes. Given that assess-
ment is important, in one of our (the authors) 
universities, the quality assurance body deter-
mined six types of assessments following OBE 
and key performance indicators policy for state-
owned universities (IKU PTN) requirements. 

In our experiences, the mandatory requi-
rements in terms of assessment leave lecturers 
with only a few spaces to choose the most ap-
propriate approaches and methods according 
to our professional judgment. Likewise, other 
requirements such as student-centered learning, 
certain assessment techniques, and MBKM poli-
cy also tend to restrict our academic autonomy 
and professional judgment to stay updated and 
follow other theories in learning and assessment.

Additionally, at one of our universities, 
the official encouragement of using blended 
learning led to misinterpretation in practice due 
to a lack of theoretical understanding about it. 
One of the university’s policies only required 
lecturers to conduct synchronous meetings four 
times a semester. The mindset of policymakers 
at the university’s top management level seemed 
to be dominated by traditional and conventional 
modes of learning, indicating a belief that face-
to-face teaching practices were superior to onli-
ne learning practices. 

Other lecturers might have different per-
ceptions about the policy. They might argue, 
for example, that it was not strict control of the 
policy over the curriculum, but rather provided 
guidance for the lecturers to support and simp-
lify the curriculum-making process. However, in 
our reflection, the disadvantages of the policy 
outweigh its advantages, especially in terms of 
undermining our academic autonomy and pro-
fessional judgment as lecturers.

4. Difficulties in implementing the curricu-
lum

As the official manual also provides study 
programs and lecturers with several examples of 
lesson plan templates, all lecturers were obliged 
to create lesson plans in accordance with the ”of-
ficial” templates provided (Junaidi et al., 2020, 
pp. 100–140). In this case, we were encouraged to 
follow our university’s official lesson plan temp-
late by filling out the form. Several pieces of in-
formation were required, including the name of 
the course, number of course credits, expected 
learning outcomes (ELO), course learning out-
comes (CLO), lesson learning outcomes (LLO), 
course description, references, learning materi-
als, forms of learning, study time allocation, as-
sessment techniques and their indicators, load 
percentage of each LLO, and assessment policy.

In some cases, it was difficult to transla-
te the CLO into LLO, especially in the attitude 
and general skills domain, because LLO focused 
on specific content knowledge and skills. Hen-
ce, if we use a positivist view of the lesson plan, 
it causes a contradiction and inconsistency. The 
official manual encouraged lecturers to teach 
attitude and general skills, and it should be offi-
cially written in the lesson plan, but in practice, 
both skills in ELO and CLO are hardly written 
because of their potential complexities in sen-
tence structure when filling out the lesson plan 
form. Complexities in the description of ELO 
and CLO will confuse lecturers and students, 
making it difficult to implement in class.

Furthermore, challenges emerged in the 
implementation of the written curriculum due 
to various factors. In our experiences, it does not 
seem practical to strictly adhere to teaching all 
the ELO, CLO, and LLO in the class. For examp-
le, it was challenging for us to simultaneously 
instruct and observe students’ attitudes and 
acquire specific content knowledge at the same 
time. Additionally, the stringent blended lear-
ning regulations do not align with the basic prin-
ciples of contextual learning, such as differenti-
ated or personalized learning theories (Holmes 
& Gardner, 2006; van Geel et al., 2019; Walking-
ton & Bernacki, 2020).

Beyond the existing curriculum policy, 
there is a need for a policy that acknowledges 
our academic autonomy and professional jud-
gment, providing space for us to stay updated 
with advancements in our field of expertise. To 
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address this issue, most lecturers—based on our 
conversations with others and our own experi-
ences—perceive the written curriculum mainly 
as an official document created to meet the re-
quirements of the quality assurance system. In 
most cases, lecturers do not strictly adhere to 
the written curriculum; instead, they implement 
different approaches, methods, and principles 
according to their professional judgment.

5. More skills, less knowledge 

Since the official manual incorporated 
Outcome-Based Education (OBE) as the basis 
for the curriculum-making process, aligning 
with the idea of a competence-based curriculum 
and market-driven education, the curriculum’s 
structural emphasis will be on skills over kno-
wledge. As discussed by various scholars, this 
phenomenon has resulted in several problems, 
particularly concerning students’ knowledge ac-
quisition. In our experience teaching educatio-
nal study program students, we are concerned 
about their preference for emphasizing skills—
such as pedagogical skills, learning media creati-
on, and assessment techniques—at the expense 
of mastering foundational issues in education, 
such as the philosophy of education, learning 
theories, sociology of education, and educati-
on policy. Fortunately, we have retained several 
knowledge-based courses in our curriculum, 
such as philosophy of education, educational 
studies, and contemporary educational paradig-
ms. This indicates that, in practice, we do not 
strictly adhere to the basic principles of OBE, a 
competence-based curriculum, and market-dri-
ven education.

However, given that the official narrative 
of curriculum policymaking is Outcome-Based 
Education (OBE), it becomes challenging to cul-
tivate a greater interest in knowledge over skills 
among our students. Based on our teaching ex-
periences, the majority of our students show a 
higher interest in practicing learning methods 
and producing learning media than engaging in 
discussions about the essence of learning met-
hods, their underlying paradigms and philo-
sophies, sociological considerations, as well as 
their overt and hidden political and ideological 
aspects.

Furthermore, in our conversations and 
interactions with student union representatives, 
they acknowledge that, since the implementa-
tion of the Merdeka Belajar Kampus Merdeka 

(MBKM) policy, attracting more students to join 
student unions has become challenging. The fi-
nancial incentives provided in various MBKM 
programs are more enticing than mere partici-
pation in student unions. This implies that stu-
dents are inclined to prioritize something imme-
diately beneficial to them, especially concerning 
their future careers upon graduation. Conse-
quently, this trend may result in graduates who 
are skilled but lack a strong vision and academic 
standing as educators.

Moreover, the Merdeka Belajar Kampus 
Merdeka (MBKM) policy, as an integral compo-
nent of Indonesian higher education curricu-
lum policymaking, also places our students at a 
disadvantage. On one hand, the university per-
mits students to participate in various available 
MBKM programs starting from the sixth semes-
ter. On the other hand, the curriculum structure 
of the study program still includes several cru-
cial courses, particularly those aimed at equip-
ping students with research skills. Consequently, 
we often encounter students who wish to fulfill 
their academic requirements by undertaking re-
search as the final component for earning their 
bachelor’s degree. Unfortunately, their under-
standing and proficiency in research fall below 
the required standard.

This predicament arises because, since 
the sixth semester, some students opt to enga-
ge in off-campus MBKM programs to gain more 
practical and contextual learning experiences, 
such as internship programs, humanitarian pro-
jects, and independent studies. Consequently, 
they choose not to enroll in several courses re-
lated to research skills. In essence, the MBKM 
policy prioritizes skills over knowledge. Unfor-
tunately, there is a lack of available studies on 
this issue and its potential impact on students’ 
competence.

CONCLUSION

Based on the discussion above, it is clear 
that global forces and national interests have 
influenced Indonesian higher education curri-
culum policymaking, resulting in several disad-
vantages for both lecturers and students. The 
national and international considerations be-
hind the formulation of the Indonesian higher 
education curriculum policymaking illustrate 
the government’s fundamental understanding 
that the curriculum is a powerful tool to shape 
the future of the nation. Furthermore, the na-
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tional curriculum policymaking exhibits a con-
servative and reproductive notion toward the 
national interests of the nation (see for example 
Apple, 2004).

Amid the debates between proponents of 
Outcome-Based Education (OBE) and the se-
veral failure stories of its implementation (see 
for example Australia’s Troubles with Outcome-
Based Education, 2020; Donnelly, 2017; Nakkee-
ran et al., 2018; Wheelahan, 2007), the Indone-
sian government seems to believe that OBE is 
the right answer to face the challenges of the 21st 
century and to boost the economic sector. This 
is evident in the Indonesian higher education 
curriculum policymaking underpinned by the 
OBE framework. Additionally, Global Education 
Reform Movement (GERM) and neoliberal agen-
das such as New Managerialism appear to have 
become integral parts of the curriculum policy-
making for higher education in Indonesia.

Despite the critiques mentioned pre-
viously about Outcome-Based Education (OBE), 
the spirit of ”simplicity” in formulating students’ 
learning outcomes can be embraced with seve-
ral improvisations to decrease the number of 
expected learning outcomes (ELO) and course 
learning outcomes (CLO), making them more 
concise. Drawing inspiration from our experien-
ce with the AQAS accreditation process in one of 
our study programs, reducing the total number 
of credits for our undergraduate study program 
and consolidating courses becomes necessary.

Guided by a robust theoretical basis in 
curriculum policy that emphasizes the impor-
tance of contextualization and balances perso-
nal interests with the social context, skills with 
knowledge, and international with national in-
terests, lecturers will have more space to create 
meaningful learning opportunities for their stu-
dents. Lecturers with fewer administrative tasks 
in curriculum making and reduced teaching 
hours can focus more on enhancing their per-
formance in research, community services, and 
publications. Therefore, we recommend that the 
national higher education curriculum policy-
making be well-formulated based on scientific 
works to avoid theoretical ambiguity and weak-
nesses. Additionally, other educational policies 
that undermine lecturers’ integrity and profes-
sionalism should be revised.

Moreover, in line with the recontextuali-
zation of Rata’s (2014) proposal of critical policy 
methodology in this research, we methodologi-
cally reorganized the phases of analysis and the 

writing process. Drawing from our experiences 
in conducting this research project, we advocate 
for a more measured approach and stages of cri-
tical policy analysis. By recontextualizing Rata’s 
critical policy analysis approach and integrating 
critical discourse analysis with autoethnography, 
we present a refined set of stages for critical poli-
cy analysis in education as follows.

Firstly, placing textual analysis as the 
initial stage of analysis proves beneficial. As 
lecturers, we are well-acquainted with the text, 
and analyzing it provides deeper insights into 
the messages and their potential linkages with 
the contexts. Contextual analysis then logical-
ly succeeds textual analysis. Secondly, critical 
discourse analysis is employed in both textu-
al and contextual analyses, as it sheds light on 
the relationship between the text and context. 
Textual analysis directly identifies the potential 
context of text production. Thirdly, autoethno-
graphy or personal narrative proves valuable in 
enhancing our critical reflections on the curri-
culum-making practices at the study programs. 
Throughout this research, we discovered that 
our experiences as lecturers involved in the cur-
riculum-making process at the study programs 
supported our analysis at both textual and em-
pirical research levels in Rata’s terms. Given that 
the policy under analysis pertains to higher edu-
cation curriculum, autoethnography aids in sub-
stantiating the data and information about the 
policy’s enactment.
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